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Preface 

This is the final report from an evaluation by MDRC of the Minnesota Family 
Investment Program (MFIP). The report is being published in three volumes: this report 
on the program’s impacts on adults (Volume 1); a companion report on its impacts on 
children (Volume 2); and a summary report. The final report provides valuable insights 
into four major issues that are currently on the minds of decisionmakers across the 
country: 

What can states do to minimize the chances that long-term welfare 
recipients reach a time limit on welfare benefits without any way to 
support themselves? 

How should policymakers support the efforts of low-income workers to 
stay in their jobs and provide for their families in this era of time-limited 
welfare? 

How can social policies avoid penalizing marriage? 

How do the policy changes that states have made in moving their welfare systems from 
AFDC to TANF affect families and children? 

Interestingly, the experimental program in Minnesota that is providing this rich 
and relevant information was designed without time limits and long before the passage of 
the landmark federal welfare reform law, the Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996. Dismayed by rising rates of child 
poverty, by a welfare system that was focused more on eligibility determination than on 
helping families to improve their circumstances, and by entry-level jobs that provided 
wages below the poverty line, Minnesota officials decided to move their system in a new 
direction. 

MFIP’s designers hoped that a new system that combined financial incentives to work with 
participation or work requirements for long-term recipients would increase work, 
reduce long-term welfare dependence, and reduce poverty for working families. To a 
remarkable degree, MFIP has achieved these goals, showing the most consistently 
positive results for single -parent long-term welfare recipients. For this group, the 
program increased work, increased earnings, reduced the use of welfare as a sole income 
source, reduced poverty, reduced domestic abuse, and reduced children’s behavior 
problems and improved their school performance. Rarely is the story so consistently 
positive across such a wide range of outcomes for a group of families. In addition, MFIP 
produced a modest increase in marriage among single parents and a substantial increase 
in marital stability among two-parent families. 

State officials were aware that this new system might cost more than the old 
AFDC system, and they were committed to finding out whether that investment was 
paying off in better outcomes for families and children. As a result, they and their 
government and foundation funding partners — including the staff at the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services who developed a child outcomes study 
spanning five state welfare reform initiatives — launched a comprehensive evaluation, 
one component of which was a study of MFIP’s effects on children. This study is 
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providing information to people in Minnesota and elsewhere who share a keen interest in 
both identifying policies that show promise for improving the outcomes of low-income 
children and ensuring that efforts to change the welfare system do not cause harm to 
already vulnerable families. Critical questions include: How does employment that 
results from work or participation requirements affect children? Is poverty bad for 
children simply because families lack money, or because of other family characteristics 
that are associated with poverty? What kinds of investments will improve children’s 
outcomes — additional services for low-income families? or financial support? This 
study (along with two others recently released by MDRC) provides some of the most 
rigorous evidence available to date that money matters. For very disadvantaged families 
(in this case, single-parent long-term recipients), providing financial support to parents as 
they move from welfare to work can improve children’s outcomes. 

At the same time, the results raise important questions about the tradeoffs that are 
perhaps inherent in welfare reform. The program costs more than the old AFDC system, 
and it allows people to remain on welfare longer, because families can continue to 
receive some benefits while they are working. Thus, for those whose primary goal is to 
reduce welfare caseloads and costs, the results presented here may not look positive. For 
those who are willing to trade some of those caseload reductions and cost savings for 
increases in work, reductions in poverty, improvements in child outcomes, or increases in 
marriage and marital stability (a finding that is intriguing but that we would like to see 
replicated), the results presented here will be of great interest. 

The results also raise some important issues specific to the use of financial 
incentives within a time-limited welfare system. The message delivered by time limits is 
to leave welfare as quickly as possible and to use welfare as a last resort. Is it then a 
coherent policy to combine time limits with financial incentives that may keep families 
on welfare longer than they would be without those incentives? Should states try to 
reconcile those two policies by mechanisms such as “stopping the time-limit clock” for 
parents working a certain number of hours or by providing financial incentives outside 
the welfare system, or should families simply be informed about the two policies and 
allowed to make their own decisions about how to use their allotted time on welfare? 

No one state study can answer all these questions, and the jury is still out on whether other 
states, as well as Minnesota, that use these incentives in the context of stricter work 
requirements, greater sanctions, and new time limits can achieve the same results. 

Those of us who evaluate social programs always harbor the hope that our work not 
only will provide information needed by the state or locality that asked for the study but also 
will be seen as relevant, and will be used, by a broader audience of decisionmakers. Thanks to 
the foresight of both the program’s designers and the funders who supported this research — 
and to the cooperation of the families who participated in the evaluation — this study promises 
to influence our thinking about future directions for welfare reform and supports for low-
income workers for some time to come. 

Judith M. Gueron 
President 
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Executive Summary


In 1994, the state of Minnesota began a major welfare reform initiative aimed at 
encouraging work, reducing dependence on public assistance, and reducing poverty. The 
Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) differed from the AFDC system in three key ways: 

•	 Financial incentives to work. Parents could keep more of their benefits 
when they worked, and child care payments were paid directly to providers. 

•	 Participation requirements for long-term recipients. If not working 
full time, long-term recipients had to participate in services designed to 
move them quickly into the workforce. 

•	 Simplification of rules and procedures. Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC), Food Stamps, and Family General 
Assistance (FGA) were combined into a single program with one set of 
rules and procedures and one monthly payment. 

MFIP began operating in April 1994 in three urban and four rural Minnesota 
counties, and the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC), under contract 
with the Minnesota Department of Human Services (DHS), has been tracking the 
program’s implementation and effects. Between April 1994 and March 1996, over 14,000 
families were assigned at random, using a lottery-type process, to either the MFIP or the 
AFDC system. MFIP’s effects are assessed by following the two groups for up to three 
years after they entered the evaluation and comparing their employment, earnings, welfare 
receipt, income, and other measures of well-being. A companion volume of this final 
report on MFIP presents the program’s effects on additional aspects of families’ well­
being and its effects on children.1 

I. Findings for Single-Parent Families 

Long-term recipients had received welfare for two years or more when they entered 
the evaluation. Members of this group were immediately subject both to MFIP’s 
employment-related mandates and its financial incentives. 

Recent applicants were applying for welfare or had been receiving benefits for less 
than two years when they entered the program (the majority were new applicants). Members 
of this group received MFIP’s financial incentives but did not face a mandate to work or 
participate in employment-related activities until they had received benefits for 24 months. 

•	 Long-term recipients in MFIP were more likely to work than 
their counterparts in AFDC, and they had higher earnings. 
Table ES1 presents MFIP’s effects for single-parent families in 

1Lisa Gennetian and Cynthia Miller, Reforming Welfare and Rewarding Work: Final Report on the 
Minnesota Family Investment Program, Vol. 2, Effects on Children (New York: Manpower Demonstration 
Research Corporation, 2000). 
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Table ES1


MFIP's Impacts for Single-Parent Families, Quarterly Averages

Through the First Quarter of Year Three, in All Counties


Impact Percentage 
Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) Change 

Long-term recipients 

Employed (%) 49.9 36.9 12.9 *** 35.0 
Earnings ($) 955 779 176 *** 22.6 
Received welfare (cash assistance and Food Stamps) (%) 85.3 80.6 4.7 *** 5.8 
Welfare benefits (cash assistance and Food Stamps) ($) 1,745 1,569 176 *** 11.2 
Welfare was only source of income (%) 42.9 54.5 -11.6 *** -21.4 
Income from earnings and welfare ($) 2,700 2,348 352 *** 15.0 
Measured povertya (%) 75.4 85.3 -10.0 *** -11.7 
Currently married and living with spouse (%) 10.6 7.0 3.6 ** 51.4 

Sample size (total = 2,373) 1,141 1,232 

Recent applicants 

Employed (%) 55.3 52.1 3.3 *** 6.3 
Earnings ($) 1,470 1,509 -39 -2.6 
Received welfare (cash assistance and Food Stamps) (%) 62.6 53.4 9.2 *** 17.3 
Welfare benefits (cash assistance and Food Stamps) ($) 1,060 823 237 *** 28.8 
Welfare was only source of income (%) 30.1 32.1 -2.0 ** -6.3 
Income from earnings and welfare ($) 2,530 2,332 198 *** 8.5 
Measured povertya (%) 66.2 73.3 -7.1 *** -9.6 
Currently married and living with spouse (%) 17.0 17.2 -0.2 -1.3 

Sample size (total = 5,029) 2,413 2,616 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, 

public assistance benefit records, and the 36-month survey.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.


 The results are weighted to reflect the composition of the caseload in the seven counties. 
aThe poverty rate is calculated as the percentage of sample members whose incomes from earnings and 

benefits are below the poverty line. This measure of poverty is not comparable to the official poverty rate, since 
income does not include income from other sources. 

bSample includes members from the 36-month survey. 
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urban and rural counties during the first two years and three months 

after they entered the program. Families in the urban counties were

followed for a somewhat longer period, and their results are presented 

separately in this report. On average, in each quarter, 49.9 percent of 

MFIP families worked, compared with 36.9 percent of AFDC

families, for a 35 percent increase in employment rates. Their earnings 

were also 23 percent higher on average. Most recipients who went to 

work because of MFIP stayed employed consistently and, at the three-

year mark, were working in full-time, moderate-wage jobs that

offered health benefits. MFIP had fairly consistent impacts across

most types of families. One exception is that it increased employment 

and earnings relatively less among parents who had been previously

married when they entered the study. Partly for this reason, MFIP had 

smaller effects on average in the rural counties, because the majority

of rural long-term recipients had been previously married.


•	 Recent applicants in MFIP were somewhat more likely to work than recent 
applicants in AFDC, but they did not have higher earnings. The bottom 
panel of Table ES1 shows MFIP’s effects for recent applicants. On average, in 
each quarter, 55.3 percent of parents in the MFIP group worked, compared with 
52.1 percent of parents in the AFDC group. Despite having higher employment 
rates, parents in MFIP did not have higher earnings on average, because MFIP 
caused some parents to move from full-time to part-time jobs or to take lower-
paying jobs than they would have otherwise. This finding is consistent with 
economists’ predictions: When more benefits are provided to families who work, 
some may be encouraged to take new jobs or work more, while some who are 
already working may use the extra income to reduce their work intensity, by 
reducing their hours worked, reducing their weeks worked per month, or taking 
lower-paying jobs. For recent applicants, these effects offset each other to 
produce no change in average earnings. Recent applicants did not face a mandate 
to work full time or to participate in employment activities until they had 
received welfare for 24 months. Thus, for most of the follow-up period, the 
majority of recent applicant families received only MFIP’s enhanced work 
incentives. 

•	 Families in MFIP were more likely than families in AFDC to receive 
welfare but were less likely to rely solely on welfare. Because MFIP was 
designed to allow families with higher earnings to remain eligible for some 
benefits, MFIP families, both long-term recipients and recent applicants, were 
more likely than AFDC families to receive benefits. For example, among long-
term recipients in the MFIP group, 85.3 percent received welfare in each 
quarter after program entry, compared with 80.6 percent of long-term 
recipients in the AFDC group. (Welfare, as defined for families in this study’s 
AFDC group, included AFDC payments, Food Stamp benefits, and Family 
General Assistance payments.) However, because more recipients in the MFIP 
group worked after program entry, they were less likely than recipients in the 
AFDC group to rely solely on welfare; in each quarter after program entry, an 
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average of 54.5 percent of recipients in the AFDC group relied only on 
welfare, compared with only 42.9 percent of recipients in the MFIP group. 

•	 Families in MFIP had higher incomes than families in AFDC. On average, 
MFIP families had higher incomes (the sum of earnings plus welfare benefits) 
than AFDC families throughout the follow-up period — a 15 percent increase 
for long-term recipients and an 8.5 percent increase for recent applicants. In 
addition, fewer of them had combined earnings plus benefits below the poverty 
line. Long-term recipients in MFIP had higher incomes because they earned 
more and because they received more benefits while working. Recent applicants 
in MFIP had higher incomes because they received more benefits while 
working. The measure of income used here does not include income from 
sources other than earnings and benefits — one of the most important being the 
Earned Income Credit (EIC) available to low-income families through the 
federal and state tax systems. Because long-term recipients in the MFIP group 
were more likely to work than those in the AFDC group, they probably also 
received more in EIC benefits, suggesting that their increased income shown in 
Table ES1 is underestimated. 

•	 Long-term recipients in MFIP were more likely to be married than their 
counterparts in AFDC. As shown in Table ES1, 10.6 percent of the MFIP 
recipients were married at the end of the follow-up period, compared with 7 
percent of AFDC recipients. There are a variety of ways in which MFIP might 
have affected marriage rates. Analyses shown in the report suggest that this 
effect was the result of MFIP’s enhanced incentives and changed eligibility 
rules. 

•	 Findings from Volume 2 of this final report show that, compared with the 
AFDC group, long-term recipients in MFIP were less likely to experience 
domestic abuse, and their children were better off. MFIP’s effects on 
additional aspects of families and children were evaluated for a group of single 
mothers with children age 2 to 9 when they entered the program. This part of the 
evaluation found that long-term recipients in MFIP were less likely to 
experience domestic abuse than their AFDC counterparts. In addition, they 
reported that their children exhibited fewer behavioral problems and performed 
better in school. For children in recent applicant families, however, MFIP had 
few effects. 

•	 Making families better off costs more than the typical welfare -to-work 
program. The estimated annual costs of MFIP, over and above those of the 
AFDC program, ranged from about $1,600 to $3,800 per family (not shown in 
the table). The largest components of these costs were MFIP’s more generous 
benefit payments and the cost of families’ continued enrollment in Medicaid 
while receiving MFIP benefits. These net costs contrast with costs of previous 
welfare-to-work programs that did not include financial incentives and that in 
some instances produced savings for the government. However, MFIP’s costs 
need to be weighed against the benefits they bought, both for families in the 
program and for society as a whole. For example, most MFIP families had 
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higher incomes and more consistent health insurance coverage, and long-term 
recipients with early-school-age children experienced less domestic abuse and 
saw improved outcomes for their children. Although it is difficult to put dollar 
values on such benefits, MFIP produced a number of gains in terms of family 
and child well-being. 

II. Findings for Two-Parent Families 

Recipients had been receiving benefits for at least one month when they entered the 
program. Members of this group received MFIP’s financial incentives, and most were immediately 
required to participate in employment-related services, because they had already received welfare 
for more than six months. 

Applicants were applying for welfare when they entered the program. Members of this 
group received MFIP’s financial incentives but did not face a mandate to work or participate in 
employment-related services until they had received benefits for six months. 

•	 Compared with two-parent families in AFDC, both recipient and applicant 
families in MFIP were as likely to have at least one parent working but 
were less likely to have both parents working, leading to lower combined 
earnings. Table ES2 presents findings for two-parent families. Families in MFIP 
and in AFDC had similar employment rates during the two-year, three-month 
follow-up period; that is, they were equally likely during each quarter of follow-
up to have at least one parent working. However, combined earnings for MFIP 
families were somewhat lower on average, because in some families one spouse 
left work or worked fewer hours. (Most two-parent AFDC families were in 
AFDC-Unemployed Parent, or AFDC-UP.) 

•	 Both recipient and applicant families in MFIP were more likely than AFDC 
two-parent families to receive some welfare. More two-parent families in the 
MFIP group than in the AFDC group received welfare during the follow-up 
period. Among recipients, for example, 76.4 percent of MFIP families received 
benefits each quarter, compared with 66.0 percent of AFDC families. This effect 
is the result of MFIP’s enhanced work incentives, which allowed more of these 
families to combine welfare and work. Among two-parent applicant families, 
42.9 percent in MFIP and 33.7 percent in AFDC received benefits each quarter 
— substantially lower proportions than among two-parent recipient families. 

•	 Two-parent recipient families in MFIP were more likely than their AFDC 
counterparts to stay married. Table ES2 shows that 67.3 percent of MFIP 
families were married at the end of year 3, compared with only 48.3 percent of 
AFDC families. This effect was concentrated among recipients who were 
married at program entry, and so it reflects an increase in marital stability rather 
than an increase in the rate of marriage. These findings are based on 
respondents’ self-reports to the three-year survey and were confirmed using 
divorce records data in each county. Because of the small number of applicant 
families who participated in the three-year survey, MFIP’s effects on marital 
stability could not be estimated for them. 
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Table ES2


MFIP's Impacts for Two-Parent Families, Quarterly Averages

Through the First Quarter of Year Three, in All Counties


Impact Percentage 
Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) Change 

Recipients 

At least one parent employed (%) 60.2 62.5 -2.3 -3.7 
Family earnings ($) 2,193 2,682 -489 *** -18.2 
Received welfare (cash assistance and Food Stamps) (%) 76.4 66.0 10.4 *** 15.7 
Welfare benefits (cash assistance and Food Stamps) ($) 1,889 1,367 522 *** 38.2 
Welfare was only source of income (%) 30.6 28.4 2.1 7.5 
Income from earnings and welfare, 

accounting for separation or divorcea ($) 3,958 3,769 189 * 5.0 
Measured povertyb (%) 66.1 70.6 -4.5 ** -6.4 
Married and living with spouse at the end of year 3a (%) 67.3 48.3 19.1 *** 39.5 

Sample size (total = 1,523) 761 762 

Applicantsa 

At least one parent employed (%) 78.6 78.4 0.1 0.2 
Family earnings ($) 4,057 4,492 -435 * -9.7 
Received welfare (cash assistance and Food Stamps) (%) 42.9 33.7 9.2 *** 27.4 
Welfare benefits (cash assistance and Food Stamps) ($) 783 433 350 *** 81.0 
Welfare was only source of income (%) 9.8 8.8 1.1 12.0 
Income from earnings and welfare ($) 4,840 4,924 -85 -1.7 
Measured povertyb (%) 40.3 41.1 -0.8 -1.9 

Sample size (total = 733) 348 385 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, 

public assistance benefit records, and the 36-month survey.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.


 The results are weighted to reflect the composition of the caseload in the seven counties. 
aInformation about marital status was only collected for survey sample members. This calculation assumes 

that a similar proportion of full sample members as survey sample members experienced a divorce or separation at 
some point during the follow-up period. Because the sample for applicants is too small, marital status is not 
measured. 

bThe poverty rate is calculated as the percentage of sample members whose incomes from earnings and 
benefits are below the poverty line. This measure of poverty is not comparable to the official poverty rate, since 
income does not include income from other sources. For two-parent recipient families, income accounting for 
separation and divorce is used to calculate poverty. 
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•	 Two-parent recipient families in MFIP had higher incomes than 
two-parent AFDC families. When MFIP’s effects on reducing 
separations and divorces are taken into account, MFIP families had 
higher incomes from their combined earnings and welfare benefits than 
AFDC families. As shown in Table ES2, their income from welfare and 
earnings was higher by an average of $189 per quarter. 

•	 MFIP’s costs for two-parent applicant families are comparable to 
costs for single-parent families; costs are higher for two-parent 
recipient families. For two-parent applicant families — the group 
most likely to leave welfare quickly — MFIP cost about $2,500 more 
than the AFDC system per year per family. For two-parent recipient 
families, MFIP added about $3,800 per family per year to government 
costs. 

III. Conclusions 

The findings show that enhanced financial incentives combined with mandatory 
participation in employment-related services can move a significant number of welfare 
recipients into the workforce, can increase their earnings and income, and can reduce the 
likelihood that they will rely solely on welfare for support. The MFIP program was 
particularly successful at achieving these three goals for people who are a high priority for 
policymakers — single-parent long-term recipients. 

Both of MFIP’s main components contributed in different ways. The financial 
incentives were critical for increasing income and reducing poverty; families would not 
have been better off if their benefits had been reduced nearly dollar for dollar as earnings 
increased, as was the case under AFDC. When offered alone, however, the incentives 
caused some families to go to work but caused others to reduce their work hours. In contrast, 
by coupling the financial incentives with the mandate to participate in employment-related 
services, MFIP increased full-time work and earnings and thus avoided one of the potential 
tradeoffs of using incentives; it made families better off without reducing their work effort. 

The importance of the participation mandate in avoiding tradeoffs between 
incentives and work effort is also apparent from the results for two-parent families. 
Because AFDC-UP, the AFDC program for two-parent families, already had participation 
requirements, the key differences between it and MFIP for two-parent families were MFIP’s 
enhanced financial incentives and its loosened eligibility criteria. The results show that 
providing working families with more generous benefits did cause some spouses in dual-
earning couples to cut back on their work hours. In addition, however, reduced hours for one 
spouse may have increased the stability of the couple’s marriage. Allowing parents who 
want to stay married to actually do so can have important effects on families and children. 

In 1998, Minnesota replaced its AFDC system statewide with a modified version 
of MFIP called MFIP-S. The new program differs from the original MFIP in two key 
ways: The financial incentives are somewhat less generous, and single-parent long-term 
recipients are required to work 35 hours per week or to participate in employment 
services within six months of welfare receipt. (Many counties require participation 
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immediately upon entering the welfare system.) In addition, MFIP-S has a sharper “work 
first” focus and larger sanctions (reductions in benefits) for noncompliance than MFIP, 
and it operates in the context of the federal five-year time limit on the receipt of benefits. 
In general, the evaluation results for the field trial are a good starting point for predicting the 
likely results of statewide MFIP, at least until the five-year time limit begins to directly 
affect the welfare caseload. Some of the changes in MFIP-S, such as the less generous 
financial incentives, might reduce the program’s direct effects on income and poverty, while 
others might increase the program’s effects on employment and earnings, particularly for 
recent applicants to welfare. It is difficult to gauge how these changes will affect the 
program’s nonfinancial effects, such as impacts on child well-being for long-term recipients 
or on marital stability for two-parent families. 

Although it is difficult to predict the program’s effects in the context of time limits, 
these evaluation results indicate that two elements of MFIP-S — enhanced financial 
incentives and time limits — may work at cross-purposes. Enhanced incentives will allow 
working families to receive benefits longer, which will encourage them to use up their 
allotted 60 months. Minnesota has addressed this problem in part by stopping the time-limit 
clock for families who are working and receiving only the portion of their grant that 
represents Food Stamps. Another way to make these two policies more complementary 
might be to stop the time-limit clock for parents who work full time. At least one other state, 
Illinois, is currently doing this. 

In addition to these programmatic differences, it is important to note that the 
economy — nationally and especially in Minnesota — was very strong during the 
evaluation period covered by this report, with unemployment rates as low as 3 percent in 
some counties. The ability of parents to find full-time jobs and meet MFIP’s participation 
requirement may depend critically on the state of the economy. Similarly, it is difficult to 
predict how community effects may come into play, now that the program is designed to 
saturate each county — indeed, the state — rather than being implemented for subsets of 
selected counties’ caseloads. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

I. Background 

The Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) represents a new vision of welfare as a sys­
tem that can simultaneously encourage work, reduce dependence on public assistance, and reduce pov­
erty. It attempts to break loose from the tradeoffs that have previously existed among these goals, by 
implementing two complementary components: (1) financial incentives to encourage work and (2) man­
datory participation in employment-focused services for long-term welfare recipients. 

The MFIP program was first implemented as a field trial beginning in April 1994, in the three 
urban counties of Hennepin (Minneapolis), Anoka, and Dakota and in the four rural counties of Mille 
Lacs, Morrison, Sherburne, and Todd.1 The Minnesota Department of Human Services (DHS) con­
tracted with the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) to evaluate the new pro­
gram. During the early years of the field trials, the state legislature, MFIP’s state and local staff, and 
community leaders continued to debate how MFIP should evolve in response both to the dramatically 
changing national policy landscape and to the state’s experiences in its initial years of implementing 
MFIP. In 1997, this debate culminated in the passage of legislation that established a revised version of 
MFIP as Minnesota’s plan for providing public assistance under Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families (TANF), the federal public assistance program that has replaced AFDC. Informing the debate 
were several years of operational experience as well as MDRC’s interim evaluation report, Making 
Welfare Work and Work Pay: Implementation and 18-Month Impacts of the Minnesota Family 
Investment Program.2 The 1998 statewide MFIP program (MFIP-S) is described later in this chapter. 
Although this report evaluates only the version of MFIP that was implemented in 1994, many compo­
nents of the two programs are similar. 

This is Volume 1 of the final report on MDRC’s evaluation of the MFIP field trials. It assesses 
MFIP’s effects on participation in employment and training activities over a three-year period; estimates 
the program’s impacts on employment, earnings, family income, poverty, and other adult outcomes; and 
compares the program’s benefits with its costs. Volume 2 of the report evaluates the program’s effects 
on family well-being and on outcomes for children who were 2 to 9 years old at program entry.3 Al­

1An eighth county, Ramsey (St. Paul), entered the demonstration in July 1996 and is not included in this report. 
MFIP-R, as the Ramsey County program is known, had a somewhat different program and research design than 
MFIP. An analysis of the Ramsey program is included in a supplemental report, Final Report on the Implementation 
and Impacts of MFIP in Ramsey County (Auspos, Miller, and Hunter, 2000). 

2Miller et al., 1997. 
3Gennetian and Miller, 2000. Volume 2 is the first of five state reports to be issued by MDRC and other evalua­

tors participating in the Project on State-Level Child Outcomes, a cross-state project instituted by the U.S. Depart­
ment of Health and Human Services to measure the effects of state welfare reform initiatives on family and child well­
being. 
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though this report and the companion report can each stand alone, reading both will provide a compre­
hensive set of final evaluation results for the MFIP program. 

The lessons that Minnesota has learned in the process of implementing this new policy and rig­
orously evaluating its results will be of value nationally, as states try to respond thoughtfully to the new 
flexibility provided to them under the landmark Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Recon­
ciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA). In fact, the majority of states have incorporated financial incentives, 
or a “make work pay” approach, as part of their welfare reform policies under TANF. This final report 
of the MFIP evaluation will assess whether such an approach can achieve the ambitious goals of 
increasing work effort and increasing total income, and at what cost. How does each component of 
MFIP — its financial incentives and its mandatory employment and training program — contribute to its 
effects? For which types of families does this model have the most positive effects, and for which fami­
lies does the model have limitations or bring particularly large costs relative to the AFDC system? In 
assessing the benefits and costs of the MFIP approach, the evaluation takes into account not only the 
program’s economic benefits but also its potential noneconomic benefits for families and children, such 
as improved developmental outcomes for children. 

After this section’s introduction to the MFIP program and the evaluation, Section II discusses 
the ways in which MFIP differs from Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the cash assis­
tance program that was in place in Minnesota throughout most of the field trials. Section III then de­
scribes the MFIP evaluation, including its research design, key research questions, and subgroups of 
interest. Section IV characterizes the economic policy and environment in Minnesota during the field 
trials, and Section V describes changes in the new statewide program. The chapter concludes with a 
summary of how this report is organized. 

A. The Issues 

In developing a new vision of welfare during the late 1980s, officials in Minnesota dealt with 
many of the common concerns surrounding AFDC, the traditional welfare system in the United States. 
For example, AFDC — originally developed to provide assistance to widows and their children — had 
long been characterized as focusing more on verifying eligibility and processing welfare payments than 
on helping people move from welfare to work. Also, the rules of AFDC provided a clear disincentive to 
work: A single mother receiving benefits was often better off not working because of the high rate at 
which she lost benefits as she earned income. Finally, the eligibility rules for the AFDC-Unemployed 
Parent (AFDC-UP) program available to two-parent families were more restrictive than the AFDC eli­
gibility rules for single-parent families, raising concerns that the former program provided an incentive to 
remain single. 

Officials in Minnesota were also concerned about the incidence of child poverty. First, as the 
result of overall economic trends, poverty rates for families with children had increased since the mid­
1970s. As a result, one in five children nationwide was living below the poverty line.4 At the same time, 
welfare benefits provided under the AFDC system had not kept pace with inflation: Over 20 years, the 

4U.S. Bureau of Census, 1995; Annie E. Casey Foundation, 1997. 
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average maximum benefit for a three-person family had dropped 47 percent in real terms.5 Thus, low-
income families with children were finding it more and more difficult to make ends meet. 

B. Minnesota’s Response: MFIP 

Minnesota policymakers sought to address these issues by designing a welfare system that 
would attempt both to encourage employment and to lift working families out of poverty. This system 
combined two components: enhanced financial incentives (an income strategy) and mandatory participa­
tion in employment-focused services for long-term welfare recipients (a mandatory services strategy). 

This new vision of welfare differed significantly from past welfare reform approaches, which 
usually emphasized one or the other strategy. For decades, those responsible for planning and imple­
menting the nation’s welfare policies have struggled to increase work, reduce dependence, and reduce 
poverty, but they have found that single-pronged policy solutions typically lead to progress on only one 
of these goals or, worse, achieve one goal at the expense of another: Policies that reduce dependence 
by mandating participation in employment or education and training services can help people to get into 
jobs, but generally without enabling them to leave poverty, because participants typically exchange wel­
fare benefits for low-wage jobs; conversely, policies to increase families’ income simply by increasing 
welfare benefits might reduce work effort and increase dependence on welfare. MFIP’s combination of 
up-front financial incentives followed by employment-focused services for those not able or willing to 
find work on their own was designed to maximize the positive effects of each strategy — that is, both to 
encourage work and to reduce poverty — while containing government costs. 

The inclusion of work incentives in the MFIP model had some important implications for what 
program planners did and did not expect the program to achieve. It was anticipated that some working 
families had low enough wages that they would continue receiving MFIP’s “work supplement,” or re­
sidual welfare grant, for some time after gaining employment. Such families would be encouraged to 
continue increasing their earnings, but they were not viewed as dependent on welfare in the same way as 
a family who relied on welfare without working. Thus, the program’s goal vis-à-vis dependence was to 
“prevent the long term use of welfare as a primary source of income,”6 rather than to remove every fam­
ily completely from welfare.7 A related implication of including this type of work supplement in the pro­
gram model is that MFIP was not expected to produce savings for the government in the short run.8 

Instead, state officials characterized the new approach as one of “investment.” The hope was that, to the 
extent that MFIP led to higher costs than the AFDC system in the short run, the up-front investment 

5U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1996. 
6Minnesota Department of Human Services, MFIP Implementation Memo No. 4, April 30, 1993, p. 1. 
7This framework for thinking about welfare dependence is consistent with the conclusions reached in Indicators 

of Welfare Dependency and Well-Being: Interim Report to Congress, October 1996, by the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS). The report points out that dependence is a continuum and that duration of receipt and 
depth of reliance on welfare should be taken into consideration. Thus, long-term welfare use and welfare use in ab­
sence of any earnings are of greater concern than receipt of welfare per se. 

8For example, in the cost-neutrality agreements negotiated between HHS and Minnesota DHS as a condition of 
the federal waiver process, it was predicted that the costs of MFIP benefits would be higher than the cost of benefits 
under the AFDC system. 
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would be “purchasing” important improvements in child and family well-being in the longer run. 

Many of the ideas behind MFIP date back to the recommendation of a 1986 bipartisan Gover­
nor’s Commission on Welfare Reform. The design for MFIP itself was developed later, led by planners 
in Minnesota DHS. The planning process also included input and review by county officials, advocacy 
groups, welfare recipients, business representatives, and others. In 1988, the state legislature authorized 
development of the required federal waivers, and Congress passed legislation authorizing the Depart­
ments of Health and Human Services and Agriculture to issue waivers after terms and conditions were 
negotiated. In 1994, Minnesota received final federal approval to implement its new welfare model. 

The activities DHS undertook between 1989 and 1994 are testament to the detailed planning 
required to successfully operationalize a new welfare system. DHS staff redesigned Minnesota’s highly 
automated welfare eligibility and check issuance systems to support the new program; several policy 
workgroups and advisory councils (including members of the community, local elected officials, DHS 
staff, and others) developed and approved new welfare rules covering topics ranging from calculating 
welfare budgets to employment and training policies; and the over 200 forms and materials used at the 
state and local levels were scrutinized for redesign or elimination. 

MFIP integrated several existing programs in the Minnesota welfare system. These included not 
only AFDC (the core of the traditional system) but also STRIDE, the state’s employment and training 
program for AFDC recipients,9 which operated on a voluntary basis for certain targeted groups; the 
state-run Family General Assistance (FGA) program,10 which allowed some low-income families to 
qualify for welfare who would not qualify under AFDC; and the federally funded Food Stamp program, 
which provided assistance in the form of coupons to be spent on food.11 MFIP did not replace or 
change Medicaid, the federal-state health program serving low-income families, which is available 
equally to recipients of MFIP or AFDC. 

As shown in detail in Table 1.1, MFIP differed from the AFDC system in three fundamental 
ways: 

•	 MFIP made work pay for families on welfare. This was accomplished primarily 
by decreasing the extent to which families’ welfare grants were reduced when they 
went to work. For a family on AFDC, some earnings were disregarded when bene­
fit amounts were calculated, but benefits were still reduced 

9STRIDE was operated with funding from the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program, which 
was established by the Family Support Act of 1988 and was designed to move people from welfare to work through 
education, training, and work experience. 

10The FGA program was designed to provide cash assistance to certain types of families who did not qualify for 
AFDC. In particular, some two-parent families who did not qualify for AFDC due to the stringent work history re­
quirements or the 100-hour-per-month restriction on working in the AFDC-UP program could reapply and qualify for 
the FGA program. Benefit levels for families who qualified for the FGA program were the same as in AFDC. 

11Throughout this report, the terms “welfare” and “public assistance” are used to represent the range of benefits 
that are provided in either the MFIP or the AFDC system, including MFIP, AFDC, FGA, and Food Stamps. 
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Table 1.1


Major Differences in Rules for Financial Assistance, Administration of Benefits, and

Employment and Training Programs Under the AFDC System and MFIP


Program Dimension AFDC Systema MFIP 

-5­

Eligibility 

Income requirements 

Asset limits 

Who was included in the 
assistance unit 

Work history requirements 
and work limits for two-parent 
families 

Financial assistance 

Grant calculation when a 
recipient has earned income 

AFDC and Food Stamps both had gross and net income 
requirements that households must have met in order to 
be eligible for benefits. 

AFDC asset limit of $1,000, with $1,500 exemption for one 
vehicle. Food Stamp asset limit of $2,000, with exemption for 
one vehicle with a value of up to $4,500. 

Stepparents, relatives, and others living with the applicant 
family were not considered part of the household by AFDC, 
but their income may have been counted in determining Food 
Stamp eligibility and benefit levels. 

To have been eligible for AFDC, one parent must either have 
been incapacitated or reported a recent work history, and 
worked less than 100 hours per month. Minnesota's Family 
General Assistance (FGA) program did not have these 
requirements. 

AFDC grant calculation excluded $120 and one-third of any 
remaining monthly earnings during the first 4 months of 
work; $120 during the next 8 months; $90 per month 
thereafter. 

Food Stamp grant calculation excluded 70 percent 
of net income. Net income included the AFDC grant but 
excluded 20 percent of gross earnings, a $131 standard 
deduction, and up to $207 of excess shelter expenses.b 

Net income requirement only. 

Asset limit of $2,000, with exemption for vehicles 
with a combined equity value of up to $4,500. 

Some individuals, such as stepparents and parents 
of minor parents, could decide whether to be included 
in the MFIP household. If they decided not to be, 
they were not eligible to receive Food Stamps 
separately. Other relatives were not included in 
determining eligibility or benefit levels, but may 
have received Food Stamps separately. 

No such requirements. 

If there was no earned income, the maximum grant 
equaled the combined value of AFDC and Food Stamps. 
If there was earned income, benefits equaled the 
maximum grant increased by 20 percent, minus net income. 
(Net income excluded 38 percent of gross earnings.) 
However, benefits could not exceed the maximum 
grant level. 

(continued) 
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Table 1.1 (continued) 

Program Dimension AFDC Systema MFIP 

Child care assistance for Child care reimbursed up to $175 ($200 for children under age Child care paid directly to child care provider, 
working parents 2) as part of AFDC grant, with additional costs reimbursed up to county maximum rate. 

separately up to county maximum rate. 

Transitional child care and AFDC transitional benefits were available for the first 12 Same as AFDC. 
Medicaid months after a registrant left welfare for work. Sliding-fee 

child care was available subsequently. 

Penalty for noncompliance Noncompliant parent was removed from grant. Grant was reduced by 10 percent. 
with required activities 

Administration of benefitsc 

Number of public Three separate programs: AFDC, Food Stamps, and FGA. One program consolidated and replaced AFDC, 
assistance programs Food Stamps, and FGA. 

Rules for use of Federal Food Stamp rules applied. Food Stamps incorporated into MFIP cash grant 
Food Stamp benefits without Food Stamp restrictions on purchases, 

unless Food Stamps requested by the recipient. 
Employment and training 
programs d 

Mandatory activities

 Single-parent families Mandatory orientation to STRIDE (Minnesota's JOBS Mandatory participation in MFIP employment and 
program) for AFDC applicants in a STRIDE target group, training services for single parents with no children 
except those with children under age 3. under age 1, who had received welfare for more 

than 2 years.

 Two-parent families Mandatory orientation and participation in job search and Mandatory participation in MFIP employment and 
the Community Work Experience Program by primary training services by one parent if family had 
wage-earner. Second parent could volunteer for STRIDE. received welfare for more than 6 months. 

(continued) 
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Program Dimension AFDC Systema MFIP

 Parents under age 20 Mandatory participation in an education activity for those 
who had not completed high school or earned a General 
Educational Development (GED) certificate. 

Same as AFDC. 

Target groups for voluntary 
activities 

Those in the following target groups could volunteer for 
STRIDE: single parents who had received aid for 36 of the 
past 60 months; were custodial parents under age 24 without a 
high school diploma or the equivalent, or had limited work 
experience;e or were within 2 years of becoming ineligible for 
aid because the youngest child was age 16 or older. 

After July 1995, MFIP sample members who had 
been receiving welfare for less than 24 months were 
allowed to volunteer for MFIP services. The 
number who could volunteer was capped at 10 
percent of the MFIP caseload for each case 
management agency. 

Support services Child care, transportation, and work-related expenses were 
covered for STRIDE participants. Child care was not 
available for social services required to remove barriers 
to employment. 

Child care, transportation, and work-related 
expenses were covered for MFIP employment and 
training participants. Child care was available for 
social services required to remove barriers to 
employment, such as attendance at chemical 
dependency counseling. 

SOURCES: AFDC and MFIP planning documents and eligibility manuals. 

NOTES: aThe term "AFDC system" is used throughout this report to represent the range of programs MFIP was designed to replace, including not only AFDC but 
also Food Stamps; the Family General Assistance (FGA) program; and Minnesota's JOBS program, STRIDE. The rules shown above are primarily related to 
AFDC, except where otherwise noted. 

bThese calculation standards were in effect in 1994. 
cFor both AFDC and MFIP group members, Electronic Benefits Transfer was implemented for cash and Food Stamps during the evaluation period (in late 

1994 in Hennepin, late 1997 in Anoka and Dakota, and mid-1998 in rural counties). 
dEmployment and training rules described for the "AFDC system" are the rules for AFDC recipients. They do not apply to those receiving only FGA or Food 

Stamps. 
eLimited work experience is defined as fewer than 6 months of full-time employment within the past 12 months. 



substantially for each dollar of earnings. Under MFIP, much more of a family’s 
earnings were disregarded when determining benefit levels. MFIP’s more generous 
earnings disregard ensured that working always resulted in more income than not 
working.12 

For example, as illustrated in Figure 1.1, a single parent with two children who 
had no income from work received the same $769 in monthly welfare benefits un­
der MFIP or the AFDC system. If she worked 20 hours per week at $6 per hour, 
her grant was reduced by $237 less under MFIP than it would have been under the 
AFDC system. This raised the reward for working — the difference in total income 
between working and not working — from $255 to $492, or an increase of 93 
percent.13 If she worked 40 hours per week at $6 per hour, her monthly grant was 
reduced under MFIP by $148 less than under AFDC, raising the reward for work­
ing by 27 percent, from $539 to $687. Thus, compared with the AFDC system, 
MFIP provided an incentive to work, and a relatively greater incentive to work part 
time than full time. MFIP allowed families to continue to receive supplemental bene­
fits while they worked, until their income reached approximately 140 percent of the 
poverty level.14 

MFIP child care payments also encouraged work, because MFIP paid child 
care expenses directly to the provider, leaving recipients with no up-front costs. 
AFDC recipients, in contrast, had to pay for child care upfront, and those costs 
could be subtracted from their income when their AFDC grant was calculated. Al­
though AFDC recipients were eventually reimbursed for child care expenses, this 
process could take up to two months. 

•	 MFIP required long-term public assistance recipients to participate in 
employment and training services. Many public assistance recipients left welfare 
quickly on their own, while others were expected to respond to MFIP’s financial 
incentives by finding jobs. To target services and control costs, MFIP focused em­
ployment services on longer-term recipients, who were less likely than others to find 
jobs without assistance and who accounted for a large share of welfare expendi­
tures. Under MFIP, single parents who had received public assistance for 24 of the 
past 36 months (and two-parent families who had received assistance for 6 of the 
past 12 months) were required to participate in employment and training activities in 
order to continue receiving 

12Note that the more generous earnings disregard implies that MFIP benefits were available to many families who 
would not have been eligible for benefits under AFDC, leading to an increase in welfare costs for that group. This 
factor made cost control in other areas an important part of MFIP. An example of this is MFIP’s strategy of providing 
employment-related services only to long-term recipients. 

13Dollar amounts in this chapter correspond to benefit levels and rules in effect in 1994, when MFIP began. 
14This level reflects MFIP rules in effect throughout most of the field trials. 
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Figure 1.1 

How MFIP Makes Work Pay: Examples of Monthly Income for a Single Parent 
with Two Children Under MFIP and AFDC 
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$216 

$128 

$482 

$180 

$599 

AFDC MFIP AFDC MFIP AFDC MFIP 
Parent with Parent working 20 hours per Parent working 40 hours per

no earned income week at $6 per hour week at $6 per hour 

Total monthly benefits Total monthly net earnings EIC 

SOURCES: U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1994; 1994 MFIP eligibility 
manual. 

NOTES: Calculations are based on AFDC, Food Stamp, MFIP, income tax, and Earned Income Credit (EIC) 
rules for April through June 1994. Monthly net earnings are based on the sum of the parent's monthly earnings, 
minus any applicable income taxes. Monthly benefits are based on the sum of the monthly MFIP or AFDC grant 
plus any Food Stamp benefits. AFDC grant calculations are based on AFDC rules for the fifth to twelfth months 
of employment.

 MFIP combines AFDC and Food Stamp benefits into one cash grant. A recipient with no other income 
receives the maximum grant, which is the maximum combined value of AFDC and Food Stamps. An employed 
recipient receives the lower of (1) the maximum grant increased by 20 percent, minus net income, or (2) the 
maximum grant. Net income excludes 38 percent of gross earnings.

 The AFDC grant calculation disregards $120 of gross earnings. After the twelfth month of employment, 
AFDC recipients are eligible for only a $90 earnings disregard.

 Grant calculations assume no unreimbursed child care costs and no child support collections. AFDC and 
Food Stamp benefit amounts are based on $500 per month rent. 
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their full grants.15 Individuals were exempt from participating if they had a child un­
der the age of 1, if they had other “good cause” reasons, or if they were working at 
least 30 hours per week. 

For single-parent families, MFIP’s employment and training services were a 
substitute for those provided under AFDC through the STRIDE program. As in 
STRIDE, MFIP services might include immediate job search or participation in an 
education or job training program. However, MFIP differed from STRIDE in two 
significant ways: STRIDE was essentially a voluntary program and had a strong fo­
cus on education and training, whereas MFIP was mandatory for long-term recipi­
ents and placed greater emphasis on rapid entry into employment. 

For two-parent families, MFIP’s employment and training services were a sub­
stitute for the job search / Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) that 
was a requirement for two-parent families in the AFDC-UP program. Because the 
job search / CWEP program was mandatory, the introduction of MFIP employ­
ment and training requirements was a less dramatic change for two-parent families 
than for single-parent families. 

•	 MFIP consolidated benefits and streamlined public assistance rules and 
procedures. MFIP combined the benefits of AFDC, Family General Assistance 
(FGA), and Food Stamps into a single program, so families on MFIP encountered 
a single set of rules and procedures. In addition, recipients received Food Stamp 
benefits as part of their cash public assistance grant, instead of separately as cou­
pons (as they did under the AFDC system). 

Program rules were especially simplified for two-parent families, the majority of 
whom faced work history requirements and work effort limitations under the 
AFDC-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-UP) program. MFIP removed these barriers 
to welfare receipt for two-parent families. Moreover, these streamlined eligibility 
rules benefited any parent who was single at the time of random assignment but who 
married the father of her children while receiving MFIP benefits. 

II. Comparison of MFIP and AFDC 

In order to understand the effects of MFIP and the AFDC system on recipients’ behavior, it is 
important to understand the different ways in which they treated recipients. The following is a compari­
son of the two programs, which operated side by side in the evaluation counties. Sections A and B 
compare the AFDC and MFIP systems for single-parent families; Sections C and D describe differ­
ences between AFDC-UP and MFIP for two-parent families. 

15In Minnesota, this component of MFIP was referred to as “MFIP case management,” reflecting the program’s 
emphasis on providing employment and training services within a case management structure. 
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Parents entered the demonstration in one of two ways. New applicants for welfare were ran­
domly assigned to either the AFDC system or MFIP just before they had their initial eligibility interview. 
Welfare recipients already on the AFDC caseload were randomly assigned to either group when they 
came in for their annual recertification, or redetermination of eligibility. (See Figure 1.2 for an illustration 
of the sequence that was followed in the welfare office on the day of random assignment.) 

A. Single-Parent Families in the AFDC System 

If assigned to the AFDC system, a single parent was interviewed at her county financial assis­
tance office to determine whether she was eligible for program benefits.16 If her eligibility was verified, 
she received a monthly grant including cash benefits, Food Stamp coupons, and Medicaid. If she 
worked, her welfare grant was reduced as she earned income by an amount that increased over time, 
the longer she had been working (see Table 1.1 for details). A parent with two children was no longer 
eligible for assistance under the AFDC system when her monthly earnings reached $1,289. If she did 
not work and experienced no changes in her income or family situation, she came into contact with the 
welfare office once a year, when she returned for redetermination of eligibility. 

All new applicants found eligible for AFDC were required to attend an orientation to the 
STRIDE program, which provided education, training, and other services.17 After the orientation, only 
those in a STRIDE “target group” — that is, women who had received aid for 36 of the previous 60 
months; women who were under age 24 and did not have a high school diploma or a General Educa­
tional Development (GED) certificate, or who had limited work experience; and women who were 
within two years of becoming ineligible for aid because their youngest child was 16 or older — were 
eligible to volunteer for STRIDE. Other AFDC applicants and recipients were not eligible for STRIDE 
services until they met one of these criteria.18 (Note that because of these targeting criteria, the majority 
of STRIDE participants were either long-term recipients or “at risk” of becoming long-term recipients.) 

A woman who volunteered for STRIDE met individually with a case manager at the county em­
ployment office or at a private nonprofit agency under contract to provide these services. Together, they 
developed a “self-sufficiency” plan, which generally outlined steps that would put her in a position to 
secure a job at a wage rate high enough to move her family off assistance and out of poverty; typically, a 
self-sufficiency plan included participation in education or training programs. Child care costs could be 
paid directly by STRIDE only for participants in education or employment-related activities, such as job 
search. Through mid-1995, volunteers, who typically entered the program to gain further education, 
were free to leave STRIDE at any time without penalty.19 

16The feminine pronoun is used because most single parents receiving welfare are women. 
17Exemptions were given to those who were caring for a child under age 3 or working at least 30 hours per week. 
18In addition, women who were under age 20 and who lacked a high school diploma or a GED certificate were re­

quired to participate in a STRIDE education activity and could be sanctioned for noncompliance. The same rule ap­
plied to women under age 20 in the MFIP group. 

19After mid-1995, individuals who volunteered for STRIDE services, enrolled in an activity, and ceased to partici­
pate could be sanctioned for noncompliance. 
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Figure 1.2


Overview of the Intake and Random Assignment Process for the MFIP Evaluation


Completed Baseline Information Forms (BIF) 

Random 
Assignment 

AFDC/Food Stamp/Family 
General Assistance Eligibility 

Determined 

Assigned 
to MFIP 
Group 

Assigned 
to MFIP 

Incentives 
Only 

Group 

Assigned 
to AFDC
 Group 

MFIP Eligibility Determined 

NOTE: In Hennepin County only, a fourth research group was assigned which received AFDC benefits but no STRIDE 
services. This group is discussed in Appendix A. 
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B. Single-Parent Families in MFIP 

If assigned to MFIP, a single-parent applicant attended an eligibility interview with a specialized 
MFIP worker. At that interview, she learned how MFIP was designed to make work pay, how her 
benefits would be affected if she was working or went to work, and when she would be required to 
participate in employment and training services. To prevent the expanded earned income disregard from 
causing a large increase in the proportion of new applicants found eligible, workers assessed applica­
tions using an earned income disregard formula that was similar to that used in AFDC. If found eligible 
under these rules, the applicant then received a monthly cash grant that was determined using the MFIP 
benefit formula, which included Food Stamp benefits in cash, rather than coupons, and Medicaid. If she 
began to work or her work increased, her grant was reduced, but, as explained earlier, the reduction 
was smaller under MFIP than it would have been under AFDC (see Table 1.1 for details). When the 
program began in 1994, a single parent with two children was no longer eligible for MFIP when her 
earnings reached $1,487 per month — $198 more than under AFDC. 

Ongoing AFDC recipients (those receiving assistance at the time of random assignment) who 
were assigned to MFIP at the time of their recertification interview received the same information about 
the program that applicants received. Their cases were converted from AFDC to MFIP, and, if deter­
mined eligible, they began to receive MFIP benefits and incentives. 

MFIP’s benefit structure was actually more generous than AFDC’s in several ways that are not 
encompassed in the changed earned income disregard.20 First, in MFIP, earnings were budgeted retro­
spectively, so that the first two months of earnings after starting a job were not counted against the 
MFIP grant. Second, if a person faced a significant loss in earnings due to losing a job, the MFIP grant 
was immediately increased to make up for that loss rather than waiting two months for the earnings loss 
to cause the MFIP grant to go up. 

Moreover, even for families without earnings, some changes in eligibility rules were to the benefit 
of MFIP families. In particular, the basic MFIP grant assumed that all families would have received the 
maximum Food Stamp shelter deduction if they had been in the Food Stamp program. This allowed 
MFIP to meet a federal waiver requirement that no family lose money as a result of the Food Stamp 
cash-out, at the same time meeting MFIP’s own goal of streamlining the eligibility process by eliminating 
the use of individual families’ shelter expenses to determine their grants. (If MFIP had assumed, for ex­
ample, that all families had received the average shelter deduction, then families with high shelter costs 
would have lost money under MFIP.) 

When an MFIP parent had received welfare for 24 of the preceding 36 months, and if she 
worked less than 30 hours per week, she was required to participate in MFIP’s employment and train­
ing services. When she became subject to the mandatory participation requirement, she was notified and 
referred to an MFIP service provider agency. MFIP recipients who were not yet subject to the partici­

20Many of the differences between MFIP and AFDC eligibility rules came about because, in the process of com­
bining the AFDC and Food Stamp programs into one set of eligibility rules, program planners had to reconcile the 
differences in a wide range of rules between the two programs. 

-13­



pation mandate could volunteer for services elsewhere in the community, but not for MFIP or STRIDE 
services.21 The MFIP employment and training component was designed not only to provide services to 
develop skills and move people into employment but also to reinforce the message about the financial 
incentives for working. Thus, the financial incentives of MFIP were more strongly marketed to individu­
als participating in these activities. 

An MFIP parent next developed an employment plan with an MFIP case manager. MFIP em­
ployment and training services were often operated by the same providers as the STRIDE program, but 
by distinct staff who had been trained in MFIP’s philosophy and procedures. As in STRIDE, the em­
ployment plan could include education and other activities. In contrast to STRIDE’s long-term approach 
and its emphasis on education, however, MFIP emphasized quicker entry into the workforce and the 
use of part-time and possibly low-wage work, perhaps combined with education, as a stepping-stone to 
full-time work and self-sufficiency. As explained earlier, if child care was required for participation in 
any component of the plan, including employment, MFIP paid child care costs directly to the provider.22 

If the parent did not comply with the requirements of MFIP’s employment and training component, she 
faced a 10 percent reduction in her welfare grant. 

C. Two-Parent Families in AFDC 

The process by which two-parent families were randomly assigned either to AFDC or to MFIP 
was identical to the process for single-parent families. However, in each research group, the treatment 
that was provided to two-parent families was quite different from the treatment provided to single-
parent families. 

In most two-parent families, both biological parents were present, and the family would be 
evaluated for eligibility for AFDC-UP. To be eligible for the AFDC-UP program, the family had to 
document that the primary wage-earner had worked in at least 6 of the previous 13 calendar quarters 
(the “work history requirement”)23 and had been unemployed for at least 30 days prior to approval for 
benefits. In addition to these restrictions, the two-parent family had to be financially eligible for benefits; 
if the primary wage-earner worked while receiving AFDC-UP benefits, he or she was limited to work­
ing no more than 100 hours per month (the “100-hour rule”). Benefits were available to both married 
and unmarried two-parent families with a dependent child. 

The AFDC-UP program further required that the primary wage-earner either work or partici­
pate in a job search program. If the job search program did not lead to private sector employment 
within a specified period of time, the parent was required to work in a Community Work Experience 
Program (CWEP) position. Although there was a mandatory AFDC-UP job search program in place 

21In July 1995, a limited number of spaces were opened for volunteers for MFIP services. 
22Unlike STRIDE, MFIP would also pay for child care while a participant attended family counseling or other 

social services activities, if the services were part of the employment plan. 
23More specifically, the primary earner had to have worked and earned at least $50 in at least 6 of the previous 13 

calendar quarters, or the primary earner had to have been eligible for unemployment compensation benefits during 
the past year. 
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throughout the follow-up period, CWEP was not operational in the MFIP field trial counties until late 
1995, partway through the follow-up period for the evaluation. 

In some families, both parents were present, but one parent had a long-term disability. Such 
families could be found eligible for the AFDC program under a provision for incapacitated parents. 
Similarly, two-parent families who included a stepparent were subject to the rules of AFDC rather than 
AFDC-UP. In the AFDC program, stepparents were not considered part of the official family unit, but 
some proportion of their income could be “deemed” accessible to the family. Families who included an 
incapacitated parent or a stepparent and were found eligible for AFDC could volunteer for the STRIDE 
program if a parent met the STRIDE target group criteria, but they were not subject to mandatory job 
search / CWEP services. 

A small proportion of families in which both biological parents were present but the family did 
not qualify for AFDC-UP (for example, because the primary wage-earner could not meet the work his­
tory requirement) received benefits through the state-funded FGA program. 

D. Two-Parent Families in MFIP 

For two-parent families, some aspects of the MFIP program operated in much the same way as 
described for single-parent families. In particular, MFIP’s financial incentives — its expanded earnings 
disregard and streamlined child care reimbursement — worked similarly for two-parent and single-
parent families.24 

However, the changes in eligibility rules under MFIP went considerably further for two-parent 
families. For the majority of two-parent families, in which both biological parents were present, MFIP 
made the initial eligibility process much less arduous and reduced the restrictions on work after the fam­
ily was on welfare. When two-parent families applied for MFIP, they no longer had to prove an exten­
sive work history or that they were incapacitated — increasing the likelihood that two-parent families 
would be found eligible. Once on welfare, they were no longer subject to the 100-hour rule, making it 
possible for working families to remain on welfare even with a full-time job, as long as their earnings 
were low enough to keep them eligible. Because the 100-hour rule in essence made families choose be­
tween welfare receipt and movement into full-time employment, its removal should have encouraged 
work; but it may also have enabled those who would have worked in the absence of MFIP to stay on 
welfare longer than they would have been permitted in the AFDC-UP program. A major goal in remov­
ing that 100-hour rule was to eliminate any incentive for fathers (in low-wage jobs) to leave their fami­
lies, thus assuring the families of continued welfare income and access to public assistance services such 
as Medicaid. 

To ensure that families would not be financially worse off under MFIP than they would have 
been under AFDC and Food Stamps, MFIP allowed two-parent families who included a stepparent to 

24A two-parent family was eligible for child care reimbursement assistance only if both parents were working or 
engaged in a work-related activity. (However, if the second parent was a stepparent who opted out of the assistance 
unit, single-parent rules for child care applied.) 
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choose whether or not the stepparent would be included in the family unit, allowing them to choose the 
configuration most favorable to their grant calculation. Moreover, if the family decided not to include the 
stepparent in the assistance unit but instead to follow the procedure for “deeming” his income as poten­
tially available for supporting the family, MFIP allowed families to disregard more of that income than 
was the case under AFDC. (The disregard was high enough that, for many families, none of the step­
parent’s income would be counted in determining eligibility.) 

If, at the time of random assignment to the MFIP group, a two-parent family had already re­
ceived public assistance for at least 6 of the past 12 months, the parents were immediately referred to 
MFIP’s employment and training program. Both parents were required to attend the initial orientation to 
the services that would be provided. Subsequently, each family was allowed to decide which parent 
would participate in the mandatory services.25 Two-parent families who were newly applying for welfare 
at the time of random assignment were referred to the mandatory services after they had been on wel­
fare for 6 months. (If one parent was incapacitated, two-parent families in MFIP faced no participation 
requirements. If the family included a stepparent, the family was subject to the same participation re­
quirements as a single-parent family.) 

III. The MFIP Evaluation 

To compare the outcomes of families in MFIP with the outcomes of the families in the AFDC 
system, a random assignment design was used, with applicants for and recipients of public assistance 
being assigned to either the AFDC system or the MFIP system. Random assignment began in April 
1994 and concluded in March 1996, after a total of 14,639 families had entered the research sample. 
This final report follows families in the sample for two to three years (depending on the source of data), 
obtaining information on welfare receipt, earnings, family income, poverty, and other outcomes. 

The random assignment process began at the time an individual applied or reapplied for assis­
tance. At this time, families could be assigned to one of three research groups: the MFIP group, the 
AFDC group, or the MFIP Incentives Only group.26 The process of random assignment provides a 
powerful tool for estimating the program effects. Because sample members were assigned randomly, the 
characteristics of individuals in each research group should not differ systematically at the time of ran­
dom assignment, or “baseline.” Therefore, any differences in outcomes among these three research 
groups can be attributed to the program, and comparisons of the outcomes for families assigned to each 
group provide a reliable estimate of MFIP’s impacts. 

25This was in contrast to CWEP, in which the mandatory participant was the parent whom the program defined as 
the primary wage-earner, based on the parents’ previous work histories. 

26In Hennepin County (Minneapolis) only, some families were also randomly assigned to a fourth group, the 
AFDC/No Services group. Members of this group continued to receive assistance under the AFDC system but were 
not eligible to receive STRIDE services, thus allowing an evaluation of the STRIDE program compared with providing 
no employment or training services. Since an evaluation of STRIDE is of secondary interest to MFIP, the description 
of this group and test are reserved for Appendix A. This group is not included in any of the analyses in the main 
body of the report. 
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Variations in the random assignment design for single- and two-parent families, and for urban 
and rural counties, as well as the questions that this design enables the evaluation to answer, are dis­
cussed below. 

A. Random Assignment Design for Single-Parent Families 

As shown in Figure 1.3, the random assignment design for single parents differed by geographic 
area. Single parents in urban counties could be assigned to any of the three research groups — MFIP, 
AFDC, or MFIP Incentives Only — whereas single-parent families in rural counties were assigned to 
only the MFIP or the AFDC group.27 

1. MFIP. All single-parent families assigned to the MFIP group received the full MFIP 
program. This included MFIP’s benefit structure, its financial incentives, and, when families had received 
public assistance for 24 of the past 36 months, the requirement to participate in MFIP’s employment 
and training services. 

2. AFDC. Single-parent families assigned to the AFDC group were eligible for the benefits 
and services offered by Minnesota’s AFDC system. They were subject to the financial rules of the 
AFDC and Food Stamp programs, and if they were a STRIDE target group (described in Table 1.1), 
they were eligible to volunteer for STRIDE services. 

3. MFIP Incentives Only. This third research group was created for the purpose of the 
evaluation, to help disentangle the effects of MFIP’s two major components: financial incentives and 
mandatory employment and training services. 

Although this group is called “MFIP Incentives Only” as shorthand, single-parent families as­
signed to it were subject to all of MFIP’s financial changes (including the changed earned income 
disregard, the Food Stamp cash-out, changes in child care reimbursement, and other eligibility changes 
such as revisions in how stepparents’ income was budgeted). However, these single parents were not 
subject to time-triggered mandatory services, nor could they volunteer for MFIP employment and train­
ing services. If eligible, members of the MFIP Incentives Only group could volunteer to participate in 
STRIDE services. 

B. Random Assignment Design for Two -Parent Families 

For purposes of the evaluation, two-parent families were defined as those in which two parents 
(either biological or stepparent) were living in the home at the time of random assignment. As summa­
rized in Figure 1.4, two-parent families were assigned to either the MFIP group or the AFDC group, 
and both groups received somewhat different treatment than single parents in the same research groups. 

1. MFIP. All two-parent families assigned to the MFIP group received MFIP benefits, 
which, in addition to providing financial incentives similar to those for single-parent families, removed 

27Because the rural sample and two-parent sample were too small to allow for a third research group, the MFIP 
Incentives Only group was available only to single parents in urban counties. 
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Figure 1.3


MFIP Random Assignment Design for Single-Parent Families
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Figure 1.4 

MFIP Random Assignment Design for Two-Parent Families 
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significant restrictions on eligibility present in the AFDC-UP program, including the work history re­
quirement and the 100-hour rule, discussed earlier in this chapter. When these families had received 
public assistance for 6 of the past 12 months, at least one parent was required to participate in MFIP’s 
employment and training services. 

2. AFDC. Two-parent families in the AFDC group were eligible for the benefits and ser­
vices of the AFDC system (primarily AFDC-UP)28 and the Food Stamp program as described above. 

C. Research Questions 

Table 1.2 outlines the key research questions addressed by the MFIP evaluation and lists the 
comparisons between research groups that are used to answer each question. 

Primary question regarding single- and two-parent families 

•	 What are the effects of the full MFIP program? This is the primary question of 
the evaluation. As shown in Table 1.2, it can be answered for both single- and two-
parent families, for all subgroups. The impact of the full MFIP program is measured 
as the difference in outcomes between members of the MFIP and AFDC groups. 
However, differences in the program model mean that this basic question should be 
worded slightly differently for single- and two-parent families: 

•	 For single-parent families, does MFIP’s entire system of financial incen­
tives and targeted participation mandates lead to different outcomes than 
the AFDC system? As illustrated in Figure 1.3, for single-parent families, the 
financial incentives offered and the employment and training requirements were 
different for the MFIP and the AFDC groups. 

•	 For two-parent families, does MFIP’s package of streamlined eligibility 
rules, financial incentives, and targeted participation mandates lead to dif­
ferent outcomes than the AFDC system? As illustrated in Figure 1.4, for 
two-parent families, the eligibility rules, financial incentives, and employment and 
training requirements were different for the MFIP and the AFDC groups. Note, 
however, that because most two-parent families in the AFDC group were sub­
ject to a job search / CWEP requirement, the main differences between the 
two groups are the changes in eligibility rules and financial incentives. 

Additional questions regarding single-parent families 

•	 What are the effects of offering MFIP’s financial incentives alone? This ques­
tion is addressed for single-parent families in urban counties, by comparing out­
comes for the MFIP Incentives Only group and the AFDC group. As shown 

28A small proportion of two-parent families in the AFDC group received cash assistance from the FGA program 
instead of from AFDC. 
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Table 1.2


MFIP Research Questions and the Research Group

Comparisons That Address Them


MFIP Incentives Only MFIP vs. 
MFIP vs. AFDC vs. AFDC MFIP Incentives Only 

What are the effects of 
What are the effects adding MFIP's mandatory 

What are the effects of of MFIP's financial services and reinforced 
the full MFIP program?  incentives alone? incentive message? 

Single-parent families 

Urban counties 
Long-term recipients � � • 
Recent applicants � � • 

Rural counties

Long-term recipients •

Recent applicants •


Two-parent families 

Urban and rural counties

Recipients •

Applicants •
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in Figure 1.3, these two groups received the same employment services but different 
financial incentives to work. 

•	 What are the effects of adding the mandatory services and the reinforced in­
centive message to the financial incentives? This impact is determined for single 
parents in urban counties by comparing outcomes for the MFIP group and the 
MFIP Incentives Only group. These two groups received the same financial incen­
tives to work, but members of the MFIP group were required to participate in em­
ployment services (when they reached the “time trigger”). For those who partici­
pated in MFIP employment services, the employment staff also reinforced the pro­
gram’s message about financial incentives. 

The additional questions that can be answered for single-parent families highlight the power of 
the three-group research design to decompose the impacts of MFIP’s various components. At the same 
time, however, to appropriately interpret the impact results, it is necessary to understand the limitations 
of the design. In particular, the decomposition of MFIP’s impacts does not answer the question “What 
are the effects of the mandatory services alone?” To answer that question would require a comparison 
between the AFDC group and a group that received MFIP’s mandatory services with no financial in­
centives. 

The effects of adding mandatory services to existing financial incentives could arguably be either 
larger or smaller than the effects of providing mandatory services in the absence of financial incentives. 
On the one hand, there may be positive interactions between the financial incentives and the mandatory 
services, increasing the positive effects of mandatory services on employment. For example, the MFIP 
message that “work pays” was strongly reinforced during the orientation to employment and training 
services and during other meetings with staff, possibly increasing participants’ likelihood of responding 
to services by going to work. Many employment and training staff also stated that they were enthusias­
tic about MFIP’s employment focus because they knew that the financial incentives made working 
beneficial to their clients; perhaps their enthusiasm for the incentives made them more persuasive with 
clients than they would have been in the absence of the incentives. Even if the incentives did not affect 
the implementation of services, there may have been clients who would have responded to mandates 
when combined with incentives but not to mandates without incentives. 

On the other hand, the effects of adding the mandatory services to financial incentives could be 
smaller than the effects of mandatory services alone. Imagine that welfare recipients fall into two groups: 
Group A will go to work in response to any new encouragement — either a voluntary work incentive 
or a participation mandate; Group B, in contrast, will respond only if mandated to do so. Thus, the ef­
fect of establishing new mandates in the absence of any incentives would be additional employment for 
Group A and Group B. However, comparing outcomes for a group subject to mandatory services plus 
incentives with outcomes for a group receiving incentives alone — the comparison made in this evalua­
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tion — captures only the new employment of Group B, that is, the impact of adding mandates to incen­
tives.29 

Both of these dynamics — an interaction between mandates and incentives, and an incremental 
effect of mandates that is smaller than their total effect — are likely to be at play in MFIP, making it im­
possible to conjecture whether the effects of added mandates are smaller or larger than the effects of 
mandates provided alone. Readers who are interested in the impacts of mandatory services provided 
without incentives may refer to a variety of other current welfare-to-work evaluations, such as the Na­
tional Evaluation of Welfare to Work Strategies (NEWWS).30 

D. Research Subgroups 

Both the random assignment design and the MFIP program model have implications for how re­
sults are presented in this report. As explained further below, results for single parents are often pre­
sented separately for urban and rural counties, because only single parents in urban counties were as­
signed to the MFIP Incentives Only group. In addition, results for both single- and two-parent families 
are presented separately, by welfare status at the time of random assignment, to reflect substantial 
treatment differences between members of the MFIP group who had reached the MFIP time trigger 
and those who had not. These distinctions are discussed further below. 

1. Single-Parent Families in Urban and Rural Counties. As shown in Table 1.2 and 
discussed earlier, the primary research question — understanding the effects of the full MFIP program 
— can be answered for single- and two-parent families in both urban and rural counties. However, the 
attempt to disentangle the effects of the different components of MFIP can be accomplished only within 
the subset of families who were randomly assigned to all three research groups — single-parent families 
in urban counties. One implication of this research design is that this report presents many of the results 
for single parents separately for urban and rural counties. (The presentation of results by geographic 
area may also help to identify differences in program effectiveness in urban and rural counties, which 
might be expected because of differences in economic conditions or in the demographic characteristics 
of their populations.) 

2. Single-Parent Long-Term Recipient and Recent Applicant Families. A fundamen­
tal implication of the MFIP rules described in Section II is that the program was experienced very dif­
ferently by single parents who were considered long-term recipients — those who had received AFDC 
for at least 24 of the 36 months before random assignment — than by new applicants to welfare and 
short-term recipients. Although all these groups were entitled to MFIP’s financial incentives, only long-
term recipients were immediately subject to the program’s mandatory employment and training ser­
vices upon random assignment to MFIP. In contrast, new applicants — those who were applying to 

29This example focuses on MFIP’s impacts on employment, but similar reasoning can be applied to the program’s 
impacts on AFDC payments. For example, the effect of adding a participation mandate on top of incentives may be to 
reduce average welfare benefits received (by inducing more people to work), but the reduction in welfare payments is 
likely to be smaller than if a mandate were implemented in the absence of financial incentives. 

30See, for example, Freedman et al., 2000. 
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welfare for the first time on the day of random assignment31 — were informed that the mandates would 
apply to them if they remained on welfare for 24 months after random assignment to MFIP. Short-term 
recipients, who had received welfare before random assignment but for a period of less than 24 months, 
were informed that they would be referred to mandatory activities when they reached the two-year time 
trigger. Because neither new applicants nor short-term recipients were immediately subject to MFIP’s 
mandates but both were potentially subject to the mandates during the three-year follow-up period used 
for many outcomes in this report, for simplicity these two groups are combined into one subgroup called 
“recent applicants” in the report. (Box 1.1 summarizes the key elements of MFIP for single-parent fami­
lies.) 

Compounding the difference in how long-term recipients and recent applicants experienced the 
MFIP treatment is a substantial difference in the rates at which the two groups typically leave welfare, 
even in the absence of MFIP. In general, recent applicants are likely to find jobs and to leave welfare 
more quickly than are long-term recipients. Thus, as anticipated by MFIP’s planners, by the time recent 
applicants reached their two-year time trigger for mandatory services, a significant proportion of them 
were likely to have already left welfare, having never been “touched” by the mandated activities (aside 
from the possible effects of being told that services would be mandatory for them in the future). To­
gether, the program’s strategy of exempting recent applicants from mandated services for two years and 
the welfare dynamics that inspired that strategy mean that the typical long-term recipient and the typical 
recent applicant received profoundly different MFIP treatments. For this reason, the results for long-
term recipients and recent applicants are examined separately throughout the report.32 

Box 1.1


Key Elements of MFIP for Single-Parent Families


Recent Applicants	 Long-Term Recipients 

•	 Financial incentives (and other • Financial incentives (and other 
changes in eligibility rules) changes in eligibility rules) 

•	 Referral to mandatory services • Immediate referral to manda­
with reinforced incentives tory services 
message if remaining on wel­
fare and reaching the two-year 
time trigger 

31Technically, a “new applicant” is defined as a person who is applying for welfare for the first time in the past 
three years. 

32The report refers to the subgroups by their status at the time of random assignment. Therefore, parents who 
entered the demonstration when they applied for welfare are always referred to as “applicants,” even though most 
became recipients of welfare when their eligibility had been verified. 
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By presenting separate results for recent applicants and for long-term recipients, the evaluation 
assesses the effectiveness of the program from two very different perspectives. On the one hand, the 
results for the recent applicant group are important because they provide an indication of how MFIP 
might affect the welfare system’s future entrants (who have not been affected by prior welfare rules) as 
some progress into employment or off welfare and some remain on welfare and eventually become 
long-term recipients. The results for long-term recipients, on the other hand, are important because they 
provide an opportunity to directly examine the effects of MFIP’s full treatment — incentives plus man­
dates — without waiting several years for a new applicant group to eventually reach the time trigger for 
mandated services and be affected by them. Moreover, from a policy perspective, long-term recipients 
have proved least likely to gain employment and leave the system without some intervention. Thus, at 
any point in time, the majority of welfare recipients are long-term recipients, and expenditures on them 
represent the bulk of welfare costs. For this reason, the MFIP model was designed to intervene most 
intensively for long-term recipients, and the results for long-term recipients are of particular interest. 

3. Two-Parent Recipient and Applicant Families. The report presents results separately 
for two-parent recipient and applicant families because these two groups were expected to have differ­
ent responses to the MFIP program. One reason for this expectation is similar to that described above 
for single parents — the MFIP time trigger meant that mandatory services were likely to affect a larger 
proportion of recipients, and to affect recipients more quickly, than applicants. 

For ongoing recipients, the MFIP random assignment process occurred at the annual 
recertification interview. This meant that the majority of two-parent recipient families had been on 
welfare for at least one year at the time of random assignment and, if assigned to the MFIP group, 
would be referred immediately to MFIP’s mandatory services. In fact, because the time trigger for all 
two-parent families occurred after only six months on welfare, even new applicants were subject to the 
program’s mandates six months after enrollment in MFIP. On the one hand, two-parent recipient 
families who remained on welfare would be subject to the time trigger much more quickly than single-
parent applicants. On the other hand, it was likely that a substantial proportion of them would leave 
welfare before six months had passed, so they remained less likely than two-parent recipient families to 
be affected by the program’s mandatory services. 

As summarized in Box 1.2, there is another way in which the MFIP treatment likely affected 
two-parent applicant and recipient families differently: The removal of the work history requirement af­
fected only the initial application process, so it affected welfare receipt only for new applicants. In con­
trast, the removal of the 100-hour rule affected both applicants (once they were found eligible and be­
gan to receive public assistance) and recipients. 

IV. The Context of the MFIP Field Trials 

The findings of any program evaluation should be interpreted in the context of the social, politi­
cal, and economic environment that existed when the program was implemented and outcomes were 
measured. In addition to being helpful for interpreting the program’s effects, such environmental charac­
teristics can affect the generalizability of the evaluation’s results to other locations or other time periods 
in which the conditions are substantially different. This section describes several internal and external 
environmental characteristics that had some potential to affect the MFIP field trials. 
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Box 1.2


Key Elements of MFIP for Two-Parent Families


Applicants	 Recipients 

•	 Financial incentives (and other • Financial incentives (and other 
changes in eligibility rules) changes in eligibility rules) 

•	 Removal of the work history 
requirement at application 

•	 Removal of the 100-hour rule • Removal of the 100-hour rule 
for ongoing eligibility for ongoing eligibility 

•	 Referral to mandatory services • Immediate referral to manda­
with reinforced incentive mes- tory services 
sage if remaining on welfare 
and reaching the six-month time 
trigger 

A. Minnesota’s Economy 

The MFIP evaluation occurred during a time of strong economic growth in Minnesota. Unem­
ployment rates were low at the beginning of the field trials and continued to fall throughout the follow-up 
period. For example, in June 1994, the unemployment rate in Minnesota was 3.9 percent; by June 
1998, it had dropped to 2.5 percent.33 Unemployment rates were higher in rural than urban counties — 
three of the four rural counties in the evaluation had unemployment rates of over 7 percent during the 
evaluation.34 

In any experimental evaluation of a welfare-to-work program, a strong local economy will make 
it easier for the control group (in this case, the AFDC group) to find employment, resulting in a higher 
benchmark for the program (MFIP) group to “beat.” Of course, a strong economy will also make it 
easier for the program group to gain employment. Whether or not the economy actually affects the mag­
nitude of program impacts will depend on how the program treatment itself is likely to interact with the 
economy. It seems likely that the MFIP treatment’s emphasis on fairly quick employment rather than 
human capital development would indeed be more effective when unemployment rates are low, because 
employers would be looking for and eager to hire many of the new workers whom the program would 
induce to look for jobs. However, it is difficult to know whether this improved effectiveness would pro­
duce larger net impacts than in a weaker economy, given that members of the AFDC group faced such 
favorable employment conditions. 

33U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2000.

341999 County and City Extra , 1999.
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B. Minnesota’s AFDC System 

Several characteristics of Minnesota’s welfare system leading up to the MFIP field trials could 
have had some influence on the program’s effects. First, Minnesota’s welfare grant was relatively high: 
The maximum grant for a family of three in January 1994 was $532, compared with $366 nationally.35 

Because of this relatively high grant, even Minnesota’s AFDC program had a high proportion of recipi­
ents who were mixing work and welfare — 13.3 percent compared with 9.5 percent nationally.36 The 
relatively high rate of employment within Minnesota’s welfare caseload could have made it more difficult 
for MFIP to increase employment rates, and more likely that its expanded earned income disregard 
would go to people who were already working even in the absence of the program. Similarly, it would 
be more difficult for families to earn enough money to leave welfare if the earned income disregard were 
expanded above an already relatively high basic grant rather than a low grant level. The positive side of 
that dynamic is that when families remained on welfare at higher earnings levels, MFIP’s expanded 
earned income disregard should have had a positive impact on the income of more families than it would 
have if families had exited welfare at a lower level of earnings. 

A second aspect of Minnesota’s welfare system that differentiated it from some other states is 
that Minnesota had never instituted a mandatory employment and training program for single parents 
prior to implementing MFIP. Thus, the population who entered the field trials had not faced a strong 
expectation of work in the past and may have reacted differently to the program than would a group 
composed of families who were still on welfare after previously having faced strong expectations about 
work. 

Finally, during the field trials, Minnesota’s welfare caseload declined considerably; from 1994 to 
1998, the caseload decreased by 23 percent.37 This backdrop of changing welfare use in Minnesota’s 
AFDC system is important context for interpreting MFIP’s impacts on welfare receipt. Because most 
members of the evaluation research sample were randomly assigned over a relatively short period, the 
reduction in Minnesota’s caseloads did not result in substantial differences in the demographic charac­
teristics of “early” and “late” entrants into the field trials.38 However, the population who would be sub­
ject to an MFIP program operating after the field trial years would likely have a different demographic 
composition, presumably with more intractable barriers to work, than that of the research sample for the 
field trials. 

C. Earned Income Credits and Other Supports for Working Families 

The presence (and expansion) of the federal Earned Income Credit (EIC) may have affected the 
employment decisions of MFIP and AFDC group members, as well as their likelihood of being in pov­
erty given a particular level of earnings. The maximum federal EIC for a single-parent family with two 

35U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1998, Table 7-14, p. 429. 
36U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1998, Table 7-25, p. 455. 
37U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, 1999. 
38For example, virtually all long-term recipients entered the sample over a 12-month period, so that in essence 

they can all be considered members of one cohort. 
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children was $2,528 in 1994, and it rose to $3,656 by 1997.39 In addition, Minnesota’s state EIC, the 
Working Family Credit, was calculated as 15 percent of the federal credit and raised the sum of the 
maximum federal and state credits in 1997 to $4,204.40 A growing literature credits the expansion of the 
EIC with increasing the proportion of single parents who work and with reducing family poverty rates.41 

The state of Minnesota also supports working-poor families through a number of additional 
programs operating outside the welfare system. For example, Minnesota operates a health insurance 
program for poor and near-poor families, resulting in only 9.2 percent of individuals lacking insurance 
— the fourth-lowest uninsured rate in the country.42 The state has also invested considerably in child 
care, increasing funding for Basic Sliding Fee child care for the nonwelfare poor from $29 million in 
1994 to $72 million in 1999.43 

Thus, any positive effects of the MFIP program should be interpreted as effects that were 
achieved over and above any impacts of the federal and state EICs and Minnesota’s set of supports for 
working-poor families. These other policies might have complemented MFIP to make the program 
more effective at moving people into work, or, conversely, they might have increased the difficulty of 
raising employment in the MFIP group, by creating a favorable environment for employment among 
control group members. 

D. An Increasing Employment Focus for MFIP and STRIDE 

During the time period in which MFIP was implemented, welfare-to-work strategies both in 
Minnesota and nationally gradually moved away from an emphasis on education and training and toward 
an approach that emphasized work as a requirement for receiving welfare. Throughout the 1990s, the 
policies of many states, including Minnesota, began to place greater emphasis on moving people quickly 
into employment, culminating in the PRWORA requirement that welfare recipients enter employment 
within two years of entering the system. This gradual change in emphasis affected both the MFIP pro­
gram and the STRIDE program, with which MFIP is being compared in this report. 

MFIP. At its inception, MFIP’s employment and training services were different from those of 
the STRIDE program, not only because they were mandatory but also because they had a stronger fo­
cus on employment within the “mixed menu” from which participants could choose among job search, 
education, and training activities. Over time, staff reported an even sharper focus on participants’ enter­
ing employment quickly. For example, as the field trials proceeded, MFIP staff were given technical 
assistance on improving the quality of the job search component, state MFIP officials encouraged the 
use of job search as a first activity, and participants were steered toward shorter-term training programs 
than was initially the case. 

39U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1998, p. 867. 
40Minnesota’s Working Family Credit was increased after the evaluation period, so that by tax year 2001, the av­

erage family’s Working Family Credit will be about 33 percent of the federal EIC. 
41See Meyer and Rosenbaum, 1998; Eissa and Liebman, 1996. 
42In addition, Minnesota’s rate of uninsurance for children is only 4.8 percent (Burt, Green, and Duke, 1997; 

Coughlin, Rajan, Zuckerman, and Marsteller, 1997). 
43Elizabeth Roe, Minnesota Department of Children, Families, and Learning, telephone conversation. 
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STRIDE. Throughout the period of the field trials, Minnesota’s STRIDE program underwent 
changes designed to increase the likelihood that participants would complete their activities and to focus 
the program more on the goal of employment. In July 1995, the legislature formally revised the rules for 
STRIDE in two ways. First, although it had always been a voluntary decision to enter the STRIDE pro­
gram, if a person decided to enroll after July 1995, she could be sanctioned for failing to follow through 
on the plan that she and her case manager had developed. Second, STRIDE participants who enrolled 
in part-time education or training programs were required to spend a specified number of hours per 
week in paid employment, work study, or volunteer activities. Case managers were also discouraged 
from approving education or training plans that took longer than two years to complete (whereas four-
year college curricula had been an option for previous STRIDE participants), and they reported that the 
program placed an increasing emphasis on employment. Nevertheless, in the STRIDE program, educa­
tion or training remained the primary route to employment. 

As a result of the changes described above, both MFIP and STRIDE staff in field interviews 
described their employment and training services as being more employment-focused in 1996 than in 
1994. The fact that both programs evolved over time is an important part of the implementation story. 
Despite these changes, though, MFIP’s services through the end of the field trials remained substantially 
more employment-focused than services offered by STRIDE. 

E.	 The Transition from MFIP Field Trials to Statewide MFIP (MFIP-S) 

In early 1997, Minnesota’s legislature adopted its plan for a statewide MFIP program. Differ­
ences from the field trial version of MFIP include: 

•	 A 60-month lifetime limit on welfare receipt (adopted in response to the 60-month 
limit on federally funded TANF benefits) 

•	 A requirement that single parents either work 35 hours per week or participate in 
job search 30 hours per week, with narrower provisions for education and training 
activities and more substantial sanctions than under the original MFIP program 

•	 For single-parent families, a time trigger for the work requirement that applies within 
6 months of entry into public assistance (rather than 24 months, as under the original 
MFIP program) 

•	 A reduced base grant and financial incentives that allow recipients to remain on wel­
fare until their earnings reach 120 percent of the poverty line (rather than 140 per­
cent, as under the original MFIP program) 

The following changes to Minnesota’s public assistance system resulted from MFIP-S 
and were phased in from mid-1997 to mid-1998, as shown in Figure 1.5: 

•	 As of March 1997, the STRIDE program began to phase out. In some counties, this meant 
that few new participants were accepted, although participants who were already enrolled 
were allowed to finish their activities. 
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Figure 1.5


Time Line of Welfare Reform and MFIP Evaluation Milestones
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•	 In July 1997, a five-year time limit on receipt of cash assistance began for all wel­
fare recipients in the state who were not part of the MFIP field trials.44 

•	 In July 1997, the 100-hour rule was eliminated for all two-parent families, including 
those in the AFDC group of the field trials. 

•	 From January to March 1998, all welfare recipients in the state who were not part 
of the MFIP field trials were converted from the AFDC system to the new MFIP-S 
system. 

•	 In June and July 1998, members of all research groups in the MFIP field trial sam­
ple were converted to the MFIP-S program, and data collection for the MFIP 
evaluation ended. 

The field trial members were converted to MFIP-S later than the rest of the state caseload be­
cause Minnesota DHS was committed to keeping the basic differences in treatment between the pro­
gram and control groups intact until the evaluation follow-up was completed in mid-1998. Nevertheless, 
throughout this period of phasing in new rules, DHS officials were aware that publicity about these 
changes could confuse members of the field trials regarding which rules applied to them (particularly 
since even the field trial counties were phasing in the new rules for all recipients who were not part of the 
research sample).45 To mitigate this problem as much as possible, DHS sent out notices informing indi­
viduals in each research group that they were temporarily exempted from the 60-month time limit and 
other changes under MFIP-S. 

MFIP program staff were keenly aware that change was afoot, and they reported an increasing 
awareness of time limits and work requirements among members of the field trials, particularly for the 
final six months of follow-up for the evaluation, when counties converted the non-field trial members of 
their caseloads to MFIP-S. However, they also reported in interviews that most recipients adopted a 
“wait and see” attitude toward responding to the impending changes. 

Both the work requirements and the 60-month time limit that were part of the new rules under 
MFIP-S could have confused sample members about which welfare rules applied to them. The primary 
concern was that these changes might differentially affect the MFIP and AFDC groups. If, for example, 
the vast majority of the MFIP group believed that there was a time limit but AFDC group members did 
not, and if this difference in understanding of welfare rules changed their employment behavior, then the 
evaluation might mistakenly attribute changes in their behavior to the MFIP treatment rather than to dif­
ferences in the groups’ understanding of time limits. 

44Also in July 1997, earned income disregards were expanded for all welfare recipients in the state who were not 
part of the MFIP field trials. 

45Thus, from mid-1997 to mid-1998, these counties maintained three systems: the new MFIP-S system, the old 
AFDC system for research sample members in the AFDC group, and the original MFIP system for research sample 
members in the MFIP group. 
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As it turns out, there was little difference in how the research groups perceived the time limit. By 
the point of the 36-month follow-up survey, large majorities of both MFIP and AFDC group members 
— both long-term recipients and recent applicants — believed that they were subject to a time limit on 
welfare receipt. For example, among single parents, fully three-quarters of long-term recipients and 
two-thirds of recent applicants believed that there was a time limit on cash benefits. It is understandable 
that they would respond this way, because during the time that the survey was fielded, members of each 
research group received two mailings from Minnesota DHS explaining that there was a five-year time 
limit but that it would not apply to them for another year.46 

Interestingly, by the time of the 36-month survey, the majority of the AFDC group believed that 
they faced some type of work or participation requirement, even though no such requirement yet ap­
plied to them. A higher proportion of MFIP group members believed that they faced such a mandate, 
although the gap in their perceptions was not as large as one would expect, given the substantial differ­
ence in rules for the two groups. (See Appendix B for tables presenting these results.) 

F. Conclusion: Implications of the MFIP Context for Program Impacts 

The two aspects of Minnesota’s economic and policy environment that are most closely related 
to the program treatment and therefore most directly affect the generalizability of MFIP’s results are the 
state’s very strong economy and its high welfare grant levels relative to other states. In addition, aspects 
of the program’s context which evolved over time — the improving economy, the expanding EIC, the 
increasing emphasis on quick employment throughout the welfare system, and sample members’ chang­
ing perceptions of welfare rules — might theoretically affect the trend in program impacts over the 
course of the follow-up period. Although it is difficult to predict whether these influences will make the 
trend in impacts more positive or more negative over time, this question is examined empirically in 
Chapter 4. As mentioned earlier, however, the bulk of the sample entered the evaluation within a rela­
tively narrow window of time, making it unlikely that sample members who entered the field trials “early” 
versus “late” would show dramatically different impacts because of changes in the composition of the 
welfare caseload. 

V.	 To What Extent Can the Field Trial Results Help Predict 
the Effects of MFIP-S? 

As described in the preceding section, Minnesota implemented a revised, statewide version of 
MFIP in January 1998 as its response to the new flexibility of federal TANF rules. The many similarities 
between the original MFIP program and the new MFIP-S make the evaluation results a good starting 
point for predicting the likely results of the statewide program, even though the many changes in MFIP­
S make it difficult to make predictions with accuracy. 

46Evaluations of recent programs instituting time-limited welfare have similarly found that a significant proportion 
of welfare recipients believe that they face a time limit, even when they are members of a research group that is not 
subject to a time limit (Bloom, 1999, p. 60). 
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The biggest policy changes in MFIP-S are aimed at reducing costs and increasing the urgency 
of the employment message. These include the five-year time limit, the reduced basic grant, the reduced 
earnings threshold for leaving welfare, the more immediate participation mandate, tighter sanctions, and 
the increased orientation toward full-time work. In addition to reducing costs, however, these changes 
may reduce the most direct income-enhancing effects of the program and may increase its employment 
impacts, particularly for recent applicants to welfare. Moreover, it is difficult to gauge how these 
changes will influence any nonfinancial effects that MFIP-S may have on family and child well-being. 

The statewide program may exhibit other strengths and weaknesses relative to the field trials 
which are true of many programs that move from an experiment to a wider application. On the one 
hand, the evaluation results presented here may be more favorable than results for the statewide pro­
gram, because each county in MFIP-S will probably receive less intensive “hand-holding” by state-level 
staff than was true in the field trials, and because statewide staff may be less enthusiastic than staff in the 
counties that volunteered to participate. In addition, as more welfare recipients in the state are subject to 
work requirements, any employment impacts in the field trials that resulted from “jumping the queue” for 
employment before other workers may be more difficult to achieve. On the other hand, the new state­
wide program has the advantage of potential “community effects,” or changes in community norms that 
may occur now that MFIP is saturating the entire state caseload rather than affecting just subsets of 
families within particular counties. 

VI. Organization of This Report 

This chapter has provided an overview of the MFIP program, the evaluation design, and the 
context in which the evaluation was conducted. The remainder of the report is organized as follows: 

•	 Chapter 2 describes the research design and data sources in more detail, and it de­
scribes the characteristics and attitudes of members of the MFIP research sample. 

•	 Chapter 3 assesses differences in participation in employment and training services 
for single-parent members of the MFIP, AFDC, and MFIP Incentives Only groups. 

•	 Chapter 4 presents impacts on employment, welfare receipt, income, poverty, em­
ployment retention, and other outcomes for long-term recipients in single-parent 
families. 

•	 Chapter 5 presents MFIP’s impacts for single parents who were recent applicants 
to welfare at the time of random assignment. 

•	 Chapter 6 provides results for two-parent families, including a comparison of par­
ticipation patterns for the MFIP and AFDC groups and an assessment of the pro­
gram’s impacts on employment, welfare receipt, income, poverty, marital stability, 
and other family outcomes. 

•	 Finally, Chapter 7 provides a five-year benefit-cost analysis of the program for each 
of the key subgroups that are examined throughout the report. 
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Chapter 2 

Research Samples, Data Sources, and Characteristics of the Samples 

This chapter provides information on the research samples and data sources used in the Minne­
sota Family Investment Program (MFIP) evaluation. Section I begins by identifying the research 
samples evaluated in MFIP. Section II then introduces the data sources used to describe the effects of 
the program. Finally, Section III presents data on the demographic characteristics of the single- and 
two-parent families in the evaluation and their attitudes and opinions about work and welfare. 

I. Research Samples 

The MFIP evaluation studied two main samples: the full report sample and the smaller 36-month 
survey sample. The “full report sample” includes nearly everyone randomly assigned into the study, with 
the exception of two small groups. The following section explains how the two main research samples 
are derived from the total research sample. 

A. The Full Report Sample 

As described in Chapter 1, MFIP’s total research sample includes 14,639 families. As shown in 
Figure 2.1, some of these families are excluded from the analyses presented in the main portion of this 
report because of their welfare status or because of missing or inaccurate data.1 The remaining 11,473 
families make up the full MFIP sample. 

The full report sample, whose findings are presented in the following chapters, consists of 
11,473 families who were randomly assigned to the MFIP or the AFDC group between April 1, 1994, 
and March 31, 1996. The full sample is made up of 9,217 single-parent families and 2,256 two-parent 
families. All findings for single-parent families are typically presented separately for urban and rural 
counties, and results for both single- and two-parent families are presented separately by welfare status 
at baseline. As explained in Chapter 1, it is necessary to analyze the results separately by region (for 
single parents) and by welfare status because of MFIP’s research design. Results for two-parent fami­
lies are not analyzed separately for urban and rural counties because, unlike the research design for 
single-parent families, the research design for two-parent families is identical in both types of counties. 
Results for two-parent families are presented in Chapter 6. 

In the three urban counties (Dakota, Anoka, and Hennepin) only a proportion of the 

1The families excluded from the data analysis include (1) a subgroup of 742 families residing in rural counties who 
received only Food Stamps; (2) 1,732 members of the fourth research group — the AFDC/No Services families in 
Hennepin County; and (3) a group of 692 sample members who did not have accurate Social Security information or 
did not have the information needed to determine whether they met the MFIP criteria for participation in mandatory 
services. A separate analysis of the Food Stamps Only group is presented in Appendix C, and an analysis of the 
AFDC/No Services group is presented in Appendix A. 
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Figure 2.1


Derivation of the Full Report Sample and of the Survey Sample in the MFIP Evaluation
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14,639 
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NOTES: a The Food Stamp Only group and the AFDC/No Services group are excluded from the full report sample. However, separate 
analysis are conducted for them in Appendices A and C.

 bRequired baseline information included accurate Social Security numbers, information needed to determine whether the person met 
the MFIP criteria for participation in mandatory services, and gender.

 cThe full 36-month survey sample is actually 3,720 when the Food Stamps Only and AFDC/No Services groups are included. The 
sample of 3,720 respondents was drawn from a pool of 4,586 sample members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 
1994, for a response rate of 81 percent. 
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caseload was included in the random assignment process because only a fraction of the urban caseload 
was needed to attain the sample sizes for the evaluation. In contrast, the entire caseload was randomly 
assigned in the rural counties. Thus, rural counties are overrepresented relative to their actual proportion 
in the caseloads of the evaluation sites. To adjust for this overrepresentation, rural counties are weighted 
down when estimating impacts for urban and rural counties combined. Table 2.1 presents the sample 
sizes for key subgroups in the evaluation. 

Table 2.1 

Sample Sizes for the MFIP Evaluation 

Subgroup Total Families Urban Counties Rural Counties 

Single -parent families 9,217 7,644 1,473 

Long-term recipients 3,208 2,615 593 

Recent applicants 6,009 5,029 980 

Two-parent families 2,256 — — 

Recipients 1,523 — — 

Applicants 733 — — 

To be randomly assigned into the research sample, an individual had to be applying for or re­
ceiving public assistance,2 at least 18 years old, and residing in one of the seven evaluation counties. 
Because few screening criteria were used, the cases randomly assigned to MFIP included some indi­
viduals — for example, those age 60 or older — who were permanently exempt from any employment 
and training mandates. Thus, the sample includes the full range of individuals who could be included in 
the MFIP program if it were expanded beyond the seven original counties.3 

B. The 36-Month Survey Sample 

To gain information that was not available from administrative records, a random subset of fami­
lies who entered the program between April 1, 1994, and October 31, 1994, was targeted for a survey 
approximately 36 months after random assignment. The content of the 36-month survey is described 
later in this chapter. 

The survey-eligible pool consisted of 4,586 sample members, of whom 3,720 responded to the 
survey, for an overall response rate of 81 percent. The response rate for single-parent families was 80 
percent, and the response rate for two-parent families was 83 percent. The 36-month survey sample 

2To be randomly assigned in urban counties, families had to be applying for or receiving cash assistance (AFDC 
or Family General Assistance). In rural counties, an additional group — families who were applying for or receiving 
only Food Stamps — was also eligible for random assignment. 

3Families in which all parents were receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) were excluded. 
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examined in this report includes the remaining 3,245 responders4 — 2,837 single-parent and 408 two-
parent families. Nonrespondents included those who could not be reached as well as those who refused 
to participate. A survey response analysis was conducted by comparing background characteristics and 
program impacts for survey respondents with impacts for the full report sample. The results are pre­
sented in Appendix D. 

II. Data Sources 

In addition to the observational field research that MDRC staff conducted each year since the 
program began, this report draws on a baseline questionnaire, administrative records, and survey data. 
Each of the data sources is described below. 

A. Baseline Characteristics Data 

Just prior to random assignment, data were collected on the characteristics of each research 
sample member. The Background Information Form (BIF) provided important demographic information 
such as the sample member’s age, educational attainment, prior work history, and prior welfare receipt. 
To complete the BIF, staff in the financial offices interviewed each welfare applicant or recipient and 
also collected information on prior welfare receipt from the automated benefit system. These forms were 
completed for 98.6 percent of the research sample. 

Also prior to random assignment, most research group members completed a confidential Pri­
vate Opinion Survey (POS). This brief survey asked respondents about their attitudes, opinions, and 
preferences regarding work and welfare, thus providing a rich picture of their perspectives as they en­
tered the program. Seventy-one percent of sample members completed the POS.5 

These data on sample members’ baseline characteristics are used for three purposes: to de­
scribe the samples, to define subgroups of the population whose participation patterns and program 
impacts may be of particular interest, and to contribute to the regression model used in the impact analy­
ses to increase the precision of impact estimates. 

B. Administrative Records Data 

Follow-up data on public assistance benefits received and on sample members’ earnings were 
available from April 1993 to June 1998.6 These data provide information about each sample member’s 
welfare receipt and earnings for a minimum of one year prior to random assignment and for up to three 

4The survey responders included members of the Food Stamps Only group and the AFDC/No Services group, 
which are not analyzed in the body of this report. See Appendices A and C. 

5Attitudinal data are not available for 11 percent of the sample members because the survey began in May 1994, 
the second month after the start of random assignment. Thus, families randomly assigned during the first month of 
random assignment were not issued the POS. The remaining 17.7 percent for whom attitudinal data are missing are 
sample members who refused to fill out the POS. 

6As discussed in Chapter 1, in June of 1998 changes in Minnesota’s welfare system converted all members of the 
research sample to the new statewide MFIP program; therefore data was not collected beyond that point. 

-37­



years following random assignment. For two-parent families, these data were collected for the other 
parent as well. 

Public assistance benefits records were provided to MDRC by Minnesota’s Department of 
Human Services. These automated data include monthly information on public assistance benefits pro­
vided to each member of the research sample. (As explained in Chapter 1, public assistance may 
include MFIP, AFDC, Food Stamps, or Family General Assistance.) 

Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records were provided to MDRC by Minnesota’s 
Department of Economic Security. These data provide quarterly earnings information for each sample 
member, as reported by employers to the UI system. These data exclude earnings that are not covered 
by or not reported to the UI system — for example, jobs in the informal economy.7 

As shown in Figure 2.2, the amount of available follow-up data differed for urban and rural 
countries. For example, the figure shows that all families were followed through June 1998. This means 
that the earliest families who were randomly assigned had 16 quarters, or four years, of follow-up data. 
However, because the last group of single parents in urban counties was randomly assigned in Septem­
ber 1995, outcomes for single parents in urban counties were analyzed for only 11 quarters, or two 
years and nine months — the common period of follow-up for this subgroup.8 Because residents of the 
rural counties were randomly assigned through March 1996, their outcomes were examined for 9 quar­
ters, or two years and three months, after random assignment. The analysis for two-parent families does 
not distinguish between urban and rural counties; therefore, outcomes for two-parent families were ex­
amined for 9 quarters, or two years and three months, after random assignment.9 

C. The 36-Month Client Survey 

As mentioned above, a subset of 3,245 sample members completed a survey 36 months after 
random assignment. The survey comprised two sections: a core section and a child section. Some of the 
core section’s results (such as the amount and sources of respondents’ income, hours worked, and 
wages and job benefits) are presented in this report, while the results from the child section of the survey 
are presented in Volume 2, which includes detailed information about child care, domestic abuse, ma­
ternal depression, and child well-being measures.10 

7Because the public assistance and UI automated systems are maintained at the state level rather than by indi­
vidual counties, MDRC continued to receive these data for individuals who moved outside the seven MFIP counties, 
as long as they remained within Minnesota. (However, members of the MFIP or MFIP Incentives Only groups who 
moved within Minnesota but outside the MFIP counties received benefits according to the AFDC systems rules.) 
Sample members who left Minnesota were counted as having no public assistance payments or earnings during the 
months or quarters that they were outside Minnesota. Although it is possible that cross-state migration occurred 
differentially for members of different research groups, this data limitation is unlikely to have led to substantial biases 
in impact results. 

8The benefit-cost analysis presented in Chapter 7 utilizes all data available for each individual rather than limiting 
the follow-up to the common period for each subgroup. 

9The analysis for two-parent families combines urban and rural counties because their research designs are iden­
tical and because sample sizes are small. 

10Gennetian and Miller, 2000. 
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Figure 2.2 

Random Assignment Periods and Administrative Records Follow-Up
for the MFIP Evaluation 
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The 36-month survey results augment the adult and family-level outcomes measured by the ad­
ministrative records data — for example, by providing important employment information otherwise not 
available, including participation in employment and training activities, hours worked, and weekly wage 
rates. The survey results also include measures of respondents’ understanding of the program to which 
they were assigned, family circumstances, household composition, sources of income, and material 
hardship. 

The core section of the survey took about 30 minutes to complete and was conducted primarily 
by telephone, with interviews taking place in person only for families who were difficult to reach by 
phone. 

III.	 Characteristics, Opinions, and Attitudes of Families in 
the MFIP Sample 

A. Selected Characteristics of Single-Parent Families 

Table 2.2 presents demographic characteristics of single parents in the MFIP sample at the time 
of random assignment. This section briefly summarizes the characteristics of single-parent families among 
long-term recipients and recent applicants, with the focus on long-term recipients. Because long-term 
recipients were immediately subject to MFIP’s employment and training mandates, whereas recent ap­
plicants were subject to these mandates at different points in the follow-up period, the program’s effects 
were expected to differ for the two groups. 

As explained in Chapter 1, a long-term recipient is a sample member who, at the time of ran­
dom assignment, had received AFDC or Family General Assistance (FGA) for at least 24 of the prior 
36 months. Recipients who had received welfare for less than 24 months at the time of random assign­
ment and those newly applying for AFDC or FGA on the day of random assignment are together 
referred to as recent applicants.11 

Overall, 3,208 single parents, or 34.8 percent of the single-parent sample, were categorized as 
long-term recipients. The sample is primarily female: 97.8 percent of long-term recipients and 87.8 per­
cent of recent applicants. Sample members were, on average, 29 to 30 years of age at the time of 
random assignment. More than four-fifths of sample members were from urban counties, and more than 
half were from Hennepin County (Minneapolis). Recall, however, that these proportions do not reflect 
the relative sizes of the total caseloads in each county at the time, because the random assignment design 
included only a fraction of the single-parent caseload in urban counties. In the rural counties, the entire 
caseload was randomly assigned to one of the research groups. Thus, single-parents from rural counties 
are disproportionately represented in the research sample. 

The ethnic composition of the groups varies slightly. Nearly two-thirds of recent applicants and 
half of long-term recipients are white. Long-term recipients are somewhat more likely than recent appli­
cants to be black — 34.8 versus 24.3 percent. The ethnic composition of the sample differs from the 
national caseload by having a higher proportion of white families and a lower proportion of Hispanic 
families; nationally, about one-third of the caseload are white, and 

11Parents under age 20 who did not have a high school diploma or GED and who were applying for welfare when 
they were randomly assigned are treated as recent applicants in this report. However, they were mandated to partici­
pate in education and training services whether they were assigned to the MFIP or the AFDC group. These teens 
make up 7 percent of the recent applicant sample. 
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Table 2.2 

Selected Characteristics of Single-Parent Families in the Sample, 
by Welfare Status at Random Assignment 

Long-Term Recent 
Characteristic Recipients  Applicants 

Demographic characteristics 

Geographic area (%) 
Hennepin County (Minneapolis) 65.8 56.6 
Anoka/Dakota Counties 15.7 27.1 
Rural counties 18.5 16.3 

Gender of respondent (%) 
Female 97.8 87.8 
Male 2.2 12.2 

Average age (years) 30.4 29.0 

Race/ethnicity (%) 
White, non-Hispanic 52.8 65.1 
Black, non-Hispanic 34.8 24.3 
Hispanic 1.7 2.6 
Native American/Alaskan Native 7.8 5.2 
Asian/Pacific Islander 2.9 2.8 

Family status 

Marital status (%) 
Never married 64.0 52.4 
Married, living with spouse 0.5 0.3 
Married, living apart 9.5 22.5 
Separated 2.0 3.3 
Divorced 22.8 20.5 
Widowed 1.2 1.0 

Age of youngest child in years (%) 
Under 3, or client pregnant at the 

time of random assignment 35.4 54.5 
3-5 29.2 16.3 
6-18 35.5 29.3 

Number of children (%) 
1 35.7 59.1 
2 32.7 23.3 
3 or more 30.1 14.3 

Labor force status 

Worked full time for 6 months or 
more for one employer (%) 53.5 69.1 

Any earnings in past 12 months (%) 32.1 74.8 

Currently employed (%) 13.9 22.7 
Average hourly wagea ($) 5.94 6.59 

Average hours worked per weekb (%) 
1-19 43.4 33.6 
20-29 29.9 26.4 
30 or more 26.7 40.0 

Never worked (%) 10.1 3.5 
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Table 2.2 (continued) 

Long-Term Recent 
Characteristic Recipients  Applicants 

Education status 

Highest credential earned (%) 
GED certificatec 16.9 13.0 
High school diploma 39.7 47.2 
Technical/2-year college degree 9.6 12.3 
4-year college degree or higher 1.3 4.0 
None of the above 32.6 23.5 

Highest grade completed in school (average) 11 12 

Prior welfare receipt 

Total prior AFDC receiptd (%) 
None 1.3 57.8 
Less than 4 months 0.9 3.6 
4 months or more but less than 1 year 1.8 9.6 
1 year or more but less than 2 years 2.5 11.6 
2 years or more but less than 5 years 40.2 10.2 
5 years or more but less than 10 years 31.6 4.4 
10 years or more 21.8 2.8 

MFIP employment and training mandatese 

Met MFIP criteria for participation in mandatory 
employment and training servicesf (%) 100 7.5 

Parent under age 20, no high school diploma/GED 5.1 6.9 
Recipient of AFDC 24 of past 36 months 96.5 0.9 

STRIDE eligibilityg 

In STRIDE target groupf (%) 84.4 32.0 
Parent under age 24 (18-23), no 

high school diploma/GED 10.1 12.3 
Parent under age 24 (18-23), limited 

work experience 15.2 20.8 
Recipient of AFDC 36 of past 60 months 73.0 4.5 
Youngest child age 16 or over 1.1 1.3 

Housing status 

Current housing status (%) 
Public housing 5.7 2.2 
Subsidized housing 33.9 7.7 
Emergency or temporary housing 2.7 3.7 
None of the above 57.7 86.5 

Number of moves in the past 2 years (%) 
None 32.7 25.6 
1 or 2 48.7 53.8 
3 or more 18.7 20.6 

(continued) 
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Table 2.2 (continued) 

Long-Term Recent 
Characteristic Recipients  Applicants 

Current and recent education and training activities 

Currently enrolled in education or trainingf (%) 
Any type 23.3 17.3 

GED preparation 4.6 2.1 
English as a Second Language 0.4 0.4 
Adult basic education 1.1 0.6 
Vocational education/skills training 5.6 3.7 
Post-secondary education 8.9 6.6 
Job search/job club 1.9 2.1 
Work experience 0.9 0.4 
High school 1.3 2.5 

If enrolled, program is part of a STRIDE plan 31.2 7.7 

Enrolled in any type of education or 
training during the previous 12 months (%) 28.5 22.7 

Sample size (total = 9,217) 3,208 6,009 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from Background Information Forms. 

NOTES: The sample includes AFDC and MFIP group members who were randomly assigned from April 1, 
1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food 
Stamps, were assigned to the AFDC/No Services group, or were missing required baseline information. 
Members of the AFDC group were potentially eligible for any programs that MFIP was designed to replace: 
AFDC; Minnesota's JOBS program, STRIDE; Family General Assistance (FGA); or Food Stamps.

 One percent of single-parent sample members did not complete a Background Information Form. 
aCalculated for those employed at the time of random assignment who reported an hourly wage. Twenty 

percent of those employed were excluded because they did not report an hourly wage. 
bCalculated for those employed at the time of random assignment. 
cThe General Educational Development (GED) certificate is given to those who pass the GED test and is 

intended to signify knowledge of basic high school subjects. 
dThis refers to the total number of months an individual or her spouse has spent on AFDC at one or more 

periods of time as an adult. It does not include AFDC receipt under a parent's name. 
eOnly those assigned to the MFIP group were subject to these mandates. 
fTotals may not equal all categories summed because some sample members may be in more than one 

category. 
gOnly those assigned to the AFDC group were subject to these rules. 
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one-fifth are Hispanic. The ethnic composition of the sample is similar to that of the Minnesota AFDC 
caseload, with a slightly larger proportion of black families.12 

The majority of single parents had never been married or were divorced, although a proportion 
of single parents were married but living apart from their spouse and not legally separated. Interestingly, 
a much larger proportion (22.5 percent) of recent applicants than of long-term recipients (9.5 percent) 
fell into this category — an indication that recent marital breakup is a factor in applying for welfare. 

Among long-term recipients, 64.6 percent had preschool-age children; as might be expected, 
the proportion was higher among recent applicants — 70.8 percent. Moreover, the proportions with 
children under 3 years old (or pregnant at the time of random assignment) were 35.4 percent of long-
term recipients and 54.5 percent of recent applicants. These percentages suggest that there could have 
been a high demand for child care services among those entering employment and training services or 
employment. In fact, as shown in Table 2.5, more than half of long-term recipients cited an inability to 
arrange for child care as the reason they could not work. The MFIP caseload had a much higher pro­
portion of preschool-age children than the U.S. average AFDC caseload; less than half the national 
caseload in 1994 had preschool-age children. 

The MFIP sample had relatively high levels of education compared with the national welfare 
caseload. More than two-thirds of long-term recipients and three-fourths of recent applicants earned at 
least a high school diploma or a GED certificate before entering the study. Not surprisingly, on average, 
recent applicants completed more years of schooling (grade 12) than did long-term recipients (grade 
11). 

As expected, long-term recipients were more disadvantaged than recent applicants in terms of 
their employment history and welfare history. The earnings and welfare histories of long-term recipients 
suggest that they may have been less likely than the other sample members to find immediate employ­
ment. Less than one-third of long-term recipients reported some earnings in the year prior to random 
assignment, whereas three-fourths of recent applicants reported earnings. The average hourly wage 
among long-term recipients who were employed at random assignment was about 65 cents less than the 
hourly wage among recent applicants. In addition, 10.1 percent of single parents who were long-term 
recipients had never held a job, compared with 3.5 percent of recent applicants. Recent applicants had 
a more stable work history as well. Only about half (53.5 percent) of long-term recipients had ever 
worked full time for six months for the same employer, compared with 69.1 percent of recent appli­
cants. These work histories indicate that recent applicants could have been able to find jobs much more 
quickly than long-term recipients. 

Additionally, more than half (53.4 percent) of long-term recipients had received cash assistance 
on their own or spouse’s AFDC/FGA case for five years or more, compared with only 7.2 percent of 
recent applicants.13 It is interesting that the length of stay on AFDC for such a high proportion of long­

12National and state caseload averages are from the 1996 Green Book  for the years 1994-1995 (U.S. House of 
Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1996). 

13A family who had been on welfare for a lengthy stay is still classified as a recent applicant if that spell had oc­
curred at least three years before random assignment. 
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term recipients was far above the threshold for mandatory participation in employment services. 

As explained in Chapter 1, MFIP required long-term recipients to participate immediately in 
mandatory employment and training services. Therefore, it is not surprising that a substantial proportion 
(84.4 percent) of long-term recipients also met the STRIDE criteria for volunteering for these services. 
A much smaller proportion (32.0 percent) of recent applicants were eligible to volunteer for STRIDE 
employment and training services. Even though a much larger proportion of long-term recipients com­
pared with recent applicants were eligible for employment and training services, it is interesting that only 
slightly more long-term recipients reported actually participating in one of these activities. In addition, the 
majority of those participating in education and training services were doing so outside the STRIDE 
program, which suggests that such services were accessible even for those who were not eligible for 
STRIDE. 

A substantially larger proportion of long-term recipients than of recent applicants lived in some 
type of public, subsidized, or emergency housing — 42.3 and 13.6 percent, respectively. 

B. Attitudes and Opinions of Single-Parent Families 

Table 2.3 shows the attitudes, opinions, and preferences that single parents reported on the 
confidential Private Opinion Survey (POS) completed just prior to random assignment.14 Of those who 
were not employed, 82.5 percent of long-term recipients and 75.3 percent of recent applicants reported 
that they faced at least one of five barriers to employment. Although sample members faced a number of 
barriers to employment, they most often cited the problems of arranging for child care (54.2 percent of 
long-term recipients and 47.4 percent of recent applicants). At the same time, however, the majority of 
single parents reported that they could find someone they trusted to take care of their children if they got 
a job (not shown in the table). It appears that the barrier of child care is related to other constraints, in­
cluding financial problems, rather than to finding a suitable caregiver. Lack of transportation was also a 
significant barrier to work for half the long-term recipients and for more than a third of the recent appli­
cants. 

The POS data also indicate that the preferred activity of sample members was going to school 
to learn a job skill. Two out of five single parents chose this activity over staying home to take care of 
the family, studying basic reading and math, getting a part-time job, or getting a full-time job. The next 
most preferred activity was getting a full-time job, with more than one-quarter of sample members ex­
pressing such a preference. Only a small proportion of sample members said that they preferred to stay 
home. When given only the choice between a part-time job or a full-time job, over two-thirds of sample 
members preferred to work full time. 

When asked about their reservation wage (the minimum pay per hour at which respondents 
would accept a job), with and without medical benefits, sample members indicated that they valued em­
ployer-provided benefits. This response suggests that sample members’ employment decisions could 
have been affected by MFIP’s financial incentives. The average reservation wage at which respondents 

14Of those who were randomly assigned after the survey began, 16.6 percent refused to fill out the POS. 
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Table 2.3 

Attitudes and Opinions of Single-Parent Families in the Sample, 
by Welfare Status at Random Assignment 

Long-Term Recent 
Attitude or Opinion Recipients Applicants 

Client-reported barriers to employment 

Among those not currently employed, percentage who 
agreed or agreed a lot that they could not work part time 
right now for the following reasons:a 

No way to get there every day 49.1 35.4 
Cannot arrange for child care 54.2 47.4 
A health or emotional problem, or a family 

member with a health or emotional problem 28.2 29.5 
Too many family problems 27.5 30.1 
Already have too much to do during the day 25.2 21.8 
Any of the above five reasons 82.5 75.3 

Client-reported preferred activities 

Given the following choices, percentage expressing a 
consistent preference for one of the following activities:b 

Staying home to take care of family 8.8 12.1 
Going to school to learn a job skill 40.9 41.8 
Going to school to study basic reading and math 4.2 4.8 
Getting a part-time job 8.5 5.6 
Getting a full-time job 31.5 29.9 

Agreed or agreed a lot that they cannot go to school 
or job training program right now because they are 
afraid to leave children in daycare or with a baby-sitter (%) 18.7 15.8 

Agreed or agreed a lot that children who go 
to daycare or preschool learn more than 
children who stay home with their mothers (%) 53.8 51.1 

Percentage who, if they had a choice, 
would prefer to work at a: 

Part-time job 32.2 32.0 
Full-time job 67.9 68.0 

If someone offered client a full-time job with 
no medical benefits, minimum amount per hour 
at which the client would take the job ($) 11.34 10.67 

If someone offered client a full-time job with full 
medical benefits, minimum amount per hour 
at which the client would take the job ($) 8.90 8.57 

If someone offered client a full-time job with full 
medical benefits, and the welfare department would 
let client continue to get most of the welfare check, 
minimum for which the client would take the job ($) 7.69 7.28 

Approximate average worth of employer-
provided medical benefits per hour ($) 2.50 2.14 

(continued) 
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Table 2.3 (continued) 

Attitude or Opinion 
Long-Term 
Recipients 

Recent 
Applicant 

If client could get $800 a month, plus Medicaid 
and free child care, percentage who would prefer: 

Getting all the money by working 40 hours a week 
Getting half the money by working 20 hours a week 

52.8 
47.3 

56.0 
44.0 

If client could keep most of the welfare check and 
also keep any money earned from a $6-an-hour 
job, number of hours she would want to work: (%) 

None 3.6 3.8 
Less than 30 26.2 31.5 
30 or more 70.2 64.7 

Client job search 

How much have you been able to look for 
a job in the past three months? (%) 

Not at all 48.3 37.5 
Some/a little 
A moderate amount 

31.4 
13.0 

26.9 
21.3 

A great deal 7.3 14.3 

In the past 4 weeks, about how many employers, 
if any, did you contact (by telephone, mail, or in 
person) in order to apply for a job or ask about 
job openings? (%) 

None 
Any 

74.7 
25.3 

67.6 
32.4 

Client-reported attitudes toward welfare 

Percentage who agreed or agreed a lot with the 
following statements: 

I feel that people look down on me for being on welfare 
I am ashamed to admit to people that I am on welfare 
Right now, being on welfare provides for my 

family better than I could by working 
I think it is better for my family that I stay on 

welfare than work at a job 

65.2 
57.5 

61.1 

18.8 

56.8 
54.6 

56.2 

16.1 

Client-reported social support network 

Percentage who agreed or agreed a lot with the 
following statements: 

Among my family, friends, and neighbors, I am 
one of the only people who is on welfare 

When I have trouble or need help, I have 
someone to talk to 

34.6 

76.0 

50.1 

81.8 

(continued) 
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Table 2.3 (continued) 

Attitude or Opinion 
Long-Term 
Recipients 

Recent 
Applicant 

Client-reported sense of efficacy 

Percentage who agreed or agreed a lot with the 
following statements: 

I have little control over the things that 
happen to me 

I often feel angry that people like me never 
have a chance to succeed 

Sometimes I feel that I'm being pushed 
around in life 

There is little I can do to change many of the 
important things in my life 

All of the above 
None of the above 

21.2 

48.5 

44.5 

32.6 
7.9 

27.8 

16.8 

31.5 

40.7 

25.5 
5.0 

38.6 

Sample size (total = 9,217) 3,208 6,009 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the Private Opinion Survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes AFDC and MFIP group members who were randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, 
to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps, were 
assigned to the AFDC/No Services group, or were missing required baseline information. Members of the AFDC 
group were potentially eligible for any programs that MFIP was designed to replace: AFDC; Minnesota's JOBS 
program, STRIDE; Family General Assistance (FGA); or Food Stamps.

 Twenty-six percent of single-parent sample members did not fill out a Private Opinion Survey. 
In most categories, individuals could agree or agree a lot with more than one statement. Multiple responses 

were not possible in the following item groupings: client-reported preferred activities, client-reported employment-
related activities, and client-reported acceptable wages. 

aPart time is defined as a minimum of 10 hours per week. Full time is defined as 40 hours per week. 
bPercentages were calculated for those with a consistent preference. 
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would take a job with no medical benefits was about $11 per hour. This amount decreased, on aver­
age, by more than $2 if medical benefits were provided by the employer, and it went down by an addi­
tional $1 when clients were presented with the scenario of keeping most of their welfare check while 
working full time with full medical benefits. Interestingly, recent applicants reported a lower reservation 
wage on average than long-term recipients, perhaps indicating either some additional reluctance on the 
part of long-term recipients to leave welfare for work or a lack of realism about the labor market. 

Only small proportions of the sample conducted any type of job search activities recently. Four-
fifths of long-term recipients reported that they had looked for a job only a little or not at all in the prior 
three months, and nearly half reported that they had not looked for a job at all. The proportions of re­
cent applicants who reported any employment-related activities were slightly higher, perhaps because 
more of them had worked recently. 

The majority of sample members felt that others looked down on them for being on welfare; 
they also said that they were ashamed to admit to anyone that they received welfare. Thus, the survey 
results suggest that one important feature of MFIP — the cashing-out of Food Stamp benefits — could 
have helped reduce stigma among recipients. Only a small minority believed that it was better for their 
families that they stay on welfare than work at a job, although the majority believed that welfare would 
provide for their family better than working. Unlike most recent applicants, but consistent with their long 
spells on welfare, most long-term recipients stated that they knew of other family members, friends, or 
neighbors who were receiving welfare. The majority of respondents also felt that they had some control 
over events in their lives and that they had the power to change many of the important aspects of their 
lives. On the other hand, more than one-fifth of recipients felt that they had little control over their lives; 
nearly half felt that people like themselves never succeed and are pushed around in life; and about one-
third felt that they could do little to change important things in their lives. 

Not surprisingly, recent applicants appear to be somewhat better off than long-term recipients in 
terms of their education, work history, and welfare history. Yet they still reported high levels of barriers 
to employment, especially child care and transportation problems. Recent applicants also demonstrated 
greater motivation to seek employment, and they reported more positive attitudes about themselves and 
their ability to take control over their lives. As discussed in Chapter 1, these differences in employment 
and welfare dynamics underlie MFIP’s different program strategies for the two groups. 

The next two sections take a similar look at the characteristics of two-parent families in MFIP, 
including their opinions and attitudes about welfare, at the time of random assignment. 

C. Selected Characteristics of Two -Parent Families 

This section primarily discusses the characteristics of two-parent recipient families and the dif­
ferences between them and two-parent applicant families. In addition, some comparisons are made 
between two-parent families in MFIP and the national two-parent welfare caseload as well as between 
two-parent families and single-parent families in MFIP.15 Recall that two-parent families are defined as 

15Recall that two-parent recipient families were ongoing welfare recipients who had been receiving welfare for at 
least one month when they entered the program. 
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families in which two parents (either biological or stepparent) were living in the home at the time of ran­
dom assignment. 

Table 2.4 presents selected characteristics of two-parent families at the time of random assign­
ment, as collected by the Baseline Information Form (BIF), which was completed by either parent. The 
majority of two-parent families reside in urban counties; however, a much higher proportion of two-
parent than of single-parent families reside in rural counties. Among applicants, 38.6 percent of two-
parent families are from rural counties, compared with only 16.3 percent of single-parent families (see 
Table 2.2). Of respondents from two-parent recipient families, 90.7 percent are female; 59.5 percent 
are white, non-Hispanic; 16.2 percent are black; and 16.0 percent are Asian/Pacific Islander. Most re­
spondents in two-parent recipient families were married, living with a spouse (68.7 percent), but 24.2 
percent were never married. The demographic characteristics of two-parent recipient families differ 
dramatically from the characteristics of two-parent applicant families. Only 78.0 percent of the latter 
respondents are female, 79.7 percent are white, and 78.8 percent were married, living with a spouse. In 
terms of race/ethnicity, two-parent recipient families in MFIP differ slightly from the national two-parent 
family caseload by being more likely to be white or black and less likely to be Hispanic. 

Most of the two-parent families had at least one preschool-age child at random assignment; the 
majority of children were under age 3, or the client was pregnant. More than three-fourths of recipients 
and nearly three-fourths of applicants in two-parent families had children younger than 6. Two-parent 
families were also more likely than single-parent families to have preschool-age children, which is not 
surprising, because they were more likely to have more than one child. 

A substantial portion of recipients in two-parent families had some kind of work experience. 
During the 12 months prior to random assignment, 59.2 percent had earned income. Although 15.1 
percent were employed at the time of random assignment, 16.6 percent reported that they had never 
worked, and many had low levels of education. For example, 62.8 percent of recipients reported having 
completed education at the high school level or above, and the highest average grade completed was 
11. 

In contrast, applicants in two-parent families had much better preparation for employment, both 
in terms of employment history and in terms of education. Only 3.6 percent of applicants reported that 
they had never worked at the time of random assignment. This group’s employment experience oc­
curred during the 12 months prior to random assignment, reflecting the work history requirements to be 
eligible for welfare. Although only 21.2 percent of applicants reported any earnings in the 12 months 
prior to random assignment, it is important to keep in mind that the majority of respondents are female 
and were answering for themselves only; the earnings of a spouse are not reflected in their responses to 
this question. In comparison, in the 1995 national caseload, over 80 percent of women in two-parent 
families were not employed. Among applicants in two-parent families, 61.5 percent reported having a 
high school diploma or GED, and the average grade completed was 12. 

As expected, in two-parent families, the majority of recipients (65.6 percent) were on welfare 
for two years or more, whereas the majority of applicants (74.4 percent) had no prior welfare history. 
The MFIP sample of recipients in two-parent families shows a much longer his­
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Table 2.4 

Selected Characteristics of Two-Parent Families in the Sample, 
by Welfare Status at Random Assignment 

Characteristic Recipients  Applicants 

Demographic characteristics 

Geographic area (%) 
Hennepin County (Minneapolis) 52.4 37.2 
Anoka/Dakota Counties 20.3 24.2 
Rural counties 27.3 38.6 

Gender of respondent (%) 
Female 90.7 78.0 
Male 9.3 22.0 

Average age (years) 31.2 30.6 

Race/ethnicity (%) 
White, non-Hispanic 59.5 79.7 
Black, non-Hispanic 16.2 7.2 
Hispanic 2.7 4.3 
Native American/Alaskan Native 5.6 2.2 
Asian/Pacific Islander 16.0 6.6 

Family status 

Marital status (%) 
Married, living with spouse 68.7 78.8 

Cohabiting 
Never married 24.2 17.4 
Married, living apart 1.8 0.7 
Separated, currently cohabiting 0.2 0.1 
Divorced, currently cohabiting 5.2 3.0 
Widowed 0.1 0.0 

Age of youngest child in years (%) 
Under 3, or client pregnant at the 

time of random assignment 55.2 61.1 
3-5 22.3 12.8 
6-18 22.5 26.1 

Number of children (%) 
1 20.8 39.4 
2 31.1 28.1 
3 or more 46.3 30.7 

Labor force status 

Worked full time for 6 months 
or more for one employer (%) 52.4 73.5 

Any earnings in past 12 months (%) 59.2 21.2 

Currently employed (%) 15.1 30.6 

Average hourly wagea ($) 6.41 7.38 

Average hours worked per weekb (%) 
1-19 36.7 36.4 
20-29 24.3 15.5 
30 or more 38.9 48.2 

Never worked (%) 16.6 3.6 

(continued) 
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Table 2.4 (continued) 

Characteristic Recipients  Applicants 

Education status 

Highest credential earned (%) 
GED certificatec 12.6 10.4 
High school diploma 38.9 51.1 
Technical/2-year college degree 9.2 12.7 
4-year college degree or higher 2.1 7.0 
None of the above 37.2 18.9 

Highest grade completed in school (average) 11 12 

Prior welfare receipt 

Total prior AFDC receiptd (%) 
None 3.7 74.4 
Less than 4 months 4.5 2.6 
4 months or more but less than 1 year 13.0 8.7 
1 year or more but less than 2 years 13.4 4.3 
2 years or more but less than 5 years 30.5 6.4 
5 years or more but less than 10 years 23.0 2.4 
10 years or more 12.1 1.2 

MFIP employment and training mandatese 

Met MFIP criteria for participation in mandatory 
employment and training servicesf (%) 71.5 5.2 

Parent under age 20, no high school diploma/GED 2.9 4.8 
Recipient of AFDC 24 of past 36 months 69.7 0.4 

STRIDE eligibilityg 

In STRIDE target groupf (%) 57.4 22.2 
Parent under age 24 (18-23), no high 

school diploma/GED 8.2 7.9 
Parent under age 24 (18-23), limited 

work experience 14.7 17.2 
Recipient of AFDC 36 of past 60 months 42.5 0.0 
Youngest child age 16 or over 1.3 1.5 

Housing status 

Current housing status (%) 
Public housing 7.6 2.1 
Subsidized housing 17.8 3.4 
Emergency or temporary housing 3.7 3.4 
None of the above 70.8 91.1 

Number of moves in the past 2 years (%) 
None 34.8 34.2 
1 or 2 45.6 50.1 
3 or more 19.6 15.8 

(continued) 
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Table 2.4 (continued) 

Characteristic Recipients  Applicants 

Current and recent education and training activities 

Currently enrolled in education or trainingf (%) 
Any type 20.3 12.3 

GED preparation 2.6 0.7 
English as a Second Language 5.7 1.6 
Adult basic education 1.2 0.6 
Vocational education/skills training 4.5 2.2 
Post-secondary education 3.4 4.0 
Job search/job club 3.0 2.1 
Work experience 0.5 0.4 
High school 0.7 1.5 

If enrolled, program is part of a STRIDE plan 15.5 0.0 

Enrolled in any type of education or training 
during the previous 12 months (%) 28.4 16.0 

Sample size (total = 2,256) 1,523 733 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from Background Information Forms. 

NOTES: The sample includes AFDC and MFIP group members who were randomly assigned from April 
1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food 
Stamps, were assigned to the AFDC/No Services group, or were missing required baseline information. 
Members of the AFDC group were potentially eligible for any programs that MFIP was designed to 
replace: AFDC; Minnesota's JOBS program, STRIDE; Family General Assistance (FGA); or Food Stamps.

 One percent of two-parent sample members did not complete a Background Information Form. 
aCalculated for those employed at the time of random assignment who reported an hourly wage. 

Twenty percent of those employed were excluded because they did not report an hourly wage. 
bCalculated for those employed at the time of random assignment. 
cThe General Educational Development (GED) certificate is given to those who pass the GED test 

and is intended to signify knowledge of basic high school subjects. 
dThis refers to the total number of months an individual or her spouse has spent on AFDC at one or 

more periods of time as an adult. It does not include AFDC receipt under a parent's name. 
eOnly those assigned to the MFIP group were subject to these mandates. 
fTotals may not equal all categories summed because some sample members may be in more than one 

category. 
gOnly those assigned to the AFDC group were subject to these rules. 
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tory on welfare than the national caseload in 1995, of which less than 40 percent of two-parent families 
had been continuously on welfare for two years or more.16 

Only 29.1 percent of recipients in two-parent families resided in public, subsidized, or emer­
gency housing. This proportion is much lower than the 42.3 percent of single-parent long-term recipients 
residing in such housing (see Table 2.2). Less than one-quarter of recipients in two-parent families were 
enrolled in any type of education or training activity when they entered MFIP. 

D. Attitudes and Opinions of Two-Parent Families 

Table 2.5 presents the attitudes, opinions, and preferences of two-parent families at the time of 
random assignment, as collected by the Private Opinion Survey (POS). The first panel of Table 2.5 pre­
sents client-reported barriers to employment. In two-parent families, 79.3 percent of recipients and 
70.6 percent of applicants reported some kind of barrier to employment; similar to single-parent fami­
lies, the most commonly cited barriers relate to child care and transportation. 

The second panel of Table 2.5 presents client-reported preferred activities. The majority of 
both recipients (62.6 percent) and applicants (58.1 percent) expressed a preference either for going to 
school to learn a job skill or for getting a full-time job. A slightly higher proportion of applicants than of 
recipients expressed a preference for staying home to take care of the family (25.0 percent and 16.6 
percent, respectively). Interestingly, the proportions of recipients and applicants in two-parent families 
who expressed a preference for staying home are double the proportions in single-parent families (see 
Table 2.3). 

The average reservation wage for respondents in two-parent families was a little more than 
$10.50 per hour, and again this amount decreased by more than $2.00 when the job offered full medi­
cal benefits, and by an additional $1.00 when respondents were offered the option of keeping most of 
their welfare benefits while working full time. Under the latter two conditions, reservation wages were 
lower for recipients than for applicants, mainly because recipients valued medical benefits slightly more 
than applicants did. 

Many recipients in two-parent families reported that people looked down on them for being on 
welfare (66.0 percent) or that they were ashamed to admit it (58.7 percent). However, 54.4 percent of 
recipients also agreed that currently being on welfare provided better for their family than working 
would. Applicants in two-parent families reported similar attitudes toward welfare. 

The last two panels of Table 2.5 present client-reported social support networks and respon­
dents’ sense of efficacy. Most recipients in two-parent families had some kind of support network: 79.5 
percent reported having someone to talk to when help was needed. Yet more than two-thirds of them 
showed evidence of having a low sense of efficacy. Among recipients in two-parent families, 23.7 per­
cent reported feelings of having little control over their life, 44.5 percent felt angry that people like 

16Note, however, that the length of stay on welfare for recipients in the research sample is partly an artifact of the 
way random assignment was conducted. Because random assignment of recipients took place at annual recertifica­
tion interviews, most recipients, by definition, should have been on welfare for at least one year at baseline. 
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Table 2.5 

Attitudes and Opinions of Two-Parent Families in the Sample, 
by Welfare Status at Random Assignment 

Attitude or Opinion Recipients Applicants 

Client-reported barriers to employment 

Among those not currently employed, percentage who 
agreed or agreed a lot that they could not work part time 
right now for the following reasons:a 

No way to get there every day 41.7 26.1 
Cannot arrange for child care 55.0 41.3 
A health or emotional problem, or a family 

member with a health or emotional problem 33.0 28.9 
Too many family problems 31.5 26.2 
Already have too much to do during the day 30.0 25.9 
Any of the above five reasons 79.3 70.6 

Client-reported preferred activities 

Given the following choices, percentage expressing a 
consistent preference for one of the following activities:c 

Staying home to take care of family 16.6 25.0 
Going to school to learn a job skill 35.8 29.9 
Going to school to study basic reading and math 5.7 4.9 
Getting a part-time job 8.3 5.1 
Getting a full-time job 26.8 28.2 

Agreed or agreed a lot that they cannot go to school 
or job training program right now because they are 
afraid to leave children in daycare or with a baby-sitter (%) 28.9 22.4 

Agreed or agreed a lot that children who go 
to daycare or preschool learn more than 
children who stay home with their mothers (%) 48.9 41.8 

Percentage who, if they had a choice, 
would prefer to work at a: 

Part-time job 40.7 41.4 
Full-time job 59.3 58.6 

If someone offered client a full-time job with 
no medical benefits, minimum amount per hour 
at which the client would take the job ($) 10.69 10.58 

If someone offered client a full-time job with full 
medical benefits, minimum amount per hour 
at which the client would take the job ($) 8.20 8.42 

If someone offered client a full-time job with full 
medical benefits, and the welfare department would 
let client continue to get most of the welfare check, 
minimum for which the client would take the job ($) 6.99 7.30 

Approximate average worth of employer-
provided medical benefits per hour ($) 2.56 2.15 

(continued) 

-55­



Table 2.5 (continued) 

Attitude or Opinion Recipients Applicants 

If client could get $800 a month, plus Medicaid 
and free child care, percentage who would prefer: 

Getting all the money by working 40 hours a week 
Getting half the money by working 20 hours a week 

52.2 
47.8 

60.0 
40.0 

If client could keep most of the welfare check and 
also keep any money earned from a $6-an-hour 
job, number of hours she would want to work: (%) 

None 4.4 5.1 
Less than 30 
30 or more 

31.1 
64.4 

29.0 
66.0 

Client job search 

How much have you been able to look for 
a job in the past three months? (%) 

Not at all 43.4 40.3 
Some/a little 
A moderate amount 

30.7 
16.6 

26.8 
17.4 

A great deal 9.3 15.5 

In the past 4 weeks, about how many employers, 
if any, did you contact (by telephone, mail, or in 
person) in order to apply for a job or ask about 
job openings? (%) 

None 75.8 70.3 
Any 24.2 29.7 

Client-reported attitudes toward welfare 

Percentage who agreed or agreed a lot with the 
following statements: 

I feel that people look down on me for being on welfare 
I am ashamed to admit to people that I am on welfare 
Right now, being on welfare provides for my 

family better than I could by working 
I think it is better for my family that I stay on 

welfare than work at a job 

66.0 
58.7 

54.4 

21.4 

56.8 
56.2 

50.6 

11.9 

Client-reported social support network 

Percentage who agreed or agreed a lot with the 
following statements: 

Among my family, friends, and neighbors, I am 
one of the only people who is on welfare 

When I have trouble or need help, I have 
someone to talk to 

37.6 

79.5 

52.8 

86.6 

(continued) 
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Table 2.5 (continued) 

Attitude or Opinion Recipients Applicants 

Client-reported sense of efficacy 

Percentage who agreed or agreed a lot with the 
following statements: 

I have little control over the things that 
happen to me 

I often feel angry that people like me never 
have a chance to succeed 

Sometimes I feel that I'm being pushed 
around in life 

There is little I can do to change many of the 
important things in my life 

All of the above 
None of the above 

23.7 

44.5 

45.7 

31.4 
8.1 

28.9 

23.4 

32.7 

41.4 

28.8 
7.1 

37.0 

Sample size (total = 2,256) 1,523 733 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the Private Opinion Survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes AFDC and MFIP group members who were randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, 
to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps, were 
assigned to the AFDC/No Services group, or were missing required baseline information. Members of the AFDC 
group were potentially eligible for any programs that MFIP was designed to replace: AFDC; Minnesota's JOBS 
program, STRIDE; Family General Assistance (FGA); or Food Stamps.

 Thirty-one percent of two-parent sample members for this report did not fill out a Private Opinion Survey. 
In most categories, individuals could agree or agree a lot with more than one statement. Multiple responses 

were not possible in the following item groupings: client-reported preferred activities, client-reported employment-
related activities, and client-reported acceptable wages. 

aPart time is defined as a minimum of 10 hours per week. Full time is defined as 40 hours per week. 
bPercentages were calculated for those with a consistent preference. 
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themselves never have a chance to succeed, 45.7 percent felt that they were being pushed around in life, 
and 31.4 percent felt that they could do little to change important things in their life. Slightly more appli­
cants in two-parent families reported having someone to talk to when help was needed (86.6 percent, 
compared with 79.5 percent of recipients), and fewer applicants reported a low sense of efficacy (63.0 
percent compared with 71.1 percent of recipients). 

E. Summary 

The characteristics of single-parent and two-parent families in the MFIP evaluation differed 
somewhat, which possibly could have led to different outcomes for the two types of families — beyond 
differences attributed to the rules of the program. On the other hand, single- and two-parent families 
expressed similar opinions and attitudes, indicating they might respond to the program in similar ways. 

For the most part, sample members expressed some interest in working. The majority of re­
spondents also reported that they felt that welfare would provide for their families better than working 
would. However, at the time of random assignment, their barriers to employment included the need for 
child care and transportation. Given MFIP’s package of generous financial incentives, including child 
care supplements, the program could have made a difference. By assisting these families with their barri­
ers to work and supplementing their earnings, MFIP might make work pay better than welfare. 

Next, Chapter 3 will present the effects of MFIP on participation in employment and training 
services. Then separate chapters will present the impacts of MFIP for each subgroup: single-parent 
long-term recipients (Chapter 4), single-parent recent applicants (Chapter 5), and two-parent families 
(Chapter 6). Results of the benefit-cost analysis for MFIP are presented in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 3 

MFIP’s Effects on Single Parents’ Participation in Employment 
and Training Services and on Their Educational Attainment 

I. Introduction 

The Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) treatment model included two major com­
ponents — (1) financial incentives to work that were offered to all MFIP group members and (2) a re­
quirement that long-term recipients who were not employed participate in employment and training ser­
vices.1 The program’s designers expected that MFIP would change patterns of participation in employ­
ment and training services in two ways: It would increase the likelihood that single parents would par­
ticipate in employment and training activities, and those services would emphasize moving participants 
into employment more quickly than did the services offered through the STRIDE program for recipients 
of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). This chapter examines whether MFIP met these 
two goals and whether, in doing so, it created a substantial difference in the employment and training 
treatment received by members of the MFIP group relative to the AFDC group. 

Earlier MFIP reports have presented detailed evidence that the program succeeded in shifting 
the focus of the welfare system toward employment, with staff in the MFIP program providing a 
stronger work message than the AFDC system.2 The program’s financial incentives seemed to play an 
important role in convincing financial workers, employment and training workers, and members of the 
MFIP group that moving relatively quickly to employment would be beneficial to families. 

By the 12-month follow-up point, MFIP had increased participation in employment and training 
services for long-term recipients in urban counties, particularly participation in short-term employment-
related activities. However, MFIP had not increased participation in services for new applicants, who 
had not yet begun to reach the time trigger for mandatory services by the time of the 12-month survey. 

The present chapter extends the information available in earlier reports and focuses on patterns 
of participation in employment and training services. By drawing on the 36-month client survey de­
scribed in Chapter 2, it provides information about the MFIP group’s participation in activities over a 
longer time than the 12-month follow-up period that was available for the 1997 interim report. This will 
extend the evaluation of MFIP’s effects for long-term recipients as well as assess whether the participa­
tion mandate began to affect the activities of recent applicants once they began reaching the time trigger 
for mandatory services. In addition, whereas the 12-month survey was conducted only in the urban 

1Single parents were exempt from this requirement if they were working at least 30 hours per week, if they had a 
child under age 6 and were working at least 20 hours per week, or if they had a child under age 1. Once a person was 
subject to the participation requirements, employment of at least 20 hours per week generally satisfied the mandates, 
although staff were expected to encourage part-time workers to strive toward working at least 30 hours per week. 

2Knox, Brown, and Lin, 1995; Miller et al., 1997. 
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counties, the 36-month survey provides the evaluation’s first information about participation in services 
in the rural counties and also provides information about the attainment of educational credentials. 

II. Data, Methods, and Outcomes 

The participation analysis presented in this chapter generally follows the analytical framework 
used by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) in its previous studies of wel­
fare-to-work programs. The tables describe the proportion of sample members who participated in 
employment and training activities and the proportion of sample members who obtained specific educa­
tional degrees or diplomas during the follow-up period. 

Sample members’ participation in activities is presented from two perspectives. First, the tables 
present the proportion of sample members who ever enrolled in the employment and training program 
offered by MFIP or by STRIDE. A sample member is defined as enrolling in such services if she stated 
on the survey that, since random assignment, she met with an MFIP or STRIDE employment and train­
ing case manager and made an agreement about her goals and the steps she would take to get a job. 

Second, the tables present the proportion of sample members who participated in any employ­
ment or training activities. A sample member is doing so if she attended a job search, education, or 
training activity for at least one day within the follow-up period for this study — the 36 months since 
random assignment. These calculations exclude participation in MFIP or AFDC program orientations, 
appraisals, or other meetings with staff, under the assumption that recipients who took part in such ac­
tivities as job clubs or training courses received the most direct exposure to the program treatment.3 Be­
cause data were collected through the survey rather than through MFIP or STRIDE program records, 
these estimates reflect all activities in which sample members participated, including both activities to 
which they were referred and activities that they pursued voluntarily in the community. 

By presenting both types of information — enrollment in either MFIP’s or STRIDE’s employ­
ment and training program as well as participation in specific activities, whether or not through MFIP or 
STRIDE — the chapter provides two perspectives on employment-related activities. Because sample 
members could pursue education or training on their own even in the absence of MFIP or STRIDE, 
these two perspectives might give contrasting pictures of MFIP’s effectiveness at increasing participa­
tion in activities. For example, if members of the AFDC group were more likely than members of the 
MFIP group to pursue activities in the community voluntarily, then the program might succeed in in­
creasing enrollment in activities sponsored by MFIP or STRIDE but not in increasing activities overall. 
(This was a real possibility, because the MFIP group faced a participation mandate and therefore had a 
strong incentive to pursue activities through MFIP’s employment and training program, even if they were 
no more likely than the AFDC group to participate in activities.) In addition, MFIP and STRIDE pro­

3A person who stopped attending a job club or other activity after only one day probably did not receive a 
strong program treatment. Most participants, however, attended for considerably longer than one day. 
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viders are interested in enrollment data to learn how many sample members they actually served in their 
employment and training programs.4 

Finally, it is important to note that Tables 3.1 to 3.5 present average participation rates and 
educational attainment for all study group members, including those who never started an employment-
related activity. Thus, these tables assess the extent to which the entire sample received particular ser­
vices or attained a degree. 

III. Expected Effects of the MFIP Employment and Training Model 

Before summarizing MFIP’s effects on participation, it is useful to review how MFIP’s em­
ployment and training services were intended to differ from those offered to the AFDC group. 

A. Mandatory Versus Voluntary Participation 

The most basic difference between the services provided to the MFIP group and the STRIDE 
services offered to the AFDC group was that MFIP services were mandatory and STRIDE services 
were not. This distinction between the two models was much sharper for long-term recipients than for 
recent applicants. Because long-term recipients in the MFIP group had already been on welfare for 24 
of the past 36 months, by definition they were required to participate in employment and training activi­
ties immediately. However, recent applicants who were assigned to MFIP were not required to partici­
pate in services until their time on welfare (before or after random assignment) totaled 24 of the past 36 
months. While waiting to reach this time trigger, they could seek out services in the community; and after 
the first year of start-up for the field trials, they could volunteer for MFIP services if they wished to par­
ticipate before reaching the mandatory time trigger. 

In contrast, after first applying for welfare, single parents who were randomly assigned to the 
AFDC group faced no participation requirement other than attendance at a STRIDE orientation.5 They 
could, however, volunteer for education or training programs in the community or could receive services 
through STRIDE.6 

The difference in MFIP rules for long-term recipients and recent applicants meant that the rise in 
participation under MFIP was expected to be more pronounced for long-term recipients. In fact, it was 
uncertain whether MFIP would cause an increase in participation among recent applicants, because for 
them any increase in participation in employment and training activities would depend on the proportion 
who remained on welfare long enough to become mandatory participants. 

4Moreover, in the benefit-cost analysis (see Chapter 7), certain staff costs accrue only to education and training 
activities provided through MFIP or STRIDE, not to services pursued individually in the community. 

5In most counties, instead of an in-person orientation, applicants who were not in a STRIDE target group were 
given written information about the program. 

6As pointed out in Chapter 2, because one STRIDE target group was composed of parents who had been on wel­
fare for at least 36 of the past 60 months, long-term recipients in the AFDC group were more likely than recent appli­
cants to be eligible for STRIDE services. 
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Note that even if MFIP did not have a time trigger for participation, it is likely that differences in 
caseload dynamics between long-term recipients and recent applicants would cause participation rates 
to differ between these groups. Many welfare recipients go on and off welfare, often leaving without any 
special intervention. Some people, for example, get jobs on their own or get married. To the extent that 
this occurred before a sample member entered her first activity, it would lower the group’s overall par­
ticipation rate. Thus, participation rates are not expected to reach 100 percent, even for mandatory 
groups. Moreover, lower participation rates are expected for recent applicants, who tend to leave wel­
fare and go to work more quickly than long-term recipients. 

It is also possible that informing applicants about the program’s requirements long before they 
become mandatory could affect applicants’ decisions about working or welfare in ways that do not in­
crease participation rates but do help to meet the program’s goals. For example, recipients who want to 
avoid the participation requirement might find employment or leave welfare sooner than they would oth­
erwise, lowering the program’s participation rate if these actions are taken prior to entering an activity. 

B. Menu of Services Under MFIP and Under STRIDE 

The services offered under MFIP and under STRIDE had many similarities but also some clear 
distinctions. Both programs were structured to fit the case management model, in which a case manager 
monitors the participation of a set of participants and provides advice along the way. Both programs 
offered a range of services that included career exploration workshops, job search workshops, and 
education and training programs. In fact, in most counties the same service providers ran both pro­
grams, but they used distinct case management staff for each. Moreover, in smaller counties, many 
workshops included participants from both programs, simply to provide economies of scale, and par­
ticipants from either program might attend the same education or training activity. 

Although the menu of services was theoretically similar under MFIP and STRIDE, participants 
in the two programs would ultimately be directed toward very different activities — if MFIP were im­
plemented as expected. MFIP service providers were explicitly asked to provide a mix of activities that 
would move participants into employment more quickly than had been the case under STRIDE. The 
STRIDE program had traditionally focused on enrolling recipients in long-term education and training 
courses, such as a two-year college degree, that would raise participants’ skills — and, in turn, their 
wages — enough to lead to self-sufficiency. The MFIP program did allow education or training activi­
ties for those who were already participating in them or who could demonstrate a clear set of achievable 
career goals; in fact, it encouraged basic education for MFIP group members who lacked a high school 
diploma or GED.7 MFIP’s mission, however, was to emphasize shorter-term services that lead directly 
to a job and eventual self-sufficiency. 

The sequence of activities in STRIDE often began with a one-week career exploration work­
shop that allowed participants to discuss different types of occupations, identify jobs that matched their 
interests, and learn about the local labor market and education and training resources prior to develop­

7Members of the MFIP group who entered education programs were routinely encouraged to work part time as 
they studied. In STRIDE, this policy became a formal rule midway through the field trials, in July 1995, when the pro­
gram shifted toward shorter-term services. 
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ing an individual employment plan. STRIDE participants typically emerged from these workshops with 
the goal of enrolling in an education or training program. Although the MFIP program also used career 
exploration workshops, they were often offered as supplements to more employment-focused job 
search classes. In addition, MFIP participants who had a clear idea of the job they wanted could go 
straight into job search without attending a career workshop. 

Most counties offered both MFIP and STRIDE participants three types of formal job search 
activities: job search workshops, job club, and individual job search. Job search workshops typically 
ran for one or two weeks and taught participants such skills as how to conduct a job search, fill out an 
application, write a résumé, and take part in a job interview. Single parents who already had these skills 
were often enrolled in an individual job search, perhaps supplemented by a weekly job club in which 
participants met with a facilitator for advice and support. The job club often met in a resource room 
where participants could use local directories, job listings, newspapers, telephones, computers, and 
other resources and equipment. 

C. MFIP’s Expected Effects on Educational Attainment 

The two aspects of MFIP’s employment and training services that are expected to affect par­
ticipation rates — the mandate and the employment focus — could also affect individuals’ likelihood of 
attaining educational credentials. Thus, the tables in this chapter provide information on the extent to 
which MFIP affected sample members’ attainment of high school diplomas, General Educational Devel­
opment (GED) certificates, trade licenses, and college degrees. MFIP’s expected effects on educational 
attainment are ambiguous. On the one hand, MFIP’s emphasis on quicker employment might discour­
age people from participation in education or training programs that lead to credentials. On the other 
hand, the participation mandate might encourage those MFIP group members who do participate in 
education or training programs to stay in them and complete them.8 

IV. Summary of MFIP’s Effects on Single Parents’ Participation 

Table 3.1 presents a summary of MFIP’s effects on participation in employment and training 
activities for single parents in the AFDC and MFIP groups. Results for long-term recipients appear in 
the upper panel — first for urban counties, then for rural counties, and then for all counties combined. 
For example, among long-term recipients in urban counties who were assigned to the MFIP group, 
80.3 percent participated in at least one employment and training activity within the 36-month follow-up 
period. The lower panel presents results for recent applicants in single-parent families. Subsequent ta­
bles summarize the separate findings for each of the single-parent groups — long-term recipients in ur­
ban and in rural counties and recent applicants in urban and in rural counties. 

8In fact, in field interviews, STRIDE staff expressed a particular concern about the problem of retaining individu­
als in a voluntary program. 
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Table 3.1


Summary of MFIP's Impacts on Participation in Employment and Training Activities for Single Parents
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Outcome (%) 

Urban Counties 
Impact 

MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Rural Counties 
Impact 

MFIP AFDC (Difference) MFIP 

All Countiesa 

Impact 
AFDC (Difference) 

Long-term recipients 

Ever participated in any 
employment or training activity 

Short-term employment-related activities 
Education or training activities 

80.3 
64.6 
48.8 

60.6 
34.7 
47.8 

19.7 *** 
29.9 *** 

1.0 

74.9 
59.7 
46.1 

58.5 
40.4 
45.0 

16.4 ** 
19.3 *** 

1.2 

79.6 
64.2 
48.6 

60.2 
35.3 
47.1 

19.4 *** 
28.9 *** 
1.5 

Sample size (total = 976) 372 352 116 136 488 488 

Recent applicants 

Ever participated in any 
employment or training activity 61.5 60.1 1.5 59.4 55.0 4.3 60.7 59.9 0.8 

Short-term employment-related activities 34.7 28.6 6.1 ** 37.1 30.7 6.4 35.0 29.0 6.0 ** 
Education or training activities 44.2 47.7 -3.5 47.4 47.6 -0.2 44.1 48.4 -4.3 

Sample size (total = 1,278) 514 492 151 121 665 613 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying 
only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aA higher fraction of the caseload in the rural counties than the urban counties was randomly assigned into the evaluation, meaning that the rural counties are over­

represented in the full evaluation sample. To account for this when estimating impacts for urban and rural counties combined, the long-term recipients in rural counties 
were weighted down by a factor of .56, and the recent applicants in rural counties were weighted down by a factor of .66. 



•	 For long-term recipients in single-parent families, MFIP produced substan­
tial increases in participation in employment and training activities. 

As shown in the top right-hand columns of Table 3.1, the majority of AFDC long-term recipi­
ents (60.2 percent) reported that they had volunteered for at least one activity during the 36-month fol­
low-up period. The participation rate for MFIP long-term recipients (79.6 percent) represents a 19.4 
percentage point increase over the AFDC rate. This increase occurred among single parents in both 
urban and rural counties, although the increase was somewhat larger in urban counties.9 

•	 For recent applicants in single-parent families, MFIP did not increase over­
all participation in employment and training activities, but it did increase the 
use of short-term employment-related activities (career workshop or job 
search). 

Given the program design, for single parents it was expected that MFIP would have smaller im­
pacts on the participation rates of recent applicants than of long-term recipients. In fact, analyses not 
shown indicate that only about 20 percent of recent applicants had even reached the time trigger for 
mandatory services at two years after random assignment, and only about half had reached the time 
trigger when the 36-month survey was conducted.10 In addition, some of those who reached the time 
trigger with respect to their stay on welfare would have been exempt due to employment. Thus, it is 
clear that, by the time of the survey, a much smaller proportion of recent applicants than of long-term 
recipients would have been directly affected by the participation mandate. Nevertheless, MFIP did in­
crease the use of short-term activities for recent applicants in single-parent families. The fact that there 
was no accompanying increase in participation overall suggests that MFIP primarily increased the use of 
formal job search services by individuals who had also participated in other activities. 

•	 Among single parents, MFIP met its goal of focusing on the use of short-
term employment-directed activities. 

Among single parents, MFIP increased the use of short-term employment-related activities for 
both long-term recipients and recent applicants, while it neither increased nor decreased the use of edu­
cation programs. For the combined sample of long-term recipients, the MFIP group was 28.9 percent­
age points more likely to participate in employment-directed activities than the control group; and for the 
combined sample of recent applicants, participation in these activities increased by 6.0 percentage 
points relative to the AFDC group. 

9When urban and rural counties are combined, results are weighted to reflect the relative size of urban and rural 
caseloads during the random assignment period, because applicants and recipients in urban counties were under-
sampled during the random assignment process. 

10These estimates are based on analysis of automated MFIP and AFDC records, which provide information on 
welfare receipt for individuals in the research sample in each month following random assignment. Because these 
records are available only for one year prior to random assignment, however, most, but not all, recent applicants 
could be tracked from the first month that they entered the welfare system. Thus, these are “lower-bound” estimates 
of the percentages who reached the time trigger within the specified periods. 
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As seen in the lower panel of Table 3.1, the size of the increase in employment-related activities 
for recent applicants is similar for the combined sample, for urban counties, and for rural counties, even 
though the impacts are statistically significant only for the combined sample and for urban counties. In 
rural counties, the small sample size makes it difficult to detect effects at the level of precision needed to 
achieve statistical significance. 

V.	 Effects on Participation for Long-Term Recipients 
in Single-Parent Families 

A. Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties 

Table 3.2 presents the participation patterns for single-parent long-term recipients in urban 
counties. The first three columns present the outcomes for members of the three research groups in ur­
ban counties — MFIP, MFIP Incentives Only, and the AFDC group. The fourth column presents the 
impacts of the full MFIP program compared with the AFDC system, by showing the differences in out­
comes between the MFIP and AFDC groups. The section begins by discussing the overall impacts of 
the full MFIP program as presented in this fourth column. It then decomposes the program’s overall 
effects into the contributions of the financial incentives alone (the fifth column) and the added mandatory 
services (the sixth column). 

1. Effects of the Full MFIP Program on Overall Participation Rates. Among the 
groups examined, MFIP had the largest impacts on participation rates for single-parent long-term re­
cipients in urban counties. The first row of Table 3.2 presents the proportion of each research group 
who reported that they had enrolled in either the MFIP employment and training program or the 
STRIDE program, in the 36 months since random assignment.11 As shown in the top row of Table 3.2, 
79.3 percent of urban long-term recipients in the MFIP group reported that they had enrolled in MFIP 
or STRIDE, compared with only 43.0 percent of the AFDC group; MFIP increased the proportion of 
single parents who had contact with either of the two employment and training systems by 36.3 percent­
age points. (In addition, although not shown in the table, members of the MFIP group who enrolled in 
services reported an average length of enrollment of 20 months, compared with only 10 months for 
members of the AFDC group who reported enrollment in STRIDE.) 

Single-parent long-term recipients in the MFIP group were also 20.4 percentage points more 
likely than their AFDC counterparts (80.9 percent compared with 61.1 percent) to have participated in 
at least one employment or training activity — which could have been through MFIP, STRIDE, or some 
other community service provider — within the 36-month follow-up. 

The different impacts between enrollment in MFIP or STRIDE and participation in any activity 
occurred because a very high proportion of MFIP group members who participated in any activity did 

11As mentioned earlier, the survey actually asked respondents whether they had ever participated in MFIP or 
STRIDE case management — for example, meeting with a case manager and discussing goals and plans for employ­
ment. Because all MFIP and STRIDE enrollees participated in case management, this question was used as a proxy 
for enrollment in MFIP or STRIDE. 
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Table 3.2 

MFIP's Impacts on Participation in Employment and Training Activities and Educational Attainment 
for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties 
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome (%) MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Employment and training activities 
Ever enrolled in MFIP or STRIDE 
employment and training program 79.3 34.7 43.0 36.3 *** -8.3 ** 44.6 *** 
Ever participated in any 
employment or training activity 80.9 61.1 60.5 20.4 *** 0.6 19.8 *** 

Short-term employment-related activities 65.8 36.0 34.6 31.2 *** 1.5 29.8 *** 
Career workshop 41.0 23.1 21.5 19.5 *** 1.6 17.9 *** 
Group job search 50.2 21.3 20.0 30.2 *** 1.3 28.9 *** 
Individual job search 42.0 9.9 11.5 30.5 *** -1.6 32.1 *** 

Any education and training activity 48.8 46.5 47.9 1.0 -1.4 2.3 
Basic education 18.9 19.8 22.4 -3.6 -2.6 -0.9 
Post-secondary education 23.5 21.7 22.3 1.2 -0.7 1.9 
Vocational training 15.8 13.8 13.7 2.1 0.0 2.0 

On-the-job training/work experience 5.4 6.8 3.4 2.0 3.4 ** -1.3 

Obtained degree or diploma 
since random assignment 
High school diploma or GED 7.8 6.3 7.9 -0.1 -1.6 1.5 
Trade license 9.0 6.7 6.6 2.4 0.1 2.3 
College or university degree 4.7 6.1 5.0 -0.4 1.1 -1.4 

Associate's degree 2.3 5.1 2.3 0.0 2.8 ** -2.8 ** 
Bachelor's degree 2.2 0.7 1.7 0.5 -1.0 1.5 

Sample size (total = 1,090) 372 366 352 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 
10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



so by enrolling in the MFIP employment and training program, while a substantial number of AFDC 
group members participated in community activities without enrolling in STRIDE. It is logical that single 
parents in the AFDC group would be more likely to find services on their own, because their participa­
tion in STRIDE was voluntary.12 In contrast, because MFIP’s services were mandatory for long-term 
recipients in the MFIP group, it was in their interest to sign up for activities through the MFIP program 
rather than independently. 

It is worth noting that MFIP staff achieved this increase in participation rates despite a sanction 
for noncompliance (10 percent of the grant) that was much smaller than sanctions imposed in many 
states under Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). Field research and interviews with 
program staff presented in earlier reports help to shed light on how MFIP increased participation rates 
for long-term recipients.13 MFIP staff were generally positive and upbeat in presenting MFIP as an op­
portunity for clients; although they did inform clients that there would be a 10 percent sanction for not 
following through with mandated activities, they were not heavy-handed. Over time, however, some 
workers who initially were reluctant to sanction people came to the view that it was most effective to 
follow up quickly with clients who were not complying, noting that some clients responded only after 
receiving an “intent to sanction” notice in the mail. As reported in the interim report, about 22 percent of 
long-term recipients in the MFIP group were sanctioned at some point during the first 12 months after 
random assignment.14 

Thus, both in initial presentations and in following up, workers actively used the program’s man­
date as a tool for engaging clients who would not otherwise have volunteered for employment and train­
ing services. (Interestingly, as policymakers began to design Minnesota’s statewide program, MFIP-S, 
the consensus among many workers was that a larger sanction was needed in order to motivate the cli­
ents who were most difficult to work with, some of whom simply accepted the 10 percent sanction in 
exchange for not participating in program activities or working.) 

2. Effects of the Full MFIP Program on Participation in Specific Activities. Consis­
tent with MFIP’s mission to move the employment and training system toward a stronger employment 
focus, MFIP had the most substantial impact on single parents’ participation in short-term employment-
related activities such as career workshops, group job search, and individual job search. Compared 
with long-term recipients in the AFDC group, members of the MFIP group were about twice as likely 
to have participated in a career exploration workshop, in which counselors helped participants assess 
their job skills and set goals for employment, and more than twice as likely to participate in group job 
search (classes or job club) and individual job search activities.15 

Among single parents, as expected, MFIP neither increased nor decreased long-term recipi­
ents’ participation in education or training activities. As indicated in Table 3.2, MFIP recipients partici­
pated in basic education activities (services aimed at either completing a GED or high school diploma or 

12Although there were advantages to enrolling in activities through STRIDE rather than on one’s own — such as 
reimbursement for child care expenses and career counseling and case management services — there were also dis­
advantages. For example, after mid-1995, participants who entered STRIDE voluntarily could be sanctioned if they did 
not follow through on the employment plan that they had developed with their STRIDE case manager. 

13Knox, Brown, and Lin, 1995, p. 48. 
14The 36-month survey did not collect information about sanctions. 
15Because of small sample numbers of respondents enrolling in each activity, the survey provides only limited in­

formation on the length of stay in activities. However, the average stay in individual job search or job club was about 
3.5 months (across all single parents in the MFIP and AFDC groups who reported participating in these activities). 
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learning English as a Second Language) at the same rates as their AFDC counterparts (18.9 percent 
compared with 22.4 percent).16 The participation rates of MFIP and AFDC recipients are also similar 
for post-secondary education and for vocational training.17 Consequently, recipients in the MFIP group 
were not any more or less likely to obtain an educational diploma or degree than their AFDC counter­
parts. Note that if MFIP had not allowed long-term recipients to continue in programs that they had be­
gun before becoming mandatory participants, the MFIP group may have been more likely to decrease 
their education and training. 

3. Effects of Financial Incentives Versus Adding Mandatory Services. The two right-
hand columns of Table 3.2 disentangle the effects of MFIP’s financial incentives on participation rates 
from the effects of adding mandatory services. The fifth column shows the impacts of the financial incen­
tives alone, by estimating the differences in outcomes for the MFIP Incentives Only group (who re­
ceived financial incentives but no mandatory services) and the AFDC group. Finally, the sixth column 
shows the incremental impacts of adding the mandatory services to the financial incentives, by compar­
ing outcomes for the MFIP group (who received the financial incentives and were subject to the partici­
pation mandate) with outcomes for the MFIP Incentives Only group. 

While members of the MFIP group received the financial incentives and were subject to the 
participation mandates, members of the MFIP Incentives Only group received no mandatory services 
but were allowed to volunteer for the same STRIDE services as members of the AFDC group, making 
their employment and training treatment nearly identical to that of the AFDC group. It is possible, how­
ever, that the increased payoff from employment arising from the financial incentives could have led the 
Incentives Only group to make different decisions than the AFDC group about volunteering to partici­
pate in activities or about the types of services they would pursue once they volunteered. Nevertheless, 
the results presented in the fifth column of Table 3.2 indicate that MFIP’s financial incentives alone had 
little effect on participation patterns. 

Single parents in the MFIP Incentives Only group were, in fact, somewhat less likely to report 
that they had enrolled in MFIP or STRIDE employment and training services than single parents in the 
AFDC group (34.7 percent and 43.0 percent, respectively). It is possible that members of the MFIP 
Incentives Only group went to work rather than participating in STRIDE. (If this were the case, how­
ever, they should also have had reduced rates of participation in any education or training activity. In­
stead, rates of participation in activities are nearly identical for the two groups.) It is also possible that 
some members of the MFIP Incentives Only group were misinformed about their eligibility for STRIDE, 
because the rules for this group were less straightforward than the rules for the MFIP and AFDC 
groups. 

16Among urban single parents, members of the MFIP and AFDC groups who participated in basic education 
stayed for similar lengths of time — approximately 4.7 months for MFIP group members and 4.3 months for AFDC 
group members (long-term recipients and recent applicants combined). 

17Consistent with STRIDE’s focus on longer-term educational activities, members of the AFDC group who par­
ticipated in post-secondary education stayed somewhat longer in those activities than members of the MFIP group 
(5.7 and 4.5 months, respectively). However, the opposite was true for vocational training: Among urban single par­
ents, long-term recipients and recent applicants together in the MFIP group stayed for 4.5 months, compared with 
approximately 3.1 months for the AFDC group. 
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Table 3.2 shows two impacts of the MFIP incentives, both small in magnitude, that are some­
what puzzling. First, single parents in the MFIP Incentives Only group show a small (3.4 percentage 
point) increase in participating in on-the-job training and work experience, compared with the AFDC 
group. A partial explanation for this fact comes later, in Chapter 4: Members of the Incentives Only 
group were somewhat more likely to marry, and on-the-job training and work experience are typically 
used more for two-parent than for single-parent families. At the same time, however, the modest in­
crease in marriage seems unlikely to account for all this increased participation in the two activities. 

The small (2.8 percentage point) increase in completion of an associate’s degree among single 
parents in the Incentives Only group relative to the AFDC group is also surprising, because there was 
essentially no difference in participation in post-secondary education programs among the research 
groups. It is possible that MFIP’s financial incentives could increase the chances of completing a college 
degree by improving one’s financial stability and allowing one to attend school more consistently. How­
ever, analyses not shown indicate that members of the Incentives Only group attended post-secondary 
education for similar lengths of time as members of other research groups. 

Overall, the findings presented in the far-right column of Table 3.2 indicate that, as one would 
expect, the effects of the full MFIP program on participation in employment and training activities were 
nearly all caused by the incremental effects of adding the mandatory services to the financial incentives. 
Thus, these findings provide evidence that offering an incentive to work does not, by itself, affect the 
decision to participate in employment and training activities but that combining financial incentives with a 
mandate to participate in employment-focused services does. 

B. Long-Term Recipients in Rural Counties 

Table 3.3 presents patterns of participation for single-parent long-term recipients in the rural 
counties. As discussed in Chapter 2, due to the relatively small numbers of applicants and recipients in 
rural counties, rural sample members were randomly assigned only to either the MFIP or the AFDC 
group. Table 3.3 indicates that MFIP’s effects on rural long-term recipients’ participation in employ­
ment and training activities were roughly similar to the effects reported in Table 3.2 for their urban coun­
terparts. For example, the increase in enrollment in MFIP or STRIDE services for rural long-term re­
cipients in the MFIP group (34.6 percentage points) was similar to the increase reported for urban ar­
eas (36.3 percentage points), as was the increase in participation in any activities (16.4 percentage 
points in rural counties versus 20.4 percentage points in urban counties). 

In rural counties, MFIP also increased single parents’ participation in short-term employment-
directed activities, although the effects of the program were somewhat smaller than in urban counties. In 
theory, smaller effects could result either from lower participation rates for MFIP group members or 
from higher participation rates for AFDC group members in rural coun­

-70­



Table 3.3


MFIP's Impacts on Participation in Employment and Training Activities and Educational 

Attainment for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Rural Counties


Impact 
Outcome (%) MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Employment and training activities 

Ever enrolled in MFIP or STRIDE

employment and training program 79.6 45.0 34.6 ***


Ever participated in any

employment or training activity 74.9 58.5 16.4 **


Short-term employment-related activities 59.7 40.4 19.3 *** 
Career workshop 37.3 26.2 11.0 * 
Group job search 38.4 24.3 14.2 ** 
Individual job search 39.2 17.7 21.5 *** 

Any education and training activity 46.1 45.0 1.2 
Basic education 12.8 11.5 1.3 
Post-secondary education 23.9 21.5 2.4 
Vocational training 13.9 19.4 -5.5 

On-the-job training/work experience 6.2 5.8 0.4 

Obtained degree or diploma 
since random assignment 

High school diploma or GED 6.3 3.0 3.3 
Trade license 6.3 5.1 1.3 
College or university degree 8.5 7.0 1.5 

Associate's degree 3.3 2.2 1.2 
Bachelor's degree 4.3 2.6 1.7 

Sample size (total = 252) 116 136 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, 
excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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ties than in urban counties. For most activities, the smaller impacts reflect a combination of these two 
trends. In the case of individual job search, for example, fewer AFDC group members participated in 
urban counties than in rural counties (11.5 versus 17.7 percent), while a higher proportion of MFIP 
group members participated in urban counties than in rural counties (42.0 versus 39.2 percent) — both 
contributing to higher impacts in urban than in rural counties (30.5 versus 21.5 percentage points). 

VI.	 Effects on Participation for Recent Applicants 
in Single-Parent Families 

As mentioned earlier, MFIP’s effects on participation rates for recent applicants depended in 
large part on the proportion of applicants who remained on welfare for at least 24 months. By the end 
of month 24, only about 20 percent of recent applicants had received assistance for 24 months, and by 
the end of the 36-month follow-up, only about half (54 percent) were subject to the participation man­
date. Because some time elapses between becoming mandatory, being notified to report to MFIP em­
ployment and training services, and actually participating in an activity, somewhere between 20 and 50 
percent of single-parent recent applicants became mandatory within a time period that would allow them 
to respond to the mandate and that would allow any impact on participation to appear on the 36-month 
follow-up survey. Moreover, as mentioned earlier, some proportion of recent applicants would have 
been working at least 30 hours per week while on welfare, exempting them from the participation re­
quirements even though they had been on welfare for 24 months. 

A. Recent Applicants in Urban Counties 

1. Effects of the Full MFIP Program. As shown in the top row of Table 3.4, recent ap­
plicants in the MFIP group did enroll in MFIP employment and training services at a higher rate than 
recent applicants in the AFDC group enrolled in STRIDE (46.6 versus 22.2 percent, respectively).18 

However, as shown in the second row of Table 3.4, the rates at which recent applicants participated in 
any employment or training activities, including services in the community, did not differ between the 
two groups. The most likely explanation for this pattern is that the bulk of participation in employment 
and training services by recent applicants in both the MFIP and the AFDC groups would have occurred 
even without the participation mandate. Therefore, enrolling in mandatory MFIP services may have 
added activities to the ones in which recent applicants had already participated, or it may have incorpo­
rated their existing activities under the rubric of MFIP services, without altering the likelihood that mem­
bers of the MFIP group had “ever participated” in activities. 

The results presented in Table 3.4 do indicate that, by the 36-month follow-up point, single-
parent recent applicants in the MFIP group were significantly more likely than their AFDC counterparts 
to have participated in formal job search services. Because, as mentioned above, members of the MFIP 
group were not more likely to have participated in “any” employment or 

18Note that within the AFDC group, recent applicants were much less likely than long-term recipients to enroll in 
STRIDE (even though their participation rates in activities are similar) because recent applicants were less likely to 
fall into a STRIDE target group. 
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Table 3.4 

MFIP's Impacts on Participation in Employment and Training Activities and Educational Attainment 
for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties 
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome (%) MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Employment and training activities 

Ever enrolled in MFIP or STRIDE 
employment and training program 46.6 27.1 22.2 24.4 *** 4.9 19.4 *** 
Ever participated in any 
employment or training activity 61.8 59.2 60.1 1.7 -0.9 2.6 

Short-term employment-related activities 35.3 30.5 29.2 6.1 ** 1.3 4.8 
Career workshop 17.7 21.9 15.1 2.6 6.8 ** -4.1 
Group job search 23.2 9.1 15.2 8.0 *** -6.1 * 14.1 *** 
Individual job search 22.8 11.2 12.3 10.5 *** -1.1 11.6 *** 

Any education and training activity 44.2 46.5 47.5 -3.3 -0.9 -2.3 
Basic education 14.2 15.5 15.2 -1.0 0.3 -1.3 
Post-secondary education 27.7 30.6 25.4 2.3 5.2 -2.9 
Vocational training 12.1 12.1 14.1 -1.9 -1.9 0.0 

On-the-job training/work experience 2.1 1.4 1.5 0.6 0.0 0.7 

Obtained degree or diploma 
since random assignment 

High school diploma or GED 7.5 7.6 7.1 0.4 0.5 -0.1 
Trade license 6.3 5.9 7.0 -0.7 -1.1 0.3 
College or university degree 3.4 5.3 4.5 -1.1 0.8 -1.9 

Associate's degree 1.7 2.9 2.9 -1.2 0.0 -1.2 
Bachelor's degree 1.4 2.1 1.3 0.1 0.8 -0.6 

Sample size (total = 1,223) 514 217 492 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were 
receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 
percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



training activities, it appears that the extra job search activities were provided in addition to other edu­
cation or training activities (in which members of both groups participated with equal likelihood). This 
could result from any of the three ways that MFIP emphasized job search: MFIP group members were 
more strongly encouraged than AFDC group members to look for part-time jobs while in education or 
training activities; the MFIP program may have been more likely than the STRIDE program to place 
participants who did not complete an education or training activity directly into job search; and the 
MFIP program may have been more likely to follow education or training activities that were completed 
with subsequent job search to ensure that the participants’ new skills resulted in employment. Thus, both 
MFIP’s employment focus and its participation requirement would have increased the likelihood that 
MFIP group members would follow education or training (whether completed or not) with job search. 

2. Effects of Financial Incentives Vers us Adding Mandatory Services. As was the 
case for long-term recipients in urban counties, most of the effects that MFIP had on the participation 
rates of recent applicants in urban counties were caused by adding the participation mandate, rather 
than by the financial incentives alone. 

It is not clear why recent applicants in the MFIP Incentives Only group participated in career 
workshops at somewhat higher rates, and in job search at somewhat lower rates, than their counterparts 
in the AFDC group. The expectation would have been that STRIDE case managers, who understood 
MFIP’s incentives, would steer recent applicants in the MFIP Incentives Only group toward job search, 
rather than toward other activities. 

B. Recent Applicants in Rural Counties 

As shown in Table 3.5, the pattern of results for single-parent recent applicants in rural counties 
is very similar to the pattern for recent applicants in urban counties. For example, consistent with the 
program design and with the pattern of results in urban counties, MFIP had much smaller effects on the 
participation rates of recent applicants than of long-term recipients in rural counties. Also as in urban 
counties, MFIP had no effect on participation in “any” activities, but it did lead to a 21.1 percentage 
point increase in enrollment in MFIP services, compared with the rate at which AFDC group members 
enrolled in STRIDE services. Moreover, the size of MFIP’s impacts on short-term employment-related 
activities in rural counties is similar to the size of impacts in urban counties, even though the impacts are 
not statistically significant (due to small sample sizes). The main difference in results for single-parent 
recent applicants in urban and rural counties is that MFIP did not lead to any increase in job search ac­
tivities in rural counties. This appears to be caused by somewhat higher rates of participation in job 
search activities by members of the AFDC group in rural counties than in urban counties, which left less 
room for MFIP to have an impact. 

VII. Single Parents’ Participation in Activities at the End of Follow-Up 

Figure 3.1 adds a different perspective on the participation patterns of single-parent members of 
the MFIP group in urban counties. The figure shows the status of survey respondents at a single point in 
time — the time of the survey, approximately 36 months after random assignment. As shown in the 
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Table 3.5


MFIP's Impacts on Participation in Employment and Training Activities and Educational

Attainment for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Rural Counties


Impact 
Outcome (%) MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Employment and training activities 

Ever enrolled in MFIP or STRIDE

employment and training program 58.1 37.0 21.1 ***


Ever participated in any 

employment or training activity 59.4 55.0 4.3


Short-term employment-related activities 37.1 30.7 6.4

Career workshop 21.0 17.2 3.8

Group job search 22.6 20.8 1.7

Individual job search 11.7 18.2 -6.5


Any education and training activity 47.4 47.6 -0.2

Basic education 5.6 8.8 -3.2

Post-secondary education 29.0 31.7 -2.7

Vocational training 21.4 20.7 0.7


On-the-job training/work experience 3.8 3.2 0.6 

Obtained degree or diploma 
since random assignment 

High school diploma or GED 2.6 2.8 -0.2 
Trade license 10.1 12.0 -1.9 
College or university degree 10.2 7.1 3.1 

Associate's degree 7.1 5.9 1.3 
Bachelor's degree 2.9 1.3 1.6 

Sample size (total = 272) 151 121 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding 
the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Figure 3.1


Participation Status of Single Parents in Urban Counties

 at 36 Months (MFIP Group Only)


Long-Term Recipients Recent Applicants 

26% 

22% 

6% 

34% 

59% 
10% 

12% 

22% 

8% 

1% 

No Longer Receiving Assistance Receiving Assistance: 
Not Working or Participating 

Receiving Assistance: (Not Sanctioned) 
Working for Pay 

Receiving Assistance: Receiving Assistance: 
In Employment or Training Activities Not Working or Participating 

(Sanctioneda) 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month survey. 

NOTES: aData on sanction status were collected only for survey respondents who reported that they were receiving 
assistance but not working or participating in employment or training activities. 
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figure, only about one-third of long-term recipients had left welfare at the time of the survey, whereas 
most recent applicants had left welfare. About one-quarter of both groups were mixing work and wel­
fare (working either part time or full time). In addition, similar proportions (10 to 12 percent) were on 
welfare and participating in activities. However, as one might expect, a much larger proportion of long-
term recipients than of recent applicants were still on welfare and were neither working nor participating 
in activities. At the time of the survey, 6 percent of long-term recipients were being sanctioned (about 
one-fifth of the 28 percent who were neither working nor participating). 

VIII. Summary of MFIP’s Effects on Participation and 
Educational Attainment 

MFIP’s effects on single parents’ employment and training activities and on their educational at­
tainment are straightforward. The program had substantial impacts on employment and training activities 
for single-parent long-term recipients in both urban and rural counties. Because of the program’s strong 
emphasis on employment, however, these impacts on participation occurred only for short-term em­
ployment-directed activities, not for education or training activities. 

In neither urban nor rural counties did MFIP increase the likelihood that single-parent recent 
applicants participated in “any” employment and training activities. However, MFIP did increase the 
likelihood that recent applicants supplemented their participation in other activities with participation in 
short-term employment-directed activities, particularly in urban counties. 

MFIP’s increases in participation in employment and training activities among single parents 
were driven almost entirely by its participation mandates rather than by its financial incentives. MFIP did 
not have substantial effects on educational attainment. 
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Chapter 4 

MFIP’s Effects on Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients 

I. Introduction 

Participation data shown in Chapter 3 indicate that the Minnesota Family Investment Program 
(MFIP) significantly increased rates of participation in employment-related activities, especially among 
single-parent long-term recipients. Chapters 4 and 5 present MFIP’s effects on single-parents’ em­
ployment, earnings, welfare receipt, and other measures of well-being during the nearly three years after 
families entered the program. Because MFIP’s participation requirements in this evaluation were tar­
geted to parents who had stayed on welfare for two years, these chapters continue the practice of pre­
senting results separately for long-term recipients and recent applicants. 

Chapter 5 focuses on single-parent recent applicants and answers the question “What were the 
effects of financial incentives plus the message that parents would be required to work or participate in 
services if they continued to receive welfare for two years?” This chapter again focuses on single-parent 
long-term recipients and answers the question “What were the combined effects of financial incentives 
and mandatory services among those who were required to participate?” Long-term recipients are a 
key focus of policymakers, because they make up the majority of the caseload at any given time and are 
least likely to enter employment on their own. 

II. Summary of the Findings 

Results shown in the interim report1 indicated that MFIP, relative to Aid to Families with De­
pendent Children (AFDC), substantially increased employment and earnings for long-term recipients in 
urban counties during the first 18 months.2 MFIP also increased receipt of welfare, because its more 
generous incentives allowed working families to continue receiving benefits, but it reduced the extent to 
which families relied solely on welfare. Higher benefits combined with higher earnings resulted in in­
creased income and a reduction in measured poverty. 

This chapter updates these results by presenting MFIP’s impacts on single parents’ employ­
ment, earnings, and welfare receipt for nearly three years. Did the large employment and earnings im­
pacts persist beyond the first 18 months, and did long-term recipients increase their earnings and reduce 
their dependence on welfare, as program designers envisioned? In addition, data from the 36-month 
survey allow for a more in-depth look at MFIP’s effects. The survey contains detailed information about 
long-term recipients’ jobs (such as hours worked, wage rates, and benefits) as well as information on 
various aspects of family well-being (such as material hardship) and family composition. 

1Miller et al., 1997. 
2AFDC is used to denote all the programs that MFIP replaced, including AFDC, Food Stamps, Family General 

Assistance, and the STRIDE program. 
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•	 MFIP substantially increased employment rates among single-parent long-
term recipients and increased their average earnings throughout the three-
year period. Most of the increase in employment was in full-time, moderate-
wage jobs that offered health benefits. Few previously evaluated welfare-to­
work programs have produced employment increases of this magnitude that 
have also persisted for this long. 

Table 4.1 presents impacts on quarterly outcomes averaged during the first 10 quarters of fol­
low-up, or the maximum follow-up available for both urban and rural long-term recipients.3 The effects, 
or impacts, of MFIP are calculated as the differences in outcomes for the MFIP and AFDC groups. 
Impacts for all counties are shown in the rightmost three columns of Table 4.1. MFIP significantly in­
creased quarterly employment rates and earnings during the follow-up period. An average of 49.9 per­
cent of the MFIP group worked in each quarter, for example, compared with 36.9 percent of AFDC 
group members, for an increase of 12.9 percentage points. Earnings in each quarter on average were 
also higher, by $176. An analysis of job characteristics, shown later, indicates that most of the increase 
in employment generated by MFIP was in jobs that paid $7 to $9 per hour and in jobs that offered 
health insurance coverage. 

MFIP’s employment impacts are notable not only for their magnitude but also for their persis­
tence. As shown later, MFIP continued to increase average quarterly employment rates and earnings 
during the third year of follow-up, and the sizes of these impacts are similar to the sizes in the first two 
years. Although other programs have produced employment increases that lasted several years, few 
increases have been as large as MFIP’s. 

•	 MFIP increased the number of single-parent families receiving welfare, 
largely because it allowed more working families to receive benefits, but it 
reduced the number of families relying solely on welfare. 

By allowing single-parent long-term recipients who worked to keep more of their benefits, 
MFIP increased the number of families who received some benefits. (Welfare, as defined here, includes 
benefits from ADFC, Food Stamps, Family General Assistance, and MFIP. Food Stamps are included 
as welfare because they were cashed out under MFIP and, therefore, cannot be separated out from the 
MFIP grant.) On average, in each quarter of follow-up, 85.3 percent of families in the MFIP group re­
ceived benefits, compared with 80.6 percent of families in the AFDC group. However, because more 
single-parent long-term recipients were working, MFIP also reduced the number of families who relied 
solely on welfare; in each quarter, 54.5 percent of families in the AFDC group relied solely on welfare, 
compared with only 42.9 percent of the MFIP group. 

3For single- and two-parent families, a higher proportion of the rural caseload was included in the evaluation. In 
order to make the sample match the urban-rural mix of the actual caseload in the seven evaluation counties, the rural 
counties are weighted down for the combined county impacts. The summary tables in Chapters 4 and 5 give all urban 
counties one weight and all rural counties one weight, rather than assigning each individual county its own weight, 
given that the separate urban and rural impacts are not weighted by county. The results are similar using either 
method. 
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Table 4.1


Summary of MFIP's Impacts on Employment, Welfare, Income, and 

Marriage for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients
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Urban Counties Rural Counties All Countiesa 

Outcome MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) 

Quarterly averages 
during the first 10 quarters 

Employed (%) 
Earnings ($) 
Receiving welfare (%) 
Welfare benefits ($) 
Welfare was only source of income (%) 
Income from welfare and earnings ($) 
Income from welfare and earnings 

with estimated EIC benefits ($)b 

50.3 
967 
85.4 

1,756 
42.2 

2,723 

2,843 

36.9 
780 

81.3 
1,608 
54.5 

2,387 

2,474 

13.4 *** 
187 *** 
4.0 *** 
149 *** 

-12.3 *** 
335 *** 

369 *** 

47.8 
876 
85.9 

1,704 
46.7 

2,580 

2,710 

39.2 
820 
76.4 

1,370 
52.9 

2,191 

2,295 

8.5 *** 
56 
9.5 *** 
333 *** 
-6.2 ** 
389 *** 

415 *** 

49.9 
955 

85.3 
1,745 

42.9 
2,700 

2,822 

36.9 
779 
80.6 

1,569 
54.5 

2,348 

2,438 

12.9 *** 
176 *** 
4.7 *** 

176 *** 
-11.6 *** 

352 *** 

384 *** 

In the month prior to 
the 3-year follow-upc 

Currently married and living with spouse (%) 8.6 5.8 2.8 23.4 15.6 7.9 10.6 7.0 3.6 ** 

Sample size (total = 2,373) 846 934 295 298 1,141 1,232 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, public assistance benefit records, and the 36-month 
client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only 
for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits 
are the sum of benefits from any of these sources. 

aA higher fraction of the caseload in the rural counties than the urban counties was randomly assigned into the evaluation, meaning that the rural counties are over­
represented in the full evaluation sample. To account for this when estimating impacts for urban and rural counties combined, the rural counties were weighted down by 
a factor of .56. 

bThese estimates are calculated assuming that all eligible individuals received both the federal and the state Earned Income Credit. Estimated payroll taxes and 
federal and state income taxes are also subtracted. 

cThese estimates are calculated using data from the 36-month client survey. The sample sizes are 724 in urban counties, 252 in rural counties, and 976 in all 
counties. 



•	 MFIP increased families’ incomes and reduced measured poverty. 

As a result of higher earnings and benefits, MFIP families had higher average income than 
AFDC families — $2,700 versus $2,348. As shown later, MFIP also reduced the number of families 
whose earnings plus benefits left them below the poverty line. Because the Earned Income Credit (EIC) 
has become such an important transfer program for low-income working families, the bottom row of the 
table presents estimates of income assuming that all eligible parents filed a tax return and claimed the 
EIC. Accounting for this benefit increases MFIP’s effects on family income. 

•	 In the rural counties, MFIP had smaller effects on single-parent long-term 
recipients’ employment and earnings. 

The first six columns of Table 4.1 show MFIP’s effects in urban versus rural counties. All sub­
sequent analyses in the chapter are conducted separately for urban and for rural counties, given that the 
three-group research design was implemented only in the urban counties. The results show that the ef­
fects for all counties combined are similar to effects for the urban counties: MFIP increased single par­
ents’ employment, earnings, welfare, and income. However, a look at the middle three columns shows 
that MFIP had smaller effects on employment in the rural counties, increasing employment on average 
by 8.5 percentage points each quarter. As shown later, the employment impacts in rural counties fade 
considerably by year 2, in contrast to the lasting impacts in urban counties. The difference between rural 
and urban counties appears to be partly due to the fact that MFIP had smaller effects on long-term re­
cipients who were previously married (in both types of counties) and that this group makes up a slight 
majority of the sample in rural counties. 

•	 MFIP’s financial incentives, when used without the mandatory services, 
produced modest effects on employment rates and encouraged some single-
parent long-term recipients to move from full-time to part-time work. How­
ever, the incentives were largely responsible for MFIP’s antipoverty ef­
fects. 

The evaluation design provided a test of the effects of financial incentives alone versus the ef­
fects of the full program (incentives combined with mandatory services). As shown later, the financial 
incentives alone modestly increased employment, primarily in part-time jobs, and these effects dimin­
ished over time. In addition, the incentives encouraged some single parents who would have worked full 
time to reduce their weekly hours. However, when combined with mandatory services, the incentives 
increased long-term recipients’ earnings and incomes by allowing them to keep more benefits when they 
worked; MFIP would not have increased family income if welfare benefits had been reduced dollar for 
dollar as earnings increased. 

•	 At the three-year follow-up point, MFIP recipients were more likely to be 
married than were AFDC recipients. 

As shown in Table 4.1, 10.6 percent of MFIP parents were married at the end of the third year, 
compared with 7.0 percent of AFDC parents. The increase in marriage occurred in both the urban and 
the rural counties, but the impact is larger in the rural counties. Also, although the impacts for each sam­
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ple separately just miss statistical significance at the 10 percent level, the impact for the full sample is 
statistically significant. 

III. Expected Effects of MFIP 

Both of MFIP’s primary components — enhanced financial incentives and mandatory employ­
ment-focused activities — should have affected single-parents’ employment decisions, although not al­
ways in the same way. When thinking about MFIP’s effects, it is helpful to consider what single parents 
would have done in the absence of the program. As an extreme example, if all people on welfare in 
Minnesota typically went to work soon after they started receiving benefits, the program would have 
had no effect on employment rates. In reality, however, some single parents went to work quickly, some 
did so after several months on welfare, and others did not work. 

The mandatory employment and training activities were purposefully targeted to single parents 
who had stayed on welfare for a long period without working — parents who were not likely to have 
worked in the absence of MFIP. By requiring individuals who were not working at least 30 hours per 
week to participate in case management and employment preparation activities, the mandates should 
have increased full-time employment and decreased welfare receipt.4 The mandates would have had 
little effect on single parents who would have worked full time anyway. 

Financial incentives would have somewhat different effects. As shown in Chapter 1, a single 
parent could obtain a higher total income under MFIP than AFDC if she worked either part time or full 
time. For single parents who would not have worked under AFDC, MFIP should have increased their 
incentive to take a job. Chapter 1 also showed that MFIP’s incentives were relatively more generous 
for part-time work. Thus, single parents who went to work may have been more likely to take a part-
time than a full-time job. 

Some single parents, however, would have gone to work in the absence of MFIP. Providing 
them with more generous benefits would not have affected their decision about getting a job, but it might 
have affected the intensity of their work effort. On the one hand, the financial incentives might have de­
creased their work intensity. Consider a single parent who worked 30 hours per week. MFIP provided 
higher benefits than she could have obtained under AFDC and, therefore, higher total income. If she cut 
back her hours worked, however, substituting benefits for earnings, she could have received the same 
total income as under AFDC, but with less work. Note that she would not be encouraged to leave her 
job, because MFIP’s more generous benefits were provided only to single parents who worked. On the 
other hand, the incentives might increase her work intensity. Because, compared with AFDC, she could 
keep more of her benefits under MFIP as her earnings increased, she might be encouraged to increase 
her earnings by increasing her hours worked. 

Thus, for single parents who would have worked in the absence of MFIP, the program’s finan­
cial incentives might have either increased or decreased work intensity, depending on which of these 

4Single parents with a child under age 6 were required to participate in employment activities if they were not 
working at least 20 hours per week. 
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two effects dominated. For single parents who would not have worked in the absence of MFIP, the 
incentives should have increased employment and may have produced larger increases in part-time em­
ployment, because the incentives were more generous for part-time work. The incentives should also 
have increased welfare receipt, at least in the short term, because they allowed single parents who 
earned more to remain eligible for benefits. 

IV. Effects on Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties 

This section presents MFIP’s impacts on employment, earnings, and welfare receipt for single-
parent long-term recipients in urban counties during the two years and nine months after they entered the 
program.5 Impacts on other aspects of family well-being in urban counties were estimated using data 
from the 36-month survey. Impacts for long-term recipients in rural counties are presented separately in 
Section V because rural families were not assigned to the MFIP Incentives Only group; that is, the 
three-group research design was implemented only in urban counties. 

The results show that MFIP substantially increased urban long-term recipients’ employment 
rates and earnings during the follow-up period. In addition, the majority of these single parents who 
went to work in response to MFIP worked in moderate-wage jobs and stayed employed fairly continu­
ously. MFIP increased their welfare receipt because of its more generous earnings disregards, which, in 
combination with higher earnings, increased long-term recipients’ incomes. MFIP families were also 
more likely to have had continuous health insurance coverage during the three years, probably because 
they were more likely to receive welfare and thus were automatically eligible for Medicaid. 

A. Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt 

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 present MFIP’s impacts on quarterly employment rates and earnings for 
single-parent long-term recipients in urban counties. Data for the AFDC group show that, in the ab­
sence of MFIP, employment rates and earnings would have increased over time, although very gradu­
ally; 28 percent of the AFDC group worked in quarter 1, or the quarter of random assignment, and 45 
percent worked by quarter 12. The positive impacts of MFIP can be seen from the fact that employ­
ment rates and earnings were higher throughout the period for the MFIP group. In quarter 12, for ex­
ample, 57 percent of the MFIP group worked, for a 12 percentage point increase. Although the size of 
the impact on employment fell by quarter 8, as the control group caught up, it remained at about 10 
percentage points through quarter 12. Average earnings were also higher for the MFIP group through­
out the period, although the difference became smaller by quarter 12. 

As noted in Chapter 1, the policy environment in Minnesota changed somewhat over the course 
of the evaluation, particularly after 1997, with the adoption of the statewide program, 

5Only differences that are statistically significant at the 10 percent level are considered program impacts and de­
scribed as increases or decreases caused by the program. 
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Figure 4.1


Quarterly Employment Rates for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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SOURCE: See Table E.1 for data corresponding to figure. 

Figure 4.2


Quarterly Earnings for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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SOURCE: See Table E.1 for data corresponding to figure. 

-84­



Figure 4.3


Quarterly Welfare Receipt for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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SOURCE: See Table E.1 for data corresponding to figure. 

Figure 4.4


Quarterly Benefits for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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Figure 4.5 

Percentage of Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties 
Who Relied on Welfare Benefits as Their Only Income Source 
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SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) records and public 
assistance benefit records. 
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MFIP-S. In responding to the 36-month survey, the majority of single-parent long-term recipients in 
both the MFIP and the AFDC groups believed that they faced participation or work requirements and 
time limits. For this reason, and also possibly because of expansions in the Earned Income Credit (EIC), 
the increase over time in employment rates for the AFDC group may be larger than it would have been 
otherwise. Nonetheless, MFIP’s impacts remained fairly constant throughout the period.6 

Figures 4.3 through 4.5 present impacts on welfare receipt for single-parent long-term recipients 
in urban counties. (As mentioned earlier, welfare includes benefits from AFDC, Food Stamps, Family 
General Assistance, and MFIP.) The percentage of families receiving welfare decreased substantially 
over the period, from 97 percent of the control group in quarter 1 to 60 percent by quarter 12. How­
ever, single parents in the MFIP group left welfare somewhat more slowly; by quarter 12, 68 percent 
were receiving welfare, for an 8 percentage point increase. MFIP families also received about $150 
more in benefits per quarter than AFDC families. Although somewhat more MFIP families than AFDC 
families received benefits during the course of the follow-up period, Figure 4.5 shows that they were 
less likely to rely solely on welfare for income. Consistent with the general increase in employment rates 
shown in Figure 4.1, both groups of long-term recipients became less dependent over time, when de­
pendence is defined as relying solely on welfare. However, single parents in the MFIP group showed 
less reliance on welfare throughout the period; by the last quarter of follow-up, 29.2 percent relied 
solely on welfare, compared with 39.9 percent of the AFDC group. 

MFIP’s effects on summary measures of employment and welfare receipt in urban counties are 
presented in Table 4.2. (Quarterly data are presented in Appendix E.)7 This table also presents data for 
the third research group, MFIP Incentives Only. Impacts for this group show the effects of financial in­
centives when offered by themselves and allow an examination of how each of MFIP’s components 
contributed to the full program’s impacts. Recall that the Incentives Only group was subject to MFIP’s 
incentives and benefit structure, its direct payment of child care costs, and its consolidation of benefits, 
which includes providing Food Stamps as part of the cash grant. (The term “incentives” in this report is 
meant to include all these changes in the calculation of benefits.) As discussed earlier, each comparison 
across groups answers a specific question: Comparing outcomes for the MFIP and AFDC groups 
shows the effects of the full program of incentives and mandates; comparing outcomes for the MFIP 
Incentives Only and AFDC groups shows the effects of MFIP’s incentives alone; and comparing out­
comes for the MFIP and MFIP Incentives Only groups shows the effects of adding the mandatory ser­
vices to the incentives. This last comparison does not measure the effects of mandatory services by 
themselves, however, because they operated in the context of the enhanced incentives. 

The top rows of Table 4.2 present average quarterly employment rates during three periods of 
follow-up: year 1 (quarters 2 through 5), year 2 (quarters 6 through 9), and the first nine 

6A cohort analysis was also conducted, in which impacts were estimated separately for long-term recipients who 
entered the program early in the intake period versus those who entered later, to test for the effects of environmental 
changes. No significant differences were found between the impacts for the two groups. 

7All impacts are regression-adjusted to control for a range of baseline characteristics, such as race/ethnicity, 
marital status, education level, prior employment, and prior welfare receipt. See Appendix D for details and for unad­
justed impacts. 
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Table 4.2


MFIP's Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare for Single-Parent 

Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties


-88­

MFIP Incentives Only MFIP vs. 
Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC vs. AFDC MFIP Incentives Only 

Impacts of Impacts of Adding 
MFIP Impacts of Financial Mandatory Services 

Incentives Full MFIP Percentage Incentives Percentage and Reinforced Percentage 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Change Alone Change Incentive Messages Change 

Employment and earnings 

Average quarterly 
employment rate (%) 

Year 1 46.0 39.8 32.8 13.3 *** 40.5 7.0 *** 21.4 6.3 *** 15.8 
Year 2 53.2 42.9 39.3 13.9 *** 35.3 3.6 * 9.3 10.2 *** 23.9 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 56.2 48.3 44.7 11.5 *** 25.7 3.6 * 8.0 7.9 *** 16.4 

Number of quarters employed during 
the 11-quarter follow-up period (%) 

None 14.3 22.0 29.6 -15.3 *** -51.7 -7.6 *** -25.6 -7.7 *** -35.1 
1-4 26.1 27.9 27.5 -1.4 -5.0 0.5 1.7 -1.8 -6.5 
5-8 30.5 25.9 23.3 7.2 *** 30.9 2.6 11.3 4.6 ** 17.7 
9-11 29.1 24.1 19.6 9.5 *** 48.1 4.5 ** 22.8 5.0 ** 20.7 

Average quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 699 586 537 163 *** 30.3 50 9.2 113 ** 19.3 
Year 2 1,129 863 913 216 *** 23.7 -50 -5.5 266 *** 30.9 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 1,441 1,251 1,298 143 * 11.0 -48 -3.7 191 ** 15.2 

Earnings growth 

Employed in year 1 and year 3 55.5 44.8 38.1 17.4 *** 45.5 6.6 *** 17.4 10.7 *** 23.9 

Average quarterly earnings in year 1 
Less than $500 (%) 13.3 11.5 9.5 3.8 ** 39.7 1.9 20.4 1.8 16.0 
$500-$2,000 (%) 28.0 22.9 16.3 11.7 *** 71.4 6.5 *** 40.0 5.1 ** 22.5 
More than $2,000 (%) 14.2 10.5 12.3 1.9 15.7 -1.8 -14.8 3.7 ** 35.7 

Average quarterly earnings in year 3 
Less than $500 (%) 8.2 8.2 5.4 2.9 ** 53.5 2.8 ** 51.8 0.1 1.1 
$500-$2,000 (%) 19.0 14.6 12.1 7.0 *** 57.6 2.6 21.1 4.4 ** 30.1 
More than $2,000 (%) 28.2 22.0 20.7 7.5 *** 36.4 1.3 6.3 6.2 *** 28.3 

(continued) 



Table 4.2 (continued) 
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

Outcome 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Program 
Percentage 

Change 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 
Alone 

Percentage 
Change 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced Percentage 
Incentive Messages Change 

Welfare receipt 

Average quarterly receipt rate (%) 
Year 1 92.4 93.5 90.7 1.7 * 1.9 2.8 *** 3.1 -1.0 -1.1 
Year 2 81.0 83.7 75.7 5.3 *** 7.1 8.0 *** 10.5 -2.6 -3.1 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 71.1 74.1 63.6 7.6 *** 11.9 10.5 *** 16.6 -3.0 -4.0 

Average quarterly benefits ($) 
Year 1 1,964 2,035 1,810 154 *** 8.5 226 *** 12.5 -71 ** -3.5 
Year 2 1,627 1,774 1,484 143 *** 9.7 290 *** 19.5 -146 *** -8.3 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 1,380 1,518 1,227 154 *** 12.5 291 *** 23.7 -138 *** -9.1 

Sample size (total = 2,615) 846 835 934 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare 
benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



months of year 3 (quarters 10 through 12). Like Figure 4.1, the table shows that MFIP increased aver­
age quarterly employment rates in each period. In year 2, for example, 39.3 percent of the control 
group were employed in each quarter, on average, compared with 53.2 percent of the MFIP group, for 
a statistically significant increase of 13.9 percentage points. This impact, in turn, is the sum of the impact 
of financial incentives alone (sixth column) and the impact of adding mandates to the incentives (eighth 
column). 

A comparison of the three impact columns in Table 4.2 shows that the incentives alone ac­
counted for a slight majority (7 of 13.3 percentage points) of the full program’s impact on employment 
during year 1. The effects of incentives alone diminished over time, however, and in years 2 and 3, add­
ing the mandates to the incentives clearly accounted for most of the program’s impacts. The pattern of 
impacts for the incentives alone suggests that they encouraged single parents to move into jobs earlier 
than they would have otherwise. Over years 2 and 3, however, employment rates for the AFDC group 
increased, and the impacts of the financial incentives alone diminished. In addition, the incentives alone 
did not increase average earnings, despite increasing employment rates. For example, the incentives 
alone increased quarterly employment in year 3 by 3.6 percentage points but decreased average earn­
ings by $48, although the latter impact is not statistically significant. As noted earlier, the incentives may 
have had the effect of encouraging part-time work and encouraging some single parents who would 
have worked full time to reduce their weekly hours. MFIP’s impacts on hours worked and its impacts 
for certain subgroups (shown later) indicate that the incentives produced both of these effects — most 
of the increase in employment that resulted from the incentives alone was in part-time jobs, and the in­
centives alone encouraged some long-term recipients who would have worked full time anyway to re­
duce their weekly hours. Thus, the increases in average quarterly earnings produced by the full program 
were caused entirely by adding the mandatory services to the financial incentives. 

The top panel of Table 4.2 also presents data on the number of quarters that single-parent long-
term recipients worked during the follow-up period. MFIP increased the percentage who worked at 
some point during the follow-up period, by 15.3 percentage points (29.6 percent of the AFDC group 
did not work, compared with only 14.3 percent of the MFIP group). The pattern of impacts implies that 
the majority of those who worked in response to MFIP worked continuously over the period; 9.5 of the 
15.3 percentage point increase in employment was accounted for by recipients who worked at least 9 
of the 11 quarters. The Unemployment Insurance (UI) data provide only a rough measure of employ­
ment stability, however, because they do not capture job changes or periods of unemployment within a 
quarter. (Table 4.4 more closely examines employment stability.) Nonetheless, UI data suggest that ur­
ban long-term recipients managed to stay employed fairly continuously. 

Although average earnings each year increased for all groups, these data do not indicate 
whether earnings were increasing over time for individual workers. One of the ideas behind the design of 
MFIP was that recipients who went to work and also received a supplemental grant might eventually 
increase their earnings enough to leave welfare. The second panel of Table 4.2 shows that earnings did 
increase for some working single parents. For example, 14.2 percent of the MFIP group worked during 
years 1 and 3 and, during year 1, earned on average more than $2,000 in each quarter they worked; 
28.2 percent earned at least this amount in each quarter they worked during year 3. Thus, earnings in­

-90­



creased on average for those who worked continuously over the period, and this increase may have 
resulted either from an increase in weeks or hours worked or from an increase in wage rates. 

The earnings impacts also show a difference between the MFIP and AFDC groups. MFIP in­
creased the number of single parents who worked in both years 1 and 3 (by 17.4 percentage points), 
and most of this increase (11.7 percentage points) was among workers who earned $500 to $2,000 
per quarter in year 1. By year 3, however, the increase in employment was evenly split between work­
ers earning $500 to $2,000 and those earning more than $2,000 per quarter, suggesting that the MFIP 
group experienced higher earnings growth over time. 

The last panel of Table 4.2 presents impacts on welfare receipt and shows that the increased 
welfare receipt produced by MFIP came from its enhanced incentives. The MFIP Incentives Only 
group received, on average, $1,518 in benefits in year 3, compared with $1,227 for the AFDC group, 
for an increase of $291. The addition of the mandatory services reduced benefit amounts and receipt 
rates from what they would have been with the incentives alone, so that the net increase from the full 
program was only $154 per quarter in year 3. 

B. Job Characteristics and Employment Patterns 

MFIP substantially increased employment rates for single-parent long-term recipients in urban 
counties. Given that, a natural question is “What types of jobs did they obtain?” A common concern 
surrounding welfare-to-work programs is that participants typically get low-wage, low-quality jobs. The 
data in Table 4.3 suggest that, although most long-term recipients worked in low- to moderate-wage 
jobs with few benefits, MFIP increased employment in jobs that paid $7 to $9 per hour and that offered 
health benefits. 

The table presents data for the survey sample showing the characteristics of their last-held or 
currently held job at the time of the 36-month survey. For comparison, UI records data are included. 
The UI records data in the first row show that 86.3 percent of the MFIP group worked during the two 
years and nine months after random assignment, compared with 70.7 percent of the AFDC group, for 
an increase of 15.6 percentage points. These numbers are similar to those shown in Table 4.2 for the full 
sample (obtained as 100 percent minus the percentage who worked zero quarters during the period). 
The second row presents the percentage of survey respondents who reported that they had worked at 
some point since random assignments: 85.2 percent of the MFIP group, 83.5 percent of the MFIP In­
centives Only group, and 73.7 percent of the AFDC group. Respondents’ reports for the MFIP group 
correspond fairly closely with the UI data; respondents in the other two groups, however, reported 
higher employment rates than the UI data indicate. One result of this difference in reporting is that, al­
though the survey and UI data tell a similar story in terms of the full program’s effects (11.6 versus 15.6 
percentage points), the survey data attribute a greater proportion of the increase in employment to 
MFIP’s financial incentives (9.7 out of 15.6 percentage points compared with 9.9 out of 11.6 percent­
age points). 

In general, UI data are considered more reliable for calculating employment rates over a long 
follow-up period, given that respondents may not recall short or distant spells of employment. In addi­
tion, respondents may have reasons to under- or overreport employment. On the other hand, state UI 
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Table 4.3 

MFIP's Impacts on Hours Worked, Wages, and Benefits in Current or Most Recent Job 
for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties 

-92­

Outcome 

Average Outcome Levels 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

MFIP vs. AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Program 

MFIP Incentives Only 
vs. AFDC 

Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Alone 

MFIP vs. 
MFIP Incentives Only 
Impacts of Adding 

Mandatory Services 
and Reinforced 

Incentive Messages 

From administrative records 

Worked during the 11-quarter 
follow-up period (%) 86.3 80.4 70.7 15.6 *** 9.7 *** 5.9 ** 
From 36-month survey 

Worked since random assignment (%) 85.2 83.5 73.7 11.6 *** 9.9 *** 1.7 

Hours worked per week in 
current or most recent job 

Did not work (%) 14.8 16.5 26.3 -11.6 *** -9.9 *** -1.7 

Worked part time (%) 
1-19 hours 
20-29 hours 

22.3 
8.4 

13.6 

30.4 
11.0 
18.6 

18.1 
8.0 

10.1 

4.2 
0.4 
3.5 

12.4 *** 
3.0 
8.5 *** 

-8.2 *** 
-2.5 
-5.0 * 

Worked full time (%) 
30-34 hours 
35-44 hours 
45 or more hours 

62.8 
12.0 
42.4 

8.4 

52.0 
8.4 

33.8 
9.8 

54.8 
9.7 

37.7 
7.5 

8.0 ** 
2.4 
4.7 
0.9 

-2.8 
-1.3 
-3.9 
2.4 

10.7 *** 
3.6 
8.6 ** 

-1.5 
Average hours worked per 
week among those employed 34.1 31.9 34.1 0.0 -2.1 2.2 
Hourly wage in current 
or most recent job 

Did not work (%) 14.8 16.5 26.3 -11.6 *** -9.9 *** -1.7 
Less than $5 
$5 to $6.99 
$7 to $8.99 
$9 or above 

5.3 
22.2 
32.8 
23.5 

5.5 
26.5 
23.6 
25.7 

6.6 
17.5 
25.9 
21.5 

-1.4 
4.7 
6.9 ** 
2.0 

-1.2 
8.9 *** 

-2.3 
4.2 

-0.2 
-4.3 
9.2 *** 

-2.2 

Average hourly wage 
among those employed ($) 8.05 7.84 8.20 -0.14 -0.36 0.21 

(continued) 
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome (%) MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Employer-provided benefits 
in current or most recent job 

Did not work 14.8 16.5 26.3 -11.6 *** -9.9 *** -1.7 

Paid sick days 28.6 23.6 28.4 0.2 -4.8 5.1 
No paid sick days 56.1 58.6 44.9 11.2 *** 13.7 *** -2.5 

Paid vacation 39.4 34.7 34.5 4.9 0.2 4.7 
No paid vacation 45.6 48.1 38.0 7.5 ** 10.1 *** -2.5 

Health benefits 42.2 35.0 33.6 8.6 ** 1.4 7.2 ** 
No health benefits 42.4 48.3 39.7 2.7 8.7 ** -6.0 

Sample size (total = 1,090) 372 366 352 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were 
receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 
percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences.
 Outcomes shown in italics are nonexperimental. 



data do not capture some types of jobs, such as those of individuals who work out of state, are self-employed, work for cash, or work for employers 
who fail to report employee earnings. The proportion of employment accounted for by the incentives might be higher using the survey data because (as 
shown in the three panels of the table) the increase in employment for the Incentives Only group was largely in lower-wage, part-time jobs with few 
benefits — the types of jobs that might be less likely to be reported to the UI system. Note, however, that the two impacts of adding mandatory ser­
vices (5.9 and 1.7 percentage points, in the first two rows ) are not significantly different from one another from a statistical point of view. 

The first panel of Table 4.3 presents survey responses about weekly hours worked in the current or most recent job. The impacts are experi­
mental, so that the percentages of the MFIP group who worked part time (22.3) and full time (62.8) sum to the percentage who worked since random 
assignment. The fourth column shows that the full program increased the percentage of long-term recipients who worked full time (or more than 30 
hours per week) by 8 percentage points (62.8 percent versus 54.8 percent). This pattern of impacts differs slightly from results shown in the interim re­
port, in which, among the 12-month survey sample, more of the MFIP group said that they worked exactly 30 hours per week. Although at 36 months 
a slight majority of the increase in employment was in full-time jobs, average hours worked by long-term recipients who worked were similar for the 
MFIP and AFDC groups. Because this difference is nonexperimental — comparing workers in the two groups — it is not tested for statistical signifi­
cance. The incentives alone increased part-time work. In fact, the results suggest that all the increase in employment generated by the incentives (9.9 
percentage points) was in jobs where respondents worked 29 to 20 hours per week (8.5 percentage points). 

Data on wages and benefits show that most long-term recipients who worked during the period had low- or moderate-wage jobs that offered 
few benefits. For example, 25.9 percent of the AFDC group worked and earned $7 to $9 per hour; in other words, 35 percent of those who worked 
(25.9 divided by 73.7) earned $7 to $9 per hour. The fourth column shows that MFIP increased employment in moderate-wage jobs ($7 to $9 per 
hour) and in jobs that provided health benefits but not paid sick days or paid vacation. The proportion of the MFIP group who held jobs that offered 
health benefits was 42.2 percent, compared with 33.6 percent for the AFDC group. Thus, it does not appear that MFIP increased the number of long-
term recipients in very low-quality jobs. 

The fifth column of Table 4.3 shows the effects of the financial incentives alone. The incentives alone increased employment in relatively low-
paying jobs ($5 to $7 per hour) that did not offer any of the three benefits shown. MFIP’s enhanced incentives might have encouraged single-parent 
long-term recipients not only to take part-time jobs but also to take lower-paying jobs than they would have otherwise. Among the Incentives Only 
group, 26.5 percent worked and earned $5 to $7 per hour, compared with 17.5 percent of the AFDC group. The decrease in employer-provided 
benefits for the Incentives Only group most likely reflects that these benefits are not typically offered to part-time workers.8 

8Among the sample of long-term recipients in urban counties, those working full time were three time more likely than those working part time to report being offered 
benefits. 



Table 4.4


MFIP's Impacts on Employment Stability for Single-Parent 

Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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Outcome (%) 

Average Outcome Levels 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

MFIP vs. AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Program 

MFIP Incentives Only 
vs. AFDC 

Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Alone 

MFIP vs. 
MFIP Incentives Only 
Impacts of Adding 

Mandatory Services 
and Reinforced 

Incentive Messages 

Employment stability 

Respondent worked since random 
assignment and reported all job dates 74.3 72.0 64.4 9.9 *** 7.6 ** 2.3 

First employment spell began within 
12 months of random assignment 50.5 44.4 39.2 11.4 *** 5.2 6.1 * 

First spell lasted less than 12 months 
Employed after first spell 
Not employed after first spell 

16.3 
14.4 
1.9 

12.2 
9.8 
2.4 

13.5 
9.8 
3.7 

2.8 
4.7 * 

-1.9 

-1.3 
0.0 

-1.3 

4.1 
4.7 ** 

-0.5 

First spell lasted more than 12 months 34.2 32.2 25.7 8.6 ** 6.5 ** 2.0 

First employment spell began 12 or 
more months after random assignment 23.8 27.6 25.2 -1.4 2.4 -3.8 

Number of jobs held 
1 
2 or 3 
4 or more 

29.6 
33.1 
12.9 

33.4 
31.7 

7.9 

28.2 
27.2 
10.0 

1.4 
5.9 * 
2.9 

5.2 
4.5 

-2.1 

-3.9 
1.3 
5.0 ** 

Sample size (total = 1,090) 372 366 352 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving 
or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; 
* = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



Table 4.4 presents data on the length and timing of employment spells among respondents to the 
36-month survey. Although MFIP was not specifically designed to increase employ­
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Table 4.4 presents data on the length and timing of employment spells among respondents to the 
36-month survey. Although MFIP was not specifically designed to increase employment retention, long-
term recipients might have been encouraged to stay employed in order to continue receiving MFIP’s 
more generous benefits. The mandatory services might also have encouraged them to stay employed, 
because they were exempt from participating if they were working at least 30 hours per week. Because 
the survey collected job history information, these data provide a more detailed look at employment 
patterns than the UI data. Table 4.2 showed, for example, that MFIP increased the number of long-
term recipients who worked in at least 9 of the 11 follow-up quarters. However, because a single-
parent recipient was considered employed if she had worked at any point during a quarter, the UI data 
do not capture periods of unemployment within each three-month period. 

The results shown in Table 4.4 suggest that the increase in employment caused by MFIP was 
relatively stable, although recipients did not necessarily stay in the same job over time. The first row 
shows that 74.3 percent of the MFIP group worked since random assignment and reported complete 
information on start and end dates for all jobs held. This number is lower than the employment rate re­
ported in Table 4.3 for two reasons. First, some respondents did not report complete employment his­
tories. Second, in practice the 36-month survey was administered to individuals anywhere from 36 to 
more than 40 months after they were randomly assigned. Yet, when analyzing the timing and duration of 
employment spells, it is necessary to restrict the follow-up period to 36 months for all sample members. 
Thus, a few respondents who reported working since random assignment but did not work within the 
first 36 months are counted as employed in the previous table but not in Table 4.4. 

The second row of the table shows that all long-term recipients who went to work because of 
MFIP did so within the first 12 months of follow-up. In other words, MFIP increased employment only 
during the first 12 months after random assignment; 50.5 percent of the MFIP group started working 
within this time, compared with 39.2 percent of the AFDC group. In addition, MFIP increased the 
number of recipients who went to work during the first year and stayed employed for more than 12 
consecutive months — 34.2 percent of the MFIP group compared with 25.7 percent of the AFDC 
group. (An employment spell is defined as the number of consecutive months of employment and can 
include job changes and brief periods of unemployment during a given month.) 

Some long-term recipients went to work during the first year but did not stay continuously em­
ployed (16.3 percent of the MFIP group, for example), but most of them got another job at some point 
(14.4 percent of the MFIP group). Although MFIP did not significantly affect the incidence of short 
employment spells, it did increase the number of recipients who got jobs after a short spell (by 4.7 per­
centage points). This is also reflected in the fact that MFIP increased the number of recipients who held 
two or three jobs during the follow-up period. Thus, MFIP not only increased stable employment but 
also increased the likelihood of reemployment among some workers. 

The two right-hand columns in Table 4.4 show that the increase in reemployment was due to the 
addition of MFIP’s participation mandates. The fifth column shows that MFIP’s financial incentives 
alone increased the number of long-term recipients who went to work during the first year and stayed 
continuously employed for at least 12 months (by 6.5 percentage points). The incentives had little effect 
on short spells of employment or on the likelihood of reemployment — also reflected in the fact that the 
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incentives increased the number of recipients who held only one job during the period, although this im­
pact is not statistically significant. The different effects of the full program versus the financial incentives 
alone probably relate to the fact that all the employment increase for the Incentives Only group was vol­
untary. People who go to work voluntarily may be more able or more willing to stay in a job longer. 

C. Income and Measured Poverty 

One important result of MFIP’s increase in employment and welfare receipt among long-term 
recipients in urban counties is that it increased these single parents’ income (from earnings and welfare). 
As shown in the top panel of Table 4.5, the MFIP group had higher income than the AFDC group 
throughout the three years. In the first nine months of year 3, for example, the MFIP group’s average 
quarterly income was $2,822, compared with $2,525 for the AFDC group, for a statistically significant 
increase of $296. The Incentives Only group also had higher income than the AFDC group — $243 
more in year 3. (This increase, however, resulted entirely from higher rates of welfare receipt; as shown 
in Table 4.2, the incentives alone did not increase average earnings.) 

Despite MFIP’s impacts, income levels remain quite low for all three groups. The MFIP 
group’s average quarterly income of $2,822 in year 3, for example, implies an average annual income of 
$11,288. Note that this measure most likely underestimates income available to the family, because it 
only includes the respondent’s earnings and welfare payments. (Analyses shown later, however, indicate 
that income from earnings and welfare may be a fairly good measure of total family income for a large 
fraction of long-term recipients, namely, those who are not living with other adults.) For this reason, 
poverty rates calculated using this measure of income are subject to the same caveat and are not com­
parable to the official poverty rate. In year 3, MFIP reduced measured poverty, or the percentage of 
families with earnings and welfare benefits below the poverty level, by 12.4 percentage points. 

The results in Tables 4.2 and 4.5 show that MFIP’s financial incentives contributed substantially 
to the full program’s effects on income and measured poverty. The increase in income in year 3 for the 
MFIP group ($296), for example, is due equally to higher earnings ($143) and higher benefits ($154). 
The impacts for the Incentives Only group show that increases in income can also be achieved with in­
centives alone. However, because the incentives alone did not increase earnings, the increase in income 
for this group was due entirely to higher benefits. 

The third panel in Table 4.5 presents impacts on income and measured poverty that include es­
timates of benefits received through both the federal and the state Earned Income Credits (EIC) as well 
as any federal and state taxes paid. The EIC has become an increasingly important transfer program for 
low-income families that also provides a strong incentive to work. In 1997, for example, a single mother 
with two children who earned $10,000 during the year would be eligible for a federal EIC of $3,656. 
Research using national data finds that the EIC has become an important tool for moving poor working 
families out of poverty.9 Minnesota’s Working Family Credit during the evaluation period was calcu­
lated as 15 percent of the federal EIC. 

9Porter, Primus, Rawlings, and Rosenbaum, 1998. 
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MFIP's Impacts on Income and Poverty for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

Outcome 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP Percentage 

Program Change 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 
Alone 

Percentage 
Change 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced Percentage 
Incentive Messages Change 

Average quarterly income 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 2,663 2,621 2,346 317 *** 13.5 275 *** 11.7 42 1.6 
Year 2 2,756 2,636 2,396 360 *** 15.0 240 *** 10.0 120 * 4.5 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 2,822 2,769 2,525 296 *** 11.7 243 *** 9.6 53 1.9 

Income and poverty 
in last three quarters 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 2,822 2,769 2,525 296 *** 11.7 243 *** 9.6 53 1.9 

Measured povertya (%) 65.3 69.3 77.7 -12.4 *** -15.9 -8.3 *** -10.7 -4.0 * -5.8 

Income and poverty in last 
three quarters with estimated 
taxes and EIC benefitsb 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 2,995 2,912 2,613 382 *** 14.6 299 *** 11.5 83 2.8 

Measured povertya (%) 58.4 63.9 70.5 -12.1 *** -17.2 -6.6 *** -9.4 -5.5 ** -8.6 

Income sources 

In last quarter of follow-up (%) 
Earnings, welfare 38.5 35.7 20.5 18.1 *** 88.2 15.2 *** 74.1 2.9 8.1 
Earnings, no welfare 18.4 15.6 24.2 -5.9 *** -24.2 -8.6 *** -35.6 2.8 17.7 
No earnings, welfare 29.2 36.5 39.9 -10.7 *** -26.7 -3.4 -8.6 -7.2 *** -19.9 
No earnings, no welfare 13.9 12.3 15.4 -1.5 -10.0 -3.1 * -20.3 1.6 13.0 

Earnings are more than 
half of total income (%) 35.8 33.2 34.1 1.7 4.9 -1.0 -2.9 2.7 8.0 

Sample size (total = 2,615) 846 835 934 
(continued) 



Table 4.5 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying 
only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits 
are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below the official poverty threshold. The appropriate 

threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits 
but does not include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official poverty rate. 

bThese estimates are calculated assuming that all eligible individuals received both the federal and the state Earned Income Credit. Estimated payroll taxes and 
federal and state income taxes are also subtracted. 
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Adding EIC benefits and subtracting income and payroll taxes — under the assumption that all 
eligible families file taxes and receive EIC benefits — increases average quarterly income for the MFIP 
group from $2,822 to $2,995, or by $692 annually.10 The measured poverty rate is reduced from 65.3 
percent to 58.4 percent. The increase in average income after accounting for taxes and EIC benefits is 
smaller than the state maximum EIC benefit for two reasons. First, income is averaged over all group 
members and includes many long-term recipients who did not work and thus did not receive EIC bene­
fits. Second, a large fraction of EIC benefits are offset by payroll taxes. In terms of program impacts, 
because the MFIP group had higher average earnings, adding EIC benefits increases MFIP’s impact on 
quarterly income, from $296 to $382. Although accounting for taxes and EIC benefits reduced the level 
of measured poverty, it did not have much effect on the difference in poverty rates between the two 
groups, or the impact of MFIP. 

The last panel of Table 4.5 shows data on income sources during the last quarter of follow-up 
(quarter 12). The program produced an 18.1 percentage point increase in the number of single-parent 
long-term recipients who were combining welfare and work, and since the four outcomes for income 
sources are mutually exclusive, the impacts show that most of this increase (10.7 percentage points) 
came from individuals who would have been on welfare and not have worked in the absence of the pro­
gram. 

These data also illustrate that there are a variety of ways to define dependence on welfare. One, 
shown earlier, is the percentage of families receiving benefits. Two other measures, shown here, are 
based on the composition of income. Using one definition — the number of families relying solely on 
welfare — the program decreased dependence (by 10.7 percentage points). Using another definition — 
the number of families for whom earnings are the major source of income — the program had no effect 
on dependence. In the last quarter of follow-up, 35.8 percent of MFIP families relied on earnings as 
their major source of income, compared with 34.1 percent of AFDC families. 

Data on income are also available from the 36-month survey, which asked respondents about 
all income received by the family in the month preceding the survey. These outcomes are shown in Table 
4.6. The top two rows show administrative records data on the average monthly income from earnings 
and welfare for the full sample and for the survey sample. The impacts are similar, and the impact of $74 
for the survey sample just misses statistical significance at the 10 percent level. 

The third row in Table 4.6 presents income from earnings and welfare for the survey sample as 
reported by respondents. On average, there is a fairly close correspondence between respondents’ re­
ports and the administrative records data. The MFIP group, for example, reported average earnings 
plus welfare of $949, while the administrative records data indicate an average 

10Estimates of EIC receipt are available from the 36-month survey, in which about 65 percent of respondents re­
ported claiming the EIC on their last tax return. Surveys typically underestimate EIC use, however, since many indi­
viduals are not aware that they received the credit, especially if it is used to offset taxes due (Scholz, 1994). Income 
and poverty were also estimated using the EIC take-up rates reported on the survey. The results were similar to those 
reported in the table; MFIP’s impact on income, for example, increased to $371. 
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Table 4.6


MFIP's Impacts on Income and Income Sources for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Full sample 

From administrative records 

Average monthly earnings plus 
welfare in last quarter of follow-up ($) 936 945 845 91 *** 100 *** -9 

Survey sample 

From administrative records 

Average monthly earnings plus 
welfare in last quarter of follow-up ($) 966 1,001 892 74 109 ** -36 
From 36-month survey 

Income in previous month 
from earnings and welfare ($) 949 958 946 3 12 -9 

Income in previous month 
from all sources ($) 1,435 1,447 1,459 -24 -11 -13 

Percentage with income source 
Own earnings 54.6 54.7 52.8 1.8 1.9 -0.1 
Earnings of other members 24.3 27.4 28.8 -4.5 -1.5 -3.1 
Child support 14.5 16.0 19.3 -4.8 * -3.3 -1.5 
Public assistance 65.1 65.9 59.7 5.4 6.2 * -0.9 
Any other income 19.1 20.3 19.1 -0.1 1.2 -1.2 

Amount of income source ($) 
Own earnings 576 546 565 11 -19 30 
Earnings of other members 287 344 355 -69 -11 -57 
Child support 28 35 52 -24 *** -16 ** -8 
Public assistance 375 406 372 3 34 -31 
Any other income 171 123 89 83 ** 34 49 

Sample size (total = 1,090) 372 366 352 
(continued) 



Table 4.6 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, public assistance benefit records, and 
the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The full sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were 
receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment. The survey sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to 
October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment. The size of the 
survey sample is 1,090.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 
percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable. For this reason, the averages for individual components of income may not sum to the 
average of total income.

 Welfare benefits are defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. 
Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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monthly income of $966.11 According to respondents’ reports, however, MFIP increased monthly in­
come by only $3, although the impacts of $3 and $74 are not statistically different from each other. As 
with survey-reported employment, shown earlier, data on income sources from surveys may be subject 
to different types of biases if respondents have reasons to hide or overreport various sources of income, 
and it is easy to imagine that these reasons would differ by research group. For example, analyses using 
data from another welfare-to-work program with an enhanced earnings disregard found that control 
group members receiving welfare underreported employment more than their treatment group counter­
parts.12 Also, respondents receiving welfare may underreport earnings and income relative to respon­
dents not receiving welfare. For these reasons, data on income and income sources from the survey may 
not provide the best measure of MFIP’s impacts, especially with respect to earnings and welfare in­
come. 

In terms of program impacts, the only consistent finding about the sources of income in Table 
4.6 is that MFIP appears to have reduced the receipt of child support; 14.5 percent of MFIP families 
received child support in the month preceding the survey, compared with 19.3 percent of AFDC fami­
lies. This result is somewhat odd inasmuch as child support income is not treated differently in benefit 
calculations under MFIP and AFDC. However, the increase in income produced by MFIP during the 
three-year period may have reduced recipients’ desire to pursue child support or nonresident fathers’ 
desire to pay. Another possible explanation is that both MFIP groups were more likely than the AFDC 
group to be on welfare throughout the period. Women receiving welfare have less incentive than those 
not on welfare to pursue child support payments, because only $50 of the payments are passed through 
to them, with the remainder being paid to the state to offset welfare costs. 

Aside from the impacts on child support, the data in Table 4.6 provide a snapshot of the 
sources and levels of income available to single-parent long-term recipients. In terms of income levels, 
the survey data show that income from welfare and earnings substantially underestimates total resources 
available to recipients. For the MFIP group, for example, average income from all sources is $1,435, 
and average income from welfare and the respondent’s earnings is $949. This discrepancy is due largely 
to the earnings of other adults in the household; 24.3 percent of the MFIP group reported that other 
adults in the family had earnings in the previous month.13 The average amount received, including zeros 
for those who did not have this type of income, was $287. 

This comparison suggests that an income measure based solely on earnings and welfare, as 
shown in Table 4.5, may not accurately capture family well-being. However, Figure 4.6 shows that it is 
a good measure for some families and a bad measure for others. The figure shows sources of family in­
come, by the presence of other adults in the household. Among single parents who were living with a 
spouse or partner at the time of the survey, the respondent’s earnings plus welfare accounted for less 
than half of family income. In contrast, for those who did not live with 

11The two sources are not measuring income in exactly the same time period. The records data refer to months 31 
to 33 after random assignment, and the survey data refer to the month prior to the survey, which could have taken 
place 36 to more than 40 months after random assignment. 

12Bloom et al., 2000. 
13The majority of these respondents reported that there was a spouse or partner in the household. 
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Child support 

Others' earnings 

Public assistance 

Own earnings 

No other adults 
in household 

Average income = $1,147 

(66 percent of sample) 

Non-spouse adults in 
household 

Average income = $1,683 

(14 percent of sample) 

Spouse/partner in 
household 

Average income = $2,422 

(20 percent of sample) 
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Figure 4.6 

Composition of Family Income for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients, 
by the Presence of Other Adults in the Household 

Other income 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month survey. 

NOTE: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding 
the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment. 
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other adults at the time of the survey (66 percent of the sample), earnings plus welfare benefits made up 
nearly 90 percent of family income. 

Thus, administrative records data provide an accurate measure of resources for a slight majority 
of the sample. In addition, it is important to remember that the survey presents a snapshot of the family 
36 months after random assignment. Most respondents who reported living with a spouse or partner 
were probably not doing so for the entire follow-up period, because there was not a second parent in 
the home when they were randomly assigned. For this reason, the records data in Table 4.5 probably 
provide a better measure than the survey data do of long-term recipients’ resources over the entire pe­
riod. 

D. Other Measures of Well-Being 

The results so far indicate that MFIP produced substantial changes in the lives of many single-
parent long-term recipients in urban counties, primarily with respect to their employment and income. 
This section uses data from the 36-month survey to examine MFIP’s effects on their material hardship, 
health insurance coverage, residential mobility, and family structure. The results indicate that MFIP 
somewhat reduced respondents’ perceptions of financial strain and increased the continuity of their 
health insurance coverage. (Because an extended survey was given to the sample of respondents ana­
lyzed in Volume 2, Effects on Children, that report presents MFIP’s effects on additional measures of 
family well-being.) 

Table 4.7 presents the results on family outcomes, and the first panel shows measures of mate­
rial hardship. The survey included four questions designed to measure recipients’ perceptions of financial 
strain (row 1) including “These days I can generally afford to buy the things we need” and “My financial 
situation is better than it’s been in a long time.” Responses could range from 1 (“strongly agree”) to 4 
(“strongly disagree”), and the average of responses to the four questions thus also can range from 1 to 
4, with a higher number indicating greater financial strain. 

The second set of questions about material hardship measured whether the family had been able 
to meet its basic needs during the previous 12 months. Respondents were asked, for example, whether 
they had ever been unable to pay monthly telephone or utility bills and whether they had ever needed to 
visit a doctor but could not afford it. The index of material hardship (row 2) was created as the sum of 
“yes” responses to seven questions and can range from 0 to 7, with a higher number indicating greater 
material hardship. 

The average values for the AFDC group indicate that, although respondents generally were able 
to meet their basic needs, they did not feel especially secure financially. The value for the index of mate­
rial hardship is 1.55, indicating that the average AFDC recipient responded “yes” to fewer than two of 
the seven questions. On the other hand, the value for perceptions of financial strain is 2.96, suggesting 
that the average AFDC respondent somewhat disagreed that she was financially secure. MFIP pro­
duced a small reduction in financial strain but did not affect material hardship. Although the added effect 
of the mandatory services increased material hardship, the net effect of the full MFIP program is statisti­
cally insignificant. The index of material hardship undoubtedly measures more severe economic depriva­
tion than these long-term recipi­
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Table 4.7


MFIP's Impacts on Family Outcomes for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Material hardship 

Perceptions of financial strain 2.9 2.9 3.0 -0.1 * -0.1 0.0 
Index of material hardship 1.7 1.4 1.5 0.1 -0.1 0.3 ** 

Health insurance coverage 
Respondent continuously covered by 
health insurance during past 36 months (%) 69.2 75.0 61.3 7.9 ** 13.6 *** -5.7 * 

Respondent currently covered 
by health insurance (%) 85.5 85.5 83.9 1.6 1.6 0.0 

Respondent on Medicaid or MinnCare (%) 72.6 70.4 66.2 6.4 * 4.2 2.2 

Residence and residential moves 

Number of times moved 
since random assignment (%) 

None 26.1 33.5 30.2 -4.2 3.2 -7.4 ** 
Once 28.4 28.2 29.0 -0.6 -0.7 0.1 
2 or more times 45.6 38.3 40.8 4.8 -2.5 7.3 ** 

Marital status and cohabitation 

Currently married (%) 8.6 11.0 5.8 2.8 5.2 ** -2.4 
Currently married or living with partner (%) 23.9 23.5 20.8 3.2 2.7 0.5 

Sample size (total = 1,090) 372 366 352 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * 
= 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



ents experienced in the absence of the program, suggesting that Minnesota’s welfare and safety net pro­
grams were successfully preventing severe economic hardship. 

The second panel in Table 4.7 presents data on health insurance coverage. Although MFIP did 
not affect the number of respondents currently covered by health insurance at the time of the survey, it 
did increase the percentage who were covered by either Medicaid or MinnCare, a subsidized insurance 
program for low-income families. Among the AFDC group, for example, 66.2 percent were covered by 
Medicaid or MinnCare, compared with 72.6 percent of the MFIP group, for an impact of 6.4 percent­
age points. This increase is consistent with the fact that the MFIP group were more likely to be on wel­
fare at the end of the follow-up period. It is somewhat odd that the Incentives Only group, who were 
also more likely to be on welfare, were not more likely to report being on Medicaid or MinnCare. The 
impact of 4.2 percentage points is not statistically significant. 

Another effect of MFIP was to increase the continuity of health insurance coverage; 69.2 per­
cent of the MFIP group and 75 percent of the Incentives Only group reported that they had health in­
surance throughout the three-year period, compared with only 61.3 percent of the AFDC group. These 
impacts are also probably related to higher rates of welfare receipt by the two MFIP groups. It is 
somewhat surprising, however, that so many respondents reported spending time without health cover­
age, given the existence of transitional Medicaid and MinnCare for those who left welfare.14 

The third panel of Table 4.7 reports information on the number of times families had moved 
since entering the program. MFIP might have affected rates of mobility if families used their higher in­
come to upgrade housing or if they moved closer to jobs. The numbers for the AFDC group show a fair 
amount of mobility among long-term recipients; 40.8 percent moved two or more times in the three 
years after random assignment. MFIP did not have statistically significant effects on residential mobility. 

The final panel of Table 4.7 presents data on marriage and cohabitation. Although previous 
evaluations of welfare-to-work programs have focused primarily on employment and welfare receipt, a 
considerable amount of research and debate have explored the effects of social policies on family for­
mation. Most research has been based on an economic model of marriage, which states that individuals 
will decide to marry if the (economic) benefits of being married are greater than the benefits of being 
single.15 Within this model, marital search is often thought of as akin to searching for a job; that is, the 
likelihood of marriage depends on the number of potential partners in the marriage market and the indi­
vidual’s “attractiveness” to these potential partners. 

Although decisions about marriage are undoubtedly more complex than this, the model pro­
duces a number of implications for the potential effects of MFIP. First, MFIP increased income. For a 
single woman, an increase in income (such as welfare benefits or her own earnings) might decrease the 
incentive to marry, because she has less need for a spouse’s income. Alternatively, an increase in in­
come might increase her probability of marriage by increasing her attractiveness as a spouse. Recent 

14However, in field interviews, MFIP caseworkers reported a concern that if an MFIP group member closed her 
case but did not explicitly report that had she closed it because of employment, she did not receive transitional Medi­
caid. 

15Becker, Landes, and Michael, 1977. 
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ethnographic research on a sample of welfare recipients also suggests that higher income may encourage 
women to marry because it provides them with more bargaining power within the marriage.16 

MFIP also increased employment rates. Single women who work may be more likely to marry 
than women who do not work because of the increased social contact afforded through work, or they 
might be less likely to marry if they work full time and have little time for other activities. 

Finally, some programmatic elements of MFIP might have increased marriage — in particular, 
the elimination of the 100-hour rule for two-parent families and the changed treatment of stepparents’ 
income when calculating benefit levels. Under AFDC-UP (AFDC-Unemployed Parent, the program for 
two-parent families), the family became ineligible for benefits if the primary wage-earner worked more 
than 100 hours per month. The elimination of this rule under MFIP might have encouraged marriage, 
because single-parent recipients would not necessarily lose their benefits if they married and their spouse 
worked. 

Based on the economic model of marriage, it is difficult to predict MFIP’s effects on single-
parent long-term recipients. The results in Table 4.7 show that the incentives alone produced an in­
crease in marriage rates but that the full program did not. Rates of marriage and cohabitation are low 
among these recipients (all of whom were reported as single at random assignment). Only 5.8 percent of 
the AFDC group were married at the time of the survey, and 20.8 percent were either married or living 
with a partner. Although marriage and cohabitation rates are somewhat higher for the MFIP group, 
these differences are not statistically significant. MFIP’s incentives alone, however, produced a statisti­
cally significant increase in the rate of marriage; 11.0 percent of the Incentives Only group reported be­
ing married, for a 5.2 percentage point increase. The effect of adding the mandatory services, however, 
was to reduce this impact, leaving no net increase from the full program.17 The results suggest that the 
increase in part-time employment and income among the Incentives Only group resulted in a higher mar­
riage rate, although this impact could also have resulted from the programmatic elements of MFIP for 
two-parent families, as mentioned earlier.18 

E. Effects for Subgroups in Urban Counties 

Employment programs typically have different effects on different types of families, and it is easy 
to imagine that MFIP, with its focus on quick employment, might have had different effects on long-term 
recipients who were more versus less job-ready. This section presents impacts for several subgroups 
defined by level of disadvantage, where “disadvantage” is meant to capture the degree of difficulty re­
cipients might have finding jobs. Because previous research19 has found that education level, prior em­

16Edin, 1999. 
17Recall from Table 4.6 that both MFIP groups were somewhat less likely (although not significantly so) to report 

having earnings from other members of the household. This is not necessarily inconsistent with the finding that the 
MFIP groups were more likely to have been married or cohabiting. First, the earnings of others might have included 
adults who were not the partner or spouse; second, because of the higher income MFIP provided, it might have af­
fected the likelihood that the partner or spouse would work. 

18MFIP did increase marriage rates for long-term recipients in the sample for the child study (see Gennetian and 
Miller, 2000) — that is, for single mothers with a child age 2 to 9 at random assignment. 

19Michalopoulos and Schwartz, 2000. 
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ployment, and welfare history are very good predictors of subsequent employment outcomes, sub­
groups here are defined by these characteristics. In addition, because an earlier analysis found important 
differences between subgroups defined by housing status, impacts are also presented for them. Finally, 
impacts were also estimated for other subgroups, including those defined by race/ethnicity, age, and 
number of children. In general, in urban counties, MFIP had similar effects across this wide range of 
single-parent long-term recipients. 

Tables 4.8 and 4.9 present subgroup impacts on quarterly employment rates and quarterly 
earnings.20 The outcomes for the AFDC subgroups show that education level and work experience are 
important predictors of subsequent employment (Table 4.8); only 35.7 percent of the AFDC subgroup 
without a high school degree worked each quarter in year 3, compared with 49.6 percent of the AFDC 
subgroup with a high school degree. Earnings are also substantially higher for the latter subgroup (Table 
4.9). MFIP’s impacts, however, vary only by work experience. Its impact on the employment rates for 
those who did not work in the year before random assignment is 16.5 percentage points, compared 
with 4.3 percentage points for those who did work, and the difference in impacts is statistically signifi­
cant. The impact difference for this MFIP subgroup likely reflects the fact that the employment rate for 
the AFDC subgroup with no prior work experience is fairly low, making large increases easier to 
achieve. The impacts on earnings are also significantly different only across the subgroups defined by 
prior employment. 

These results show that MFIP increased employment for a wide range of urban long-term re­
cipients, including many who potentially would have had trouble finding jobs. Although the strong econ­
omy during this period may have contributed to these effects, the results are encouraging and are consis­
tent with results from a recent study which found that several welfare-to-work programs increased av­
erage earnings across a range of subgroups.21 The results for MFIP’s effects on earnings, however, are 
less consistent but may be related to the fact that the financial incentives caused some workers in the 
more employable subgroups to reduce their work hours or to take lower-wage jobs. This can be seen 
most clearly for the subgroup who worked in the prior year. MFIP increased employment by 4.3 per­
centage points but decreased average earnings by $66, indicating that some workers in this subgroup 
reduced their hours or took lower-paying jobs. 

The bottom panels in Tables 4.8 and 4.9 present subgroup impacts by housing status. An ear­
lier, unpublished paper reported that MFIP’s impacts after 18 months were substantially larger for long-
term recipients who lived in public or subsidized housing at random assignment.22 The present results 
show that the differences continued through the three years. MFIP’s impact on quarterly employment 
rates in year 3 was 17.9 percentage points for the subgroup in public hous­

20The subgroup impacts presented here are “unconditional.” In other words, the impacts estimated for those 
without a high school diploma, for example, do not account for the fact that many of those without a diploma also had 
limited work experience, coupled with the fact that the program might have had different effects on those with limited 
work experience. 

21Michalopoulos and Schwartz, 2000. 
22Miller, 1998. 
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Table 4.8


MFIP's Subgroup Impacts on Average Quarterly Employment Rates in Year Three for

Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

Outcome (%) 
Percentage 
of Sample 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Program 

Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Alone 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Incentive Messages 

Education level 

No high school degree 33.6 45.2 34.9 35.7 9.5 *** -0.9 10.4 *** 
At least high school degree 66.4 61.8 54.5 49.6 12.2 *** 4.8 * 7.4 *** 

Prior employment 

Did not work in year prior 
to random assignment 58.0 51.9 40.6 35.4 16.5 *** 5.1 * 11.3 *** 

Worked in year prior 
to random assignment 42.0 62.1 58.8 57.8 4.3 1.0 3.4 

Prior welfare receipt 

5 years or more 55.9 54.4 48.0 42.9 11.5 *** 5.1 * 6.4 ** 
Less than 5 years 44.1 58.4 49.2 47.7 10.8 *** 1.6 9.2 *** 

Housing status 

Public/subsidized housing 
at random assignment 40.4 61.2 53.1 43.3 17.9 *** 9.8 *** 8.2 ** 

Private or other housing 
at random assignment 59.6 53.2 45.4 45.3 7.9 *** 0.1 7.7 *** 

Sample size (total = 2,615) 846 835 934 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 
10 percent.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



Table 4.9


MFIP's Subgroup Impacts on Average Quarterly Earnings in Year Three for

Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

Outcome ($) 
Percentage 
of Sample 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Program 

Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Alone 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Incentive Messages 

Education level 

No high school degree 33.6 969 695 783 186 -88 274 ** 
At least high school degree 66.4 1,683 1,503 1,576 107 -73 180 

Prior employment 

Did not work in year prior 
to random assignment 58.0 1,332 1,076 1,064 267 ** 12 255 ** 

Worked in year prior 
to random assignment 42.0 1,589 1,458 1,655 -66 -197 131 

Prior welfare receipt 

5 years or more 55.9 1,312 1,214 1,208 104 5 98 
Less than 5 years 44.1 1,593 1,331 1,428 165 -97 262 * 

Housing status 

Public/subsidized housing 
at random assignment at random assignment 40.4 1,657 1,415 1,324 333 ** 90 243 

Private or other housing 
at random assignment at random assignment 59.6 1,305 1,134 1,281 23 -147 170 

Sample size (total = 2,615) 846 835 934 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 
10 percent.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



ing, compared with 7.9 percentage points for those in private housing. In addition, this difference in em­
ployment impacts derives entirely from larger impacts of the financial incentives alone (9.8 percentage 
points for the public housing subgroup versus 0.1 percentage points for the other subgroup). The earlier 
paper raised several possible explanations for this difference. Public and subsidized housing, for exam­
ple, might provide the residential stability that people need in order to find and keep a job. In addition, 
the availability of subsidized housing may reduce a recipient’s risk of taking a job, because her rent 
payments will be adjusted if she subsequently loses the job. Another possible explanation lies in the rent 
rules of public/subsidized housing. The amount of rent that a resident is required to pay is tied directly to 
her level of income; as her earnings increase, so does her rent, which creates a strong disincentive to 
work.23 Thus, the public housing subgroups may have consisted of relatively more recipients who were 
“on the margin” of working, since many presumably would have worked in the absence of the rent sub­
sidy disincentive. Employment policies are likely to have their largest employment effects on those who 
are on the margin of entering or leaving work.24 

V. Effects on Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Rural Counties 

This section presents MFIP’s impacts on employment, earnings, and welfare receipt for single-
parent long-term recipients in rural counties. Because rural families continued to be randomly assigned 
for several months after urban families, the amount of follow-up for these families is 10 quarters, or two 
years and three months. Also, impacts are shown only for the full program, because no families in the 
rural counties were assigned to the Incentives Only group. 

Table 4.10 presents the impacts on rural recipients’ employment, earnings, and welfare receipt. 
MFIP’s effect on average quarterly employment in year 1 (11.8 percentage points) is similar to that 
found in the urban counties. However, the impacts diminished considerably by years 2 and 3.25 This 
finding is consistent with results from the interim report, in which the large employment impacts in the 
rural counties began to fade by quarter 6. The bottom panel of the table shows that MFIP substantially 
increased welfare receipt in the rural counties, by 12.4 percentage points in year 2. 

Table 4.11 presents MFIP’s impacts on rural recipients’ income and measured poverty. (Recall 
that income includes earnings plus welfare benefits only.) Incomes were lower, on average, in the rural 
counties than in the urban counties. MFIP increased average quarterly income fairly substantially, by 
$421 in quarter 10. This increase came entirely from the higher welfare benefits paid to working fami­
lies. As a result of higher benefits, the MFIP group had higher incomes and lower rates of measured 
poverty. 

23The rent subsidy itself creates a disincentive to work — through an “income effect” — because it allows a re­
cipient to not work and yet maintain the same standard of living as she would have if she were not receiving a rent 
subsidy. 

24Note that because the rent subsidy is based on earnings plus welfare benefits, MFIP’s financial incentives rela­
tive to AFDC were somewhat smaller for long-term recipients in public housing. This difference suggests that the 
employment impacts of the financial incentives alone should have been smaller for the public housing group. 

25The employment impact in year 2 is significantly different from the impact for the urban sample (analysis not 
shown). 
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Table 4.10


MFIP's Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare for Single-Parent

Long-Term Recipients in Rural Counties


Impact Percentage 
Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) Change 

Employment and earnings 

Average quarterly employment rate (%) 
Year 1 43.8 32.0 11.8 *** 36.8 
Year 2 50.3 44.5 5.8 * 13.0 
Year 3 (quarter 10) 53.6 46.9 6.7 14.2 

Number of quarters employed during 
the 9-quarter follow-up period (%) 

None 20.1 29.5 -9.4 *** -31.9 
1-4 31.6 31.5 0.1 0.4 
5-9 48.3 39.1 9.3 ** 23.7 

Average quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 665 536 128 23.9 
Year 2 1,002 1,019 -17 -1.7 
Year 3 (quarter 10) 1,218 1,160 58 5.0 

Welfare receipt 

Average quarterly receipt rate (%) 
Year 1 92.8 87.6 5.2 ** 6.0 
Year 2 81.9 69.5 12.4 *** 17.9 
Year 3 (quarter 10) 74.1 59.2 14.9 *** 25.1 

Average quarterly benefits ($) 
Year 1 1,915 1,646 269 *** 16.3 
Year 2 1,583 1,192 391 *** 32.8 
Year 3 (quarter 10) 1,345 983 362 *** 36.9 

Sample size (total = 593) 295 298 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and 
public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the 
small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family 
General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table 4.11


MFIP's Impacts on Income and Poverty for Single-Parent

Long-Term Recipients in Rural Counties


Outcome MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) 
Percentage 

Change 

Average quarterly income 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarter 10) 

2,579 
2,584 
2,563 

2,182 
2,211 
2,143 

397 *** 
373 *** 
421 *** 

18.2 
16.9 
19.6 

Income and poverty in 
second year of follow-up 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Measured povertya (%) 
2,584 

73 
2,211 

84 
373 *** 
-11 *** 

16.9 
-12.9 

Income and poverty in second 
year of follow-up with estimated 
taxes and EIC benefitsb 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Measured povertya (%) 
2,786 

66.0 
2,377 

78.6 
409 *** 

-12.6 *** 
17.2 

-16.0 

Income sources 

In last quarter of follow-up (%) 
Earnings, welfare 
Earnings, no welfare 
No earnings, welfare 
No earnings, no welfare 

28.4 
20.9 
37.7 
11.6 

19.9 
31.7 
33.8 
13.3 

8.5 ** 
-10.8 *** 

3.9 
-1.7 

42.8 
-34.0 
11.7 

-12.7 

Earnings are more than half 
of total income (%) 37.6 38.0 -0.4 -0.9 

Sample size (total = 593) 295 298 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and 
public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the 
small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family 
General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below the 

official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. 
Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not 
include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official 
poverty rate. 

bThese estimates are calculated assuming that all eligible individuals received both the federal and the state 
Earned Income Credit. Estimated payroll taxes and federal and state income taxes are also subtracted. 
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For the rural sample in general, the survey data show impacts on other aspects of family well­
being that are similar to the impacts for the urban sample. Because of the small size of the rural sample, 
however, most impacts are not statistically significant. For example, respondents in the MFIP group re­
ported lower rates of material hardship and higher rates of Medicaid and MinnCare coverage than their 
AFDC counterparts, and they were somewhat more likely to report being married at the time of the 
survey; yet none of these impacts is statistically significant. 

What might account for MFIP’s smaller effects in rural counties? One factor may be that more 
of the rural AFDC group, compared with their urban counterparts, would have worked anyway. In year 
2, for example, average quarterly employment rates were 44.5 for the rural AFDC group and 39.3 for 
the urban AFDC group. This is probably only part of the explanation, however, because the MFIP 
group’s employment rates were also lower in the rural counties than in the urban counties. Rural and 
urban long-term recipients differed in a number of ways. For example, 90 percent of the rural families 
are white, compared with less than half of the urban families. Marital status was also different between 
rural and urban recipients; 45 percent of the rural single parents had never been married, compared with 
70 percent of the urban single parents. To explore whether these differences help to explain MFIP’s 
different effects, impacts were estimated by race/ethnicity and by marital status in the urban and rural 
counties. No significant differences were found by race/ethnicity; that is, MFIP’s impacts were similar 
for white and black recipients. This suggests that race/ethnicity does not account for the rural-urban dif­
ference. As shown in Table 4.12, however, some differences were found by marital history. The results 
for urban counties show that MFIP’s impacts on employment and earnings faded considerably by year 
3 for the ever-married group; in fact, the earnings impact became negative in year 3, although it is not 
statistically significant. The results for rural counties show a similar pattern. The earnings and employ­
ment impacts for the never-married group were large and consistent throughout the two-year period, 
while the impacts for the ever-married group became negative by year 2. 

One possible explanation for this difference is that the single parents who had previously been 
married were more likely to reunite with their ex-partners for some part of the follow-up period. Al­
though the survey does not provide information on living arrangements and marital status throughout the 
follow-up period, recipients who had once been married were more likely than never-married recipients 
to report being married at the 36-month point, although not more likely to report living with a partner. In 
addition, rural recipients in general were more likely than urban recipients to have been married or to be 
cohabiting at the time of the 36-month survey. MFIP might have had less effect on single parents who 
were married or cohabiting, because they may have had less need to work. Also, married couples were 
eligible to receive MFIP’s benefits, and they could choose which spouse would fulfill the participation 
requirements. Chapter 6 shows that the program’s effects on two-parent families differed from its ef­
fects on single-parent recipients, and the pattern of impacts shown here for the ever-married groups is 
similar to the pattern found for women in two-parent families. 

Thus, MFIP had smaller impacts in rural than in urban counties, and this may be accounted for 
in part by the somewhat higher employment rates for the AFDC groups in rural counties. It may also 
reflect that the rural sample includes more previously married recipients, on whom MFIP had different 
effects. This is only a partial explanation, however, because the im­
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Table 4.12


MFIP's Impacts on Employment and Earnings for Single-Parent

Long-Term Recipients, by Marital History


Outcome MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) 
Percentage 

Change 

Rural counties 

Never married 

Quarterly employment rate (%) 
Year 1 
Year 2 

51.0 
61.5 

33.4 
43.7 

17.6 *** 
17.8 *** 

52.8 
40.7 

Quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 

701 
1,140 

540 
869 

161 
271 

29.7 
31.2 

Ever married 
Quarterly employment rate (%) 

Year 1 
Year 2 

37.1 
40.8 

30.3 
45.0 

6.8 * 
-4.2 

22.3 
-9.3 

Quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 

596 
862 

535 
1,137 

61 
-275 * 

11.3 
-24.2 

Sample size (total = 587) 293 294 

Urban counties 

Never married 
Quarterly employment rate (%) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 

44.6 
53.4 
57.9 

32.7 
39.3 
44.6 

11.8 *** 
14.2 *** 
13.2 *** 

36.1 
36.1 
29.6 

Quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 

658 
1,116 
1,469 

537 
870 

1,252 

121 ** 
246 *** 
217 ** 

22.5 
28.3 
17.3 

Ever married 
Quarterly employment rate (%) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 

49.2 
52.8 
53.0 

33.2 
39.7 
46.0 

15.9 *** 
13.1 *** 

7.0 * 

47.9 
32.9 
15.2 

Quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 

782 
1,169 
1,412 

528 
1,004 
1,436 

254 *** 
165 
-24 

48.1 
16.4 
-1.7 

Sample size (total = 1,771) 845 926 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the 
small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated 
as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 In rural counties, 44.6 percent of the total sample have never been married and 55.4 percent have been married. 
In urban counties, 68.3 percent of the total sample have never been married and 31.7 percent have been married.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

-117­



pacts for both marital subgroups were larger in the urban counties. Another possibility is that the differ­
ent effects relate to the fact that more rural than urban recipients were married or cohabiting by the end 
of year 3. In addition, of course, the rural and urban recipients probably differed in other ways not cap­
tured by these data. Finally, the local economy might have played a role. Although the unemployment 
rates in the rural counties were relatively low during the period, they were nearly three times the rates in 
the urban counties (in 1997, unemployment rates averaged 6.3 percent in the rural counties and 2.3 
percent in the urban counties). 

VI. A Closer Look at the Urban MFIP Group: Finding and Keeping Jobs 

MFIP substantially increased employment among single-parent long-term recipients in urban 
counties. Despite the enhanced financial incentives and mandatory services, however, 15 percent of re­
cipients in the MFIP group did not work during the three-year period, and many of those who did work 
did not stay employed long. This section takes a closer look at the MFIP group in urban counties, in an 
effort to highlight the types of recipients who may need extra help finding and keeping jobs. 

Table 4.13 presents selected characteristics of long-term recipients in the MFIP group in urban 
counties, by the number of quarters they worked during the follow-up period, according to UI data and 
data collected by the Baseline Information Form (BIF) and Private Opinion Survey (POS) that recipi­
ents completed when they entered the evaluation. The top panel of the table presents several potential 
barriers to employment, many of which were identified in other research.26 A comparison across col­
umns indicates that most of these barriers were associated with employment during the follow-up pe­
riod. Among MFIP recipients who did not work, for example, 49.6 percent did not have a high school 
diploma, compared with only 23.2 percent of those who worked seven quarters or more. Education 
level, work history, and emotional/health problems in particular seem to have been strongly correlated 
with employment. In contrast, child care problems do not appear to have been an important barrier to 
employment for the MFIP group, perhaps because the program successfully addressed their child care 
needs. In fact, it is possible that MFIP’s services may have alleviated the extent to which many of these 
factors hindered employment. The focus here, however, is on the barriers that recipients continued to 
face in the presence of MFIP. 

Figure 4.7 presents the association between each of the potential barriers to employment and 
the likelihood that an urban MFIP recipient worked during the follow-up period. For each barrier, the 
figure depicts (1) the gross effect, or the effect not accounting for the possible correlation of the barrier 
with other factors that might also influence employment; and (2) the net effect, which does account for 
this possible correlation. For example, although recipients with no high school diploma may have been 
less likely to find jobs than their more educated counterparts, their unemployment may not have resulted 
from low education per se but from the fact that they also tended to have less work experience. In this 
case, the net effect of education on employment would be small. Net effects are estimated in a regres­
sion framework; that is, employment is regressed on all the variables listed in Table 4.13. 

26See, for example, Danziger et al., 1999. 
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Table 4.13 

Selected Characteristics of Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in the MFIP Group 
in Urban Counties, by Employment During the Follow-Up Period 

Did Not Worked Less Worked More 
Characteristic (%) Work Than 7 Quarters Than 7 Quarters 

Potential employment barriers 

No high school diplomaa 49.6 40.4 23.2 
No earnings in year prior to random assignmentb 89.3 57.9 54.8 
Low sense of efficacyc 55.4 42.2 37.8 
Reported emotional/health problemsd 52.6 33.5 21.6 
Problems arranging for child caree 57.9 55.9 51.4 
Problems with transportationf 61.3 48.7 39.3 

Other characteristics 

Age 
25 to 34 46.6 45.5 43.4 
35 or older 33.6 24.5 26.8 

Race/ethnicity 
Black, non-Hispanic 43.4 45.1 37.7 
White, non-Hispanic 35.7 37.0 53.7 

Never married 60.3 68.4 67.5 
Youngest child under age 6 64.1 63.5 63.8 
Three or more children 37.4 35.2 28.1 
Received welfare for 5 years or more 

prior to random assignment 61.7 59.4 53.1 

Sample size (total = 846) 131 330 385 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Background Information Form (BIF), Private Opinion Survey 
(POS), and Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records. 

NOTES: The sample includes MFIP group members who were randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 
1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps when randomly 
assigned.

 Barriers defined using the Private Opinion Survey are based on a slightly smaller sample size, since some 
sample members did not fill out this survey at random assignment. 

aDefined using the Background Information Form. 
bDefined using Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records. 
cDefined using the Private Opinion Survey and based on individuals’ responses about whether they agreed or 

disagreed that (1) they could do little to change important things, (2) they had little control over things happening, 
(3) they sometimes felt pushed around in life, and (4) they were angry, because they had no fair chance to succeed. 

dDefined using the Private Opinion Survey as the percentage of respondents who agreed or agreed a lot that 
they could not work part time or full time because of health or emotional problems. 

eDefined using the Private Opinion Survey as the percentage of respondents who agreed or agreed a lot that 
they could not work part time because they cannot arrange for child care. 

f Defined using the Private Opinion Survey as the percentage of respondents who agreed or agreed a lot that 
they could not work part time because they had no way to get to work. 
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Figure 4.7 

The Effects of Employment Barriers on the Likelihood of Working During Follow-Up 
for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties 
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SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Background Information Form (BIF), Private Opinion 
Survey (POS), and Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records. 

Figure 4.8 

The Effects of Employment Barriers on the Likelihood of Working Seven or More 
Quarters During Follow-Up, Among Those Who Worked at Least One Quarter, 

for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties 
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SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Background Information Form (BIF), Private Opinion 
Survey (POS), and Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records. 
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The gross effects presented in Figure 4.7 are similar to the data in Table 4.13, showing that all 
the reported barriers except child care problems reduced the likelihood of employment among the urban 
MFIP group. Their limited work experience, in particular, was a barrier; those with no work in the year 
prior to random assignment were 15 percent less likely to have worked during follow-up. The gross 
effects help to provide profiles of the types of long-term recipients who are likely to have problems find­
ing jobs. This information can be used to target services. The net effects, in contrast, provide clues 
about why these targeted recipients have trouble finding jobs. As the figure shows, after other factors 
are accounted for, prior work experience and reported emotional/health problems remained strong pre­
dictors of subsequent employment for this group (their effects are statistically significant). The effects of 
low education and low sense of efficacy, in contrast, are no longer statistically significant. In other 
words, individuals without a high school diploma were less likely to work but not, apparently, because 
of education per se. In contrast, limited work experience appears to have affected employment out­
comes directly, given that its effect holds up after accounting for other factors. Finally, a separate analy­
sis (not shown) indicated that the number of barriers these individuals faced affected their employment 
prospects. For example, recipients who had several barriers (such as low education, limited work ex­
perience, and emotional/health problems) worked much less during the period than those with fewer 
barriers. 

The results for the urban MFIP group suggest that caseworkers might identify recipients who 
are likely to have trouble finding jobs, by using such characteristics as education, work experience, and 
reported emotional/health problems.27 When designing services, however, they might want to look more 
closely at the avenues through which limited work experience and emotional/health problems affect em­
ployment. In this analysis, the net effects of work experience and of emotional/health problems are only 
suggestive, because the analysis does not control for all possible factors that might be correlated with 
these barriers and also affect employment. 

Figure 4.8 presents the gross and net effects of each of the employment barriers on the likeli­
hood that urban MFIP group members worked for at least seven quarters, among those who worked 
for at least one quarter — or the likelihood of staying employed. Although prior work experience did 
affect the likelihood of getting a job (Figure 4.7), this figure shows that it did not affect the likelihood of 
staying employed. In contrast, a recipient’s education level and reported emotional/health problems 
were both strongly associated with staying employed (in terms of both gross and net effects). Other re­
search has found that individuals with low education levels have difficulty staying in jobs.28 They may be 
less able to adapt to changes in the work environment, for example, or to deal with workplace conflicts. 
In this era of time-limited welfare, designing services that increase job retention is clearly a priority. 
These results suggest that low education and reported emotional/health problems may be important fac­
tors to address. 

27Danziger et al. (1999) used data for a sample of welfare recipients in Michigan and found that the following bar­
riers affected employment: low education, few work skills, limited access to transportation, drug dependence, depres­
sion, and experiences of perceived workplace discrimination. 

28Holzer and LaLonde, 1998. 
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VII. Highlights from Volume 2, Effects on Children 

A central concern surrounding welfare reform is how children will fare if their parents are sub­
ject to policies such as work mandates, time limits, and enhanced financial incentives. Effects on Chil­
dren, Volume 2 of the final report on MFIP, provides one of the first looks at this issue by examining 
how children fared in the program.29 The study followed a subset of the full evaluation sample: single 
mothers with children age 2 to 9 at random assignment. Selected results for long-term recipients in ur­
ban counties are highlighted below. 

•	 Compared with mothers in AFDC, mothers in MFIP reported that their chil­
dren exhibited fewer behavioral problems and did better in school. In the ur­
ban counties, single mothers in MFIP reported that their children exhibited fewer 
problem behaviors — such as being cruel, disobedient, or moody — and per­
formed better and were more engaged in school. For example, on a question asking 
mothers to rate their children’s performance in school, 7.2 percent of mothers in 
MFIP reported their children’s performance as below average, compared with 12.3 
percent of AFDC mothers. 

•	 Mothers in MFIP were more likely than AFDC mothers to use formal child 
care, particularly child care centers, and their children were more likely to 
have had continuous health insurance coverage. Urban long-term recipients in 
MFIP were more likely than their counterparts in AFDC to use child care during the 
three-year period, especially formal care. Most of the single mothers who used for­
mal child care because of MFIP used it consistently. Children in MFIP were also 
more likely than children in AFDC to have been covered continuously by health in­
surance, primarily Medicaid or MinnCare. 

•	 Single mothers in MFIP were more likely to marry and were less likely to 
experience domestic abuse. At the three-year mark, 11.3 percent of MFIP 
mothers were married, compared with 6.2 percent of AFDC mothers, for a statisti­
cally significant increase of 5 percentage points. In addition, MFIP reduced the inci­
dence of domestic abuse among urban long-term recipients; 59.6 of AFDC mothers 
reported experiencing domestic abuse during the three-year follow-up period, com­
pared with 49.1 percent of MFIP mothers, for a 10.5 percentage point reduction. 

Although the findings above and the most extensive data on children and families are for the 
sample of mothers with children age 2 to 9 at random assignment, the 36-month survey also obtained 
information on selected outcomes for children in the full sample of long-term recipients. The findings for 
the full sample are similar to, but less consistent than, the findings mentioned above. For example, moth­
ers in MFIP were less likely than mothers in AFDC to report that their children were performing poorly 
in school; however, for the other two schooling outcomes (grade repetition and behavioral problems in 
school), there were no differences between the two groups in the full sample. Finally, information on 

29See Gennetian and Miller, 2000. 
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child and family well-being was also available for single-parent long-term recipients in rural counties; in 
general, few statistically significant effects were observed for this group. Again, however, the sample of 
rural recipients is very small, and so the observed impacts are less reliable. 

VIII. Summary and Conclusions 

Between 1994 and 1996, a group of single parents who had been on AFDC for at least two 
years entered MFIP. As a result of the program’s enhanced financial incentives and mandatory services, 
more of these long-term recipients worked than would have otherwise, they earned more on average, 
and they had higher incomes. (Figure 4.9 summarizes MFIP’s effects on single-parent long-term recipi­
ents. The arrows indicate the direction of the impacts.) Through these direct outcomes, MFIP also im­
proved their perceptions of financial well-being and increased the continuity of their health insurance 
coverage. 

Figure 4.9 

Summary of MFIP’s Effects on Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients 

Employment › 

Earnings › 

Welfare receipt › 

Welfare as only income source fl 

Income › 

Poverty fl 

Child support receipt fl 

Financial strain fl 

Continuous health insurance coverage › 

NOTES: Most long-term recipients in MFIP who took jobs worked full time, in moderate-quality jobs, and they stayed 
employed for a year or more. 

The impacts were smaller in rural counties. 

Results show that a program that combines incentives and mandates can have important effects 
on families who have been on welfare for a long time. However, when thinking about the effects of such 
a program in other contexts, it is important to remember that these results reflect specific conditions that 
existed in Minnesota during the evaluation. First, the local economy was very strong: Unemployment 
rates were below the national average, as low as 3 percent in some urban counties, and caseworkers 
often reported to field researchers that recipients who wanted a job and were able to work would have 
no trouble finding one. Although there has not been much research exploring the relationship between 
the local economy and a program’s impacts, it is easy to imagine that a program like MFIP might have 
very different effects in a less favorable economic environment. 

Second, the long-term recipients in this evaluation may be unique, and such a group might not 
exist in the future. Prior to MFIP, Minnesota’s AFDC program did not require participation in employ­
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ment services as a condition of welfare receipt. Thus, many individuals in this group of long-term recipi­
ents had been on welfare for long periods of time with few work requirements. It is likely that future 
long-term recipients who are being exposed to the current environment will be less employable, or face 
more barriers to employment, than the sample evaluation. It is encouraging that MFIP increased em­
ployment for a range of subgroups, including recipients with less education and long periods of welfare 
receipt, but it should be kept in mind that a similar program may have somewhat different effects on a 
caseload that faces many barriers to employment. 
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Chapter 5 

MFIP’s Effects on Single-Parent Recent Applicants 

I. Introduction 

The results presented so far show that the Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) 
affected a wide range of outcomes for single-parent long-term recipients. This chapter presents MFIP’s 
effects on the other key subgroup — recent applicants. The recent applicant subgroup includes 
individuals who were applying for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) when they were 
randomly assigned to MFIP and those who had been receiving benefits at program entry but were not 
yet required to participate in employment services because they had been on welfare for fewer than 24 
of the previous 36 months. 

The chapter examines MFIP’s effects in both urban counties (Section III) and rural counties 
(Section IV) on recent applicants’ employment, earnings, and welfare receipt as well as other measures 
of family well-being in the nearly three years after these single parents entered the program. Because 
many recent applicants left welfare early and were never required to participate in MFIP’s mandatory 
services, the results in this chapter are not a good indication of the combined effects of financial 
incentives plus mandates on those who eventually were required to participate. Those results are better 
examined in Chapter 4. 

II. Summary of the Findings 

Results shown in the interim report1 indicate that MFIP modestly increased employment rates 
for a group of new applicants but did not increase their average earnings.2 Earnings did not increase 
because many applicants worked part time and because some who would have worked full time 
reduced their weekly work hours. MFIP increased their incomes by increasing welfare receipt. The 
program impacts were measured relative to AFDC, a term used to denote the range of programs MFIP 
replaced — AFDC, Food Stamps, Family General Assistance, and the STRIDE program. 

This chapter updates the interim report’s results by presenting MFIP’s impacts for nearly three 
years. Did the program’s effects on single-parent recent applicants change over time as more of them 
approached the time trigger to participate in mandatory employment services? Did the program 
eventually increase employment, and did it continue to affect recent applicants’ decisions about part-
time versus full-time work? 

•	 Across all counties, MFIP modestly increased employment among single-
parent recent applicants but did not increase average earnings. Earnings 
were not higher on average because more recent applicants worked part 
time and more worked at low wages. The increase in part-time work 

1Miller et al., 1997. 
2In this report, both short-term recipients and new applicants are included in the group called “recent 

applicants.” 
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occurred only during the early part of the follow-up period, before many 
recent applicants became subject to MFIP’s participation mandates. 

Table 5.1 shows that MFIP had very different effects for recent applicants than for long-term 
recipients. Across all counties, for example, MFIP increased employment rates in each quarter by 3.3 
percentage points but had no statistically significant effects on average earnings. The smaller effects for 
this group of single parents appear to reflect that more of the recent applicants would have worked or 
left welfare in the absence of the program. A comparison of Tables 4.1 and 5.1 shows that welfare 
receipt was much lower for recent applicants than for long-term recipients, meaning that fewer recent 
applicants would have been subject to the MFIP treatment. Any program faces a difficult hurdle when a 
relatively higher proportion of the group would leave welfare or return to work even without the 
program. 

Part of the difference in effects between recent applicants and long-term recipients might also 
reflect the fact that most recent applicants, because they had not stayed on welfare for 24 months, were 
subject only to MFIP’s enhanced financial incentives during most of the follow-up period. Because 
many recent applicants would have worked or left welfare anyway, it is hard to say whether the effects 
would have been larger if these single parents had been required to participate immediately in the 
employment services when they entered the program. 

•	 Among single-parent recent applicants, MFIP increased the number of 
families receiving welfare, because it allowed more working families to 
receive benefits, but it modestly reduced the number of families relying 
solely on welfare. The increase in benefits resulted in higher incomes and a 
reduction in measured poverty. 

MFIP’s enhanced financial incentives allowed more single-parent working families to remain 
eligible for benefits than would have been the case under AFDC. Among recent applicants in all 
counties, for example, 62.6 percent of MFIP families received welfare in each quarter, compared with 
53.4 percent of AFDC families. MFIP also reduced the number of families who relied solely on welfare; 
in each quarter, 32.1 percent of recent applicants in the AFDC group relied solely on welfare, 
compared with 30.1 percent in the MFIP group. Because of the increase in benefits, MFIP families’ 
average income in each quarter from benefits and earnings was $198 higher. For single-parent recent 
applicants, then, although MFIP’s incentives did not buy large increases in employment or large 
reductions in dependence, they did buy increases in income and a reduction in poverty — two key goals 
of the program. 

III. Effects on Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties 

This section presents MFIP’s impacts on employment, earnings, and welfare receipt for single-
parent recent applicants in urban counties during the two years and nine months after they entered the 
program. Impacts on other aspects of family well-being were estimated using data from the 36-month 
survey. Administrative records data on benefit receipt suggest that at least 20 percent of recent 
applicants would have been required to participate in MFIP’s mandatory 
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Table 5.1


Summary of MFIP's Impacts on Employment, Welfare, Income, and 

Marriage for Single-Parent Recent Applicants
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Urban Counties Rural Counties All Countiesa 

Outcome MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) 

Quarterly averages 
during the first 10 quarters 

Employed (%) 
Earnings ($) 
Receiving welfare (%) 
Welfare benefits ($) 
Welfare was only source of income (%) 
Income from welfare and earnings ($) 
Income from welfare and earnings 

with estimated EIC benefits ($)b 

54.7 
1,459 

62.1 
1,060 

30.2 
2,520 

2,602 

51.4 
1,495 

54.0 
844 
32.7 

2,339 

2,391 

3.3 *** 
-36 
8.1 *** 
217 *** 
-2.5 ** 
181 *** 

210 *** 

58.0 
1,465 

67.2 
1,126 

30.8 
2,591 

2,730 

54.2 
1,492 
52.2 
774 

30.4 
2,265 

2,361 

3.8 * 
-27 

15.1 *** 
352 *** 
0.4 
325 *** 

369 *** 

55.3 
1,470 

62.6 
1,060 

30.1 
2,530 

2,620 

52.1 
1,509 

53.4 
823 
32.1 

2,332 

2,390 

3.3 *** 
-39 
9.2 *** 

237 *** 
-2.0 ** 
198 *** 

230 *** 

In the month prior to 
the 3-year follow-upc 

Married and living with spouse (%) 16.8 15.1 1.7 22.6 28.5 -6.0 17.0 17.2 -0.2 

Sample size (total = 5,029) 1,916 2,133 497 483 2,413 2,616 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only 
for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are 

the sum of benefits from any of these sources. 
aA higher fraction of the caseload in the rural counties than the urban counties was randomly assigned into the evaluation, meaning that the rural counties are over­

represented in the full evaluation sample. To account for this when estimating impacts for urban and rural counties combined the rural counties were weighted down by a 
factor of .66. 

bThese estimates are calculated assuming that all eligible individuals received both the federal and the state Earned Income Credit. Estimated payroll taxes and 
federal and state income taxes are also subtracted. 

cThese estimates are calculated using data from the 36-month client survey. The sample sizes are 1,006 in urban counties, 272 in rural counties, and 1,278 in all 
counties. 



employment activities (that is, they would have accumulated 24 months of receipt) by the end of year 2, 
and 50 percent would have been required to participate by the end of year 3.3 

The results in Table 5.1 show that MFIP modestly increased single-parent recent applicants’ 
employment rates during the follow-up period but did not increase their average earnings. Data for the 
AFDC group indicate that many recent applicants would have worked in the absence of MFIP, making 
it more difficult for the program to achieve large employment gains. MFIP’s financial incentives 
increased welfare receipt, because they allowed recent applicants to continue receiving some benefits 
while they worked, and the increase in benefits increased average incomes. As was also found for long-
term recipients, MFIP increased the number of recent applicants covered by Medicaid or MinnCare 
and increased the continuity of their health insurance coverage. 

A. Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt 

Figures 5.1 and 5.2 present MFIP’s impacts on quarterly employment and earnings for single-
parent recent applicants. Data for the AFDC group illustrate one of the key differences between recent 
applicants and long-term recipients; 54 percent of the recent applicant AFDC group worked in the 
quarter of random assignment, compared with only 28 percent of long-term recipients (see Figure 4.1). 
Employment rates for recent applicants stayed fairly constant throughout the follow-up period, at 
between 50 and 60 percent. Despite the constancy of employment rates, however, average earnings 
more than doubled over the period, from $881 to $2,095 for the AFDC group, indicating substantial 
earnings growth among those employed. MFIP modestly increased employment rates throughout the 
follow-up period. In the last quarter, for example, 58 percent of the MFIP group worked, compared 
with 55 percent of the AFDC group, for a statistically significant difference of 3 percentage points. 
MFIP did not increase average earnings, as shown in Figure 5.2. 

MFIP’s impacts on welfare receipt are shown in Figures 5.3 through 5.5. As was the case for 
employment rates, single-parent recent applicants differed from long-term recipients in that they left 
welfare much more rapidly. By quarter 12, only 34 percent of the AFDC group were still receiving 
welfare. MFIP increased welfare receipt over the entire follow-up period by about 7 to 9 percentage 
points. Average payment amounts were also higher in each quarter (see Figure 5.4). The increase in 
welfare receipt is consistent with MFIP’s enhanced financial incentives, which allowed families who 
worked to keep a greater fraction of their benefits. Despite higher rates of welfare receipt, however, 
MFIP families were less likely to rely solely on welfare throughout the follow-up period (see Figure 
5.5). The impacts in quarters 8 through 12 are statistically significant. 

3These numbers may be underestimated, because the administrative records for welfare receipt cover only 12, 
rather than 24, months prior to random assignment. However, they may also be overestimated, because they do not 
account for the fact that some of the individuals who accumulated 24 months of receipt were working at least 30 
hours per week and, thus, would have been exempt from the participation requirements. 
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MFIP

AFDC

Figure 5.1


Quarterly Employment Rates for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties
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SOURCE: See Table E.2 for data corresponding to figure. 

Figure 5.2


Quarterly Earnings for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties
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SOURCE: See Table E.2 for data corresponding to figure. 
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Figure 5.3


Quarterly Welfare Receipt for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties
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SOURCE: See Table E.2 for data corresponding to figure. 

Figure 5.4


Quarterly Benefits for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties
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SOURCE: See Table E.2 for data corresponding to figure. 
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Figure 5.5 

Percentage of Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties Who Relied on 
Welfare Benefits as Their Only Income Source 
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SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) records and public 
assistance benefit records. 
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Although MFIP’s increase in welfare receipt would appear to be due to the fact that a greater 
proportion of recent applicants in the MFIP group qualified for benefits in the quarter of random 
assignment, additional analyses suggest that the MFIP group stayed on welfare longer.4 When the 
impacts were adjusted for welfare receipt differences in quarter 1, members of the MFIP group were 
still more likely than members of the AFDC group to receive welfare in the remaining quarter of follow-
up. 

Table 5.2 presents impacts on summary measures of employment, earnings, and welfare receipt 
for single-parent recent applicants in urban countries. (Quarterly data are presented in Appendix E.) As 
also shown in Figure 5.1, MFIP increased average quarterly employment rates by 3 to 4 percentage 
points in each year. In year 3, for example, an average of 55.3 percent of the AFDC group worked 
each quarter, compared with 58.1 percent of the MFIP group. The sixth and eighth columns show that 
the financial incentives alone increased employment in year 1 and that adding the mandatory services to 
the incentives increased employment in years 2 and 3. This pattern of effects is consistent with the 
results for long-term recipients in urban counties, for whom the incentives alone produced a slight 
majority of the increase in employment rates in year 1 (see Table 4.2). Results for both groups of single 
parents indicate that those who got jobs because of the enhanced incentives did so fairly quickly.  Note 
that the impacts of the financial incentives alone should be interpreted with some caution, given that there 
were some modest baseline differences found between the Incentives Only group and the other two 
research groups (see Appendix D). 

Despite the small, positive impact on employment rates, MFIP did not increase average 
earnings. In year 3, for example, the MFIP group earned on average $2,032, compared with $2,017 
for the AFDC group. The fact that employment rates increased but earnings did not suggests that the 
incentives caused some single parents to cut back their average hours worked. Alternatively, as was 
found for long-term recipients in the Incentives Only group, financial incentives may have encouraged 
recent applicants to take lower-paying jobs. The results discussed later suggest that the lower earnings 
reflect both these changes — lower hours and lower wages. 

Again as for long-term recipients in urban counties, the data show that earnings did increase 
over time for recent applicants who worked in both year 1 and year 3. Among those in the MFIP group 
who worked in both periods, for example, 23.5 percent earned more than $2,000 in each quarter of 
year 1, compared with 37.4 percent during year 3. In terms of impacts, MFIP increased the percentage 
of recent applicants who worked during years 1 and 3 and who earned $500 to $2,000 per quarter. 
There were no differences between the groups, however, by year 3. 

Impacts on welfare receipt are shown in the last panel of Table 5.2. By year 3, only 36.6 
percent of the AFDC group were still receiving welfare in each quarter. MFIP increased welfare receipt 
for single-parent recent applicants throughout the follow-up period, reaching 6.4 percentage points on 
average in year 3. A comparison of the other impact columns shows that 

4Although the application process in the field trials was designed to accept similar numbers of experimental and 
control group members, a slightly higher percentage of the MFIP group than of the AFDC group received benefits in 
quarter 1. An examination of several individual cases did not point to any one reason for the different acceptance 
rates. 
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Table 5.2


MFIP's Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare for Single-Parent 

Recent Applicants in Urban Counties
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Outcome 

Average Outcome Levels 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

MFIP vs. AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP Percentage 

Program Change 

MFIP Incentives Only 
vs. AFDC 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives Percentage 
Alone Change 

MFIP vs. 
MFIP Incentives Only 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced Percentage 
Incentive Messages Change 

Employment and earnings 

Average quarterly 
employment rate (%) 

Year 1 51.8 51.5 48.8 3.0 ** 6.1 2.7 * 5.5 0.3 0.6 
Year 2 56.8 53.4 53.1 3.7 *** 6.9 0.2 0.4 3.5 ** 6.5 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 58.1 55.3 55.3 2.8 ** 5.1 0.0 0.0 2.8 * 5.1 

Number of quarters employed during 
the 11quarter follow-up period (%) 

None 14.8 16.1 18.1 -3.3 *** -18.3 -2.0 -10.9 -1.4 -8.4 
1-4 21.2 24.9 23.6 -2.3 * -9.9 1.3 5.6 -3.7 ** -14.7 
5-8 27.2 24.6 22.9 4.3 *** 18.6 1.7 7.4 2.6 10.5 
9-11 36.8 34.4 35.4 1.4 3.9 -1.0 -2.9 2.4 7.1 

Average quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 

1,146 
1,655 
2,032 

1,150 
1,552 
1,881 

1,216 
1,666 
2,017 

-70 
-11 
15 

-5.8 
-0.7 
0.7 

-66 
-114 
-136 

-5.4 
-6.9 
-6.7 

-4 
103 
151 * 

-0.4 
6.7 
8.0 

Earnings growth 

Employed in year 1 and year 3 (%) 56.7 55.2 52.5 4.1 *** 7.9 2.7 5.1 1.5 2.6 

Average quarterly earnings in year 1 
Less than $500 (%) 
$500-$2,000 (%) 
More than $2,000 (%) 

9.4 
23.8 
23.5 

7.8 
25.2 
22.2 

8.0 
19.0 
25.5 

1.4 
4.7 *** 

-2.0 

17.7 
24.9 
-7.9 

-0.2 
6.2 *** 

-3.3 ** 

-2.9 
32.7 

-13.0 

1.6 
-1.5 
1.3 

21.2 
-5.8 
5.8 

Average quarterly earnings in year 3 
Less than $500 (%) 
$500-$2,000 (%) 
More than $2,000 (%) 

5.1 
14.1 
37.4 

5.8 
13.9 
35.6 

4.3 
12.4 
35.9 

0.9 
1.7 
1.5 

20.7 
14.1 

4.2 

1.5 * 
1.5 

-0.4 

36.1 
12.1 
-1.0 

-0.7 
0.2 
1.9 

-11.3 
1.8 
5.2 

(continued) 



Table 5.2 (continued) 
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

Outcome MFIP 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Only AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Program 
Percentage 

Change 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 
Alone 

Percentage 
Change 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced Percentage 
Incentive Messages Change 

Welfare receipt 

Average quarterly receipt rate (%) 
Year 1 74.2 74.2 65.8 8.4 *** 12.8 8.4 *** 12.8 0.0 0.0 
Year 2 54.1 55.9 45.9 8.2 *** 18.0 10.0 *** 21.7 -1.7 -3.1 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 43.1 47.0 36.6 6.4 *** 17.5 10.3 *** 28.1 -3.9 ** -8.3 

Average quarterly benefits ($) 
Year 1 1,289 1,317 1,024 265 *** 25.9 293 *** 28.6 -28 -2.1 
Year 2 907 995 722 185 *** 25.6 273 *** 37.9 -88 ** -8.9 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 709 835 561 147 *** 26.2 274 *** 48.8 -126 *** -15.1 

Sample size (total = 5,029) 1,916 980 2,133 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying 
only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare 
benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



this increase came from the financial incentives. In fact, adding the mandatory services to the incentives 
began to decrease welfare receipt in year 3, during which, on average, the MFIP group received $126 
less in benefits than the Incentives Only group. 

The impacts of adding the mandatory services to the financial incentives show that the mandates 
were beginning to take effect for a small fraction of the sample by year 3. Adding the mandates to the 
incentives also began affecting employment behavior in year 3, and adding the mandates increased 
earnings by $151. As mentioned earlier, it is estimated that at least 20 percent of the sample had 
accumulated 24 months of welfare receipt by the end of year 2 and that 50 percent had done so by the 
end of year 3. Thus, by the end of year 3, about half the recent applicants in urban counties were 
subject to MFIP’s requirement that they work 30 hours per week or participate in the employment and 
training activities. The effects of the mandates for those who are required to participate are diluted, 
however, because these individuals make up only about half the sample. In addition, it is unlikely that the 
mandated employment activities would have increased employment immediately. Recall that the effects 
of adding the mandates to the incentives for long-term recipients began to appear only by the end of 
year 1. 

Table 5.3 presents data on respondents’ last-held or currently held jobs at the time of the 36­
month survey. The top rows present the percentages of urban recent applicants in the survey sample 
who worked during the period, according to both UI records and the survey. According to UI records, 
87.4 percent of the MFIP group worked during the 11-quarter follow-up period, whereas 90.0 percent 
of the MFIP group reported on the survey that they had worked at some point since random 
assignment. Although the survey data show a slightly larger effect on employment than do the UI data 
— a 5.1 percentage point increase versus a 2.2 percentage point increase — these two impacts are not 
significantly different from a statistical standpoint. 

MFIP increased the percentage of urban recent applicants who worked full time (from 62.2 
percent to 70.3 percent), and most of this increase was in jobs where they worked 35 to 44 hours per 
week. The latter finding differs from results from the 12-month survey (shown in the interim report), in 
which more of the MFIP group reported working 20 to 34 hours per week. One reason for the 
increase in hours over time may be that MFIP’s employment services became mandatory for part of the 
sample by the end of follow-up, when work hours were measured. Another reason may be that fewer 
recent applicants were still receiving welfare by the 36-month point and thus were not subject to MFIP 
and its incentives, which may have encouraged part-time work. For both of these reasons, the incentives 
— responsible for the increase in part-time work — were a relatively weaker influence by the time of 
the 36-month survey. 

The bottom two panels of Table 5.3 show that MFIP did not affect the types of jobs that these 
single parents obtained, in terms of benefits provided. However, it did increase the percentage of urban 
recent applicants who worked at very low-wage jobs (less than $5 per hour) and at moderate-wage 
jobs ($7 to $9 per hour). Most of the increase in employment was in moderate-wage jobs; 22.9 
percent of the AFDC group earned $7 to $9 per hour, compared with 28.5 percent of the MFIP 
group. Because MFIP produced very few impacts on employment timing and stability for single-parent 
recent applicants in urban counties, these results are not shown. 
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Table 5.3


MFIP's Impacts on Wages, Hours Worked, and Benefits in Current or Most Recent Job for

Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties
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Outcome 

Average Outcome Levels 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

MFIP vs. AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Program 

MFIP Incentives Only 
vs. AFDC 

Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Alone 

MFIP vs. 
MFIP Incentives Only 
Impacts of Adding 

Mandatory Services 
and Reinforced 

Incentive Messages 

From administrative records 

Worked during the 11-quarter 
follow-up period (%) 87.4 83.2 85.2 2.2 -2.0 4.1 

From 36-month survey 

Worked since random assignment (%) 90.0 87.2 84.9 5.1 ** 2.3 2.9 

Hours worked per week in 
current or most recent job 

Did not work (%) 10.0 12.8 15.1 -5.1 ** -2.3 -2.9 

Worked part time (%) 
1-19 hours 
20-29 hours 

19.3 
5.4 

13.4 

22.7 
10.8 
11.9 

22.3 
9.2 

12.6 

-3.0 
-3.8 ** 
0.8 

0.3 
1.7 

-0.7 

-3.4 
-5.4 ** 
1.5 

Worked full time (%) 
30-34 hours 
35-44 hours 
45 or more hours 

70.3 
10.2 
47.2 
13.0 

62.9 
6.8 

42.2 
13.9 

62.2 
8.5 

38.4 
15.2 

8.1 *** 
1.6 
8.8 *** 

-2.2 

0.7 
-1.8 
3.8 

-1.3 

7.4 * 
3.4 
5.0 

-0.9 
Average hours worked per 
week among those employed 35.6 34.5 34.9 0.7 -0.4 1.1 

Hourly wage in current 
or most recent job 

Did not work (%) 
Less than $5 
$5 to $6.99 
$7 to $8.99 
$9 or above 

10.0 
5.1 

18.0 
28.5 
34.0 

12.8 
4.4 

21.4 
23.0 
33.2 

15.1 
2.9 

21.2 
22.9 
35.2 

-5.1 ** 
2.2 * 

-3.2 
5.6 ** 

-1.1 

-2.3 
1.5 
0.2 
0.0 

-2.0 

-2.9 
0.8 

-3.4 
5.6 
0.9 

Average hourly wage 
among those employed ($) 8.9 8.9 9.3 -0.4 -0.4 0.0 

(continued) 
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Outcome (%) 

Average Outcome Levels 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

MFIP vs. AFDC 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Program 

MFIP Incentives Only 
vs. AFDC 
Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Alone 

MFIP vs. 
MFIP Incentives Only 
Impacts of Adding 

Mandatory Services 
and Reinforced 

Incentive Messages 

Employer-provided benefits in 
current or most recent job 

Did not work 10.0 12.8 15.1 -5.1 ** -2.3 -2.9 

Paid sick days 
No paid sick days 

35.7 
53.4 

28.1 
58.6 

33.4 
50.8 

2.3 
2.6 

-5.3 
7.8 * 

7.6 * 
-5.2 

Paid vacation 
No paid vacation 

48.2 
41.5 

42.3 
44.5 

44.8 
39.6 

3.4 
2.0 

-2.4 
4.9 

5.9 
-3.0 

Health benefits 
No health benefits 

47.5 
42.6 

39.6 
47.2 

45.9 
38.1 

1.6 
4.6 

-6.3 
9.1 ** 

7.8 * 
-4.5 

Sample size (total = 1,223) 514 217 492 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were 
receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 
percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences.
 Outcomes shown in italics are nonexperimental. 



B. Income and Measured Poverty 

Although MFIP did not increase earnings for recent applicants during the follow-up period, it 
did increase welfare receipt, which resulted in increased income for both MFIP groups. Table 5.4 
presents impacts on income and poverty for single-parent recent applicants in urban counties. In the last 
year of follow-up, average income from earnings and welfare was $2,578 for the AFDC group and 
$2,740 for the MFIP group, for a statistically significant increase of $162. This increase is due entirely 
to higher welfare payments offered through MFIP’s incentives. The increase in income also led to a 
reduction in measured poverty. In year 3, for example, 66.0 percent of the AFDC group had earnings 
plus welfare income below the poverty line, compared with 59.2 percent of the MFIP group, for a 6.9 
percentage point reduction. Because MFIP had only modest effects on employment and earnings, 
incorporating taxes and Earned Income Credit (EIC) benefits into the measures of income and poverty 
does not change the basic story much. The increase in quarterly income during year 3 is $187 including 
EIC benefits and $162 not including these benefits. 

The bottom panel of Table 5.4 shows that MFIP increased the percentage of urban recent 
applicants who had income from earnings and welfare by 9.8 percentage points; in the last quarter, 23.3 
percent of the MFIP group combined welfare and work, compared with 13.5 percent of the AFDC 
group. The other impacts on income sources indicate that most of this increase in combining welfare and 
work (or 6.6 of the 9.8 percentage points) came from a reduction in the number of individuals who 
would have worked and not received welfare; thus, most of the increase in welfare receipt was among 
recent applicants who would have worked anyway. This finding is consistent with results from Table 
5.2, showing that MFIP increased welfare receipt but had small effects on employment. The issue of 
“windfall effects,” whereby some individuals receive more benefits without changing their behavior, 
always arises with programs that have generous financial incentives. However, explicit goals of MFIP 
were to increase income and reduce poverty, and the top panels of the table show that MFIP would not 
have achieved these goals without giving more benefits to families who worked, families whose average 
incomes were already quite low. 

Despite the fact that more MFIP families received welfare, somewhat fewer relied solely on 
welfare by the last quarter of follow-up (17.6 percent of MFIP families versus 20.3 percent of AFDC 
families). In addition, recent applicants in MFIP were no less likely than those in AFDC to have 
earnings constitute their major source of income (48.1 percent for the MFIP group, compared with 
49.5 percent for the AFDC group). Using these measures, MFIP did not increase dependence on 
welfare. 

Table 5.5 presents survey data on income and income sources for single-parent recent 
applicants in urban counties. As mentioned in Chapter 4, survey data are probably less reliable than 
administrative records data for measuring program impacts on income sources, because respondents in 
both groups may have various motives in reporting earnings or welfare benefits. Nonetheless, survey 
data do provide information about respondents’ sources of income. For example, recent applicants 
were much more likely than long-term recipients to report having earnings from other adults in the 
household — leading to larger discrepancies between reported income from earnings and welfare and 
reported total family income. For the MFIP group, for 
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Table 5.4


MFIP's Impacts on Income and Poverty for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties
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MFIP Incentives Only MFIP vs. 
Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC vs. AFDC MFIP Incentives Only 

Impacts of Impacts of Adding 
MFIP Impacts of Financial Mandatory Services 

Incentives Full MFIP Percentage Incentives Percentage and Reinforced Percentage 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Change Alone Change Incentive Messages Change 

Average quarterly income 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 2,434 2,467 2,239 195 *** 8.7 227 *** 10.1 -32 -1.3 
Year 2 2,562 2,547 2,388 174 *** 7.3 159 ** 6.7 15 0.6 
Year 3 (quarters 1-3) 2,740 2,716 2,578 162 ** 6.3 138 5.3 24 0.9 

Income and poverty 
in last three quarters 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 2,740 2,716 2,578 162 ** 6.3 138 5.3 24 0.9 

Measured povertya (%) 59.2 62.0 66.0 -6.9 *** -10.4 -4.0 ** -6.1 -2.8 -4.6 

Income and poverty in last 
three quarters with estimated 
taxes and EIC benefitsb 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 2,744 2,734 2,556 187 *** 7.3 177 ** 6.9 10 0.4 

Measured povertya (%) 53.7 56.2 59.7 -6.1 *** -10.2 -3.6 * -6.0 -2.5 -4.4 

Income sources 

In last quarter of follow-up (%) 
Earnings, welfare 23.3 21.2 13.5 9.8 *** 72.7 7.7 *** 56.9 2.1 10.1 
Earnings, no welfare 35.1 33.9 41.8 -6.6 *** -15.9 -7.8 *** -18.7 1.2 3.5 
No earnings, welfare 17.6 22.8 20.3 -2.7 ** -13.5 2.6 * 12.6 -5.3 *** -23.1 
No earnings, no welfare 24.0 22.0 24.4 -0.4 -1.8 -2.4 -9.9 2.0 8.9 

Earnings are more than 
half of total income (%) 48.1 44.5 49.5 -1.5 -3.0 -5.0 *** -10.2 3.6 * 8.0 

Sample Size (total=5,029) 1,916 980 2,133 
(continued) 



Table 5.4 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only 
for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits 

are the sum of benefits from any of these sources. 
Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below the official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold 

is determined by the number of children in the family. Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not 
include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official poverty rate. 

bThese estimates are calculated assuming that all eligible individuals received both the federal and the state Earned Income Credit. Estimated payroll taxes and 
federal and state income taxes are also subtracted. 
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Table 5.5


MFIP's Impacts on Income and Income Sources for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Full sample 

From administrative records 

Average monthly earnings plus 
welfare in last quarter of follow-up ($) 917 908 868 49 * 40 9 

Survey sample 

From administrative records 

Average monthly earnings plus 
welfare in last quarter of follow-up ($) 1,025 945 943 83 * 2 80 
From 36-month survey 

Income in previous month 
from earnings and welfare ($) 1,113 985 1,026 87 * -41 128 ** 

Income in previous month 
from all sources ($) 1,913 1,924 1,838 75 86 -11 

Percentage with income source 
Own earnings 71.0 64.4 66.9 4.1 -2.5 6.6 * 
Earnings of other members 36.5 39.3 39.2 -2.8 0.0 -2.8 
Child support 17.1 24.8 25.4 -8.2 *** -0.6 -7.7 ** 
Public assistance 41.9 49.4 35.5 6.4 ** 13.9 *** -7.5 * 
Any other income 16.1 14.5 15.3 0.8 -0.8 1.6 

Amount of income source ($) 
Own earnings 907 725 846 61 -121 * 182 *** 
Earnings of other members 647 700 639 8 61 -52 
Child support 51 73 79 -28 *** -6 -22 
Public assistance 199 256 179 20 77 *** -57 ** 
Any other income 93 147 90 3 56 * -54 * 

Sample size (total = 1,223) 514 217 492 
(continued) 



Table 5.5 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, public assistance benefit records, and the 
36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The full sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were 
receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment. The survey sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to 
October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment. The size of the survey 
sample is 1,233.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; 
* = 10 percent.

 Welfare benefits are defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average 
welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable. For this reason, the averages for individual components of income may not sum to the 
average of total income.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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example, average reported income from earnings and welfare in the month prior to the survey was 
$1,113, and average reported income from all sources was $1,913. 

In terms of program impacts, MFIP also reduced the receipt of child support among recent 
applicants, as it did among long-term recipients; 17.1 percent of the MFIP group reported child support 
income, compared with 25.4 percent of the AFDC group. However, the Incentives Only group did not 
show a similar decrease. This finding is not consistent with the hypothesis raised in Chapter 4 to explain 
the impacts on child support — that higher welfare receipt and higher income discourage single mothers 
from pursuing child support payments — because the Incentives Only group, which did not experience 
a reduction in child support receipt, had higher income than the AFDC group and was also more likely 
to receive welfare. The primary difference in impacts between the recent applicant Incentives Only 
group and the groups who had a decrease in child support (MFIP recent applicants and both MFIP 
groups among long-term recipients) is that the former experienced virtually no impact on employment 
rates over the period. Thus, an increase in mothers’ employment may either reduce their likelihood of 
pursuing payments or reduce the nonresident fathers’ desire to make payments. 

C. Other Measures of Well-Being 

Table 5.6 presents impacts on other measures of family well-being for single-parent recent 
applicants in urban counties. Compared with long-term recipients in the survey sample, recent applicants 
had somewhat higher incomes in general but reported similar levels of financial strain and material 
hardship. MFIP affected both of these outcomes. The index of material hardship is 1.35 for the MFIP 
group, compared with 1.51 for the AFDC group. MFIP also increased the percentage of families 
covered by Medicaid or MinnCare and increased the percentage who had continuous health insurance 
coverage throughout the three-year period; 50.0 percent of the AFDC group reported that they had 
continuous coverage, compared with 62.9 percent of the MFIP group. Both these effects on health 
insurance coverage probably resulted from higher welfare receipt. 

The third panel of Table 5.6 shows that MFIP’s incentives alone reduced residential mobility 
among urban recent applicants; 39.0 percent of the Incentives Only group had not moved since random 
assignment, compared with 27.9 percent of the AFDC group. Adding the mandatory services to the 
financial incentives, however, increased mobility, so that the full program had no effects. It is somewhat 
odd that MFIP affected mobility only for urban recent applicants.  Finally, MFIP did not affect marriage 
or cohabitation among recent applicants, who in general were more likely than long-term recipients to 
have been married or cohabiting at the time of the survey. There were no differences, however, between 
the MFIP and AFDC groups. 

D. Effects for Subgroups in Urban Counties 

This section presents MFIP’s impacts on selected outcomes for two subgroups of the urban 
recent applicant sample: new applicants to welfare and short-term recipients. Findings for new 
applicants show the effects of the program for an entering cohort of recipients, some of whom would 
leave welfare quickly and some of whom would stay on it longer. Short-term recipients, on the other 
hand, had been on welfare for some months before entering the program and were more likely to reach 
the two-year participation mandate during the follow-up period. 
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Table 5.6


MFIP's Impacts on Family Outcomes for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Material hardship 

Perceptions of financial strain 2.69 2.75 2.78 -0.09 * -0.04 -0.05 
Index of material hardship 1.35 1.26 1.51 -0.16 * -0.25 * 0.09 

Health insurance coverage 
Respondent continuously covered by 
health insurance during past 36 months (%) 62.9 67.9 50.0 12.9 *** 17.9 *** -5.0 

Respondent currently covered 
by health insurance (%) 78.3 79.0 73.9 4.4 5.0 -0.6 

Respondent on Medicaid or MinnCare (%) 50.7 54.9 40.5 10.2 *** 14.4 *** -4.2 

Residence and residential moves 

Number of times moved 
since random assignment (%) 

None 27.7 39.0 27.9 -0.1 11.1 *** -11.3 *** 
Once 25.8 26.1 28.4 -2.6 -2.3 -0.3 
2 or more times 46.5 34.6 43.5 2.9 -8.9 ** 11.9 *** 

Marital status and cohabitation 

Currently married (%) 16.8 12.9 15.1 1.7 -2.2 3.9 
Currently married or living with partner (%) 33.8 27.1 29.6 4.1 -2.6 6.7 * 

Sample size (total=1,223) 514 217 492 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



Thus, findings for short-term recipients — rather than for all recent applicants — may provide a better 
picture of effects of MFIP on single parents after they become subject to its participation mandates. 

Table 5.7 presents the subgroup results.5 As discussed in the interim report and shown in the 
table, short-term recipients on average were somewhat less likely to work and leave welfare than new 
applicants; 50.5 percent of short-term recipients in the AFDC group worked during each quarter of 
year 3, compared with 56.3 percent of new applicants in the AFDC group. In general, MFIP had fewer 
effects on employment for new applicants, most likely because relatively more of them had left welfare 
by year 3. This can also be seen by the relatively small effects on new applicants of adding the 
mandatory services to the financial incentives (shown in the right-hand column). In contrast, for short-
term recipients, adding the participation mandate to the incentives increased earnings (by $349) and 
reduced welfare benefits (by $212). 

Thus, although adding the mandatory services to the incentives began to increase employment 
and earnings by year 3 for short-term recipients, the net effect of the full program was small, because 
the financial incentives alone had the opposite effect; that is, they reduced earnings by $299. Although 
this impact on earnings of $299 is not significantly different from the impact on earnings of -$61 for new 
applicants, it is much larger. It is also much larger than the corresponding impact for long-term recipients 
(see Chapter 4). This result suggests that if the goal is to increase employment, financial incentives alone 
might best be targeted to recipients who are least likely to work. In terms of the effects of the full 
program (incentives plus mandates), impacts are still fairly small for short-term recipients in urban 
counties. However, as noted earlier, these impacts are diluted, because not all short-term recipients 
became subject to MFIP’s participation mandates. 

IV. Effects on Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Rural Counties 

This section presents MFIP’s impacts on employment, earnings, and welfare receipt for single-
parent recent applicants in rural counties. Because rural applicants continued to be randomly assigned 
for several months after urban applicants, impacts for rural single-parent families are presented for 10 
quarters, or two years and three months, after random assignment. Also, impacts are shown only for the 
MFIP group, because no families in the rural counties were assigned to the Incentives Only group. 

Table 5.8 presents the results. MFIP produced no significant effects on employment until the 
last quarter of follow-up, or quarter 10, although the magnitude of the impacts in years 1 and 2 is similar 
to that found in the urban counties (shown in Table 5.2). The end of year 2 is when a noticeable 
proportion of the sample would have been required to participate in employment services. Data on 
monthly benefit receipt indicate that at least 30 percent of the rural recent applicants would have 
accumulated 24 months of welfare receipt by the end of year 2 and that about 55 percent would have 
done so by the end of year 3 — somewhat higher percentages than 

5The impacts reported for these outcomes for the full sample of recent applicants (shown in Table 5.2) are not 
strict averages of the impacts shown in Table 5.7, given the process of regression adjustment. The unadjusted 
impacts for the full sample are weighted averages of the unadjusted impacts for these two subgroups. 
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Table 5.7 

MFIP's Impacts on Average Quarterly Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt in Year Three
 for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties, by Subgroup 
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentive Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 

Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Short-term recipients 

Employment rate (%) 56.7 50.3 50.5 6.3 * -0.1 6.4 ** 
Earnings ($) 1,697 1,348 1,648 50 -299 ** 349 ** 
Welfare receipt (%) 57.6 64.3 48.9 8.7 ** 15.4 *** -6.7 ** 
Welfare benefits ($) 1,000 1,212 849 150 ** 363 *** -212 *** 

New applicants 

Employment rate (%) 58.6 57.4 56.3 2.3 1.1 1.2 
Earnings ($) 2,116 2,052 2,112 4 -61 65 
Welfare receipt (%) 39.7 41.0 33.4 6.3 *** 7.6 *** -1.3 
Welfare benefits ($) 635 709 488 147 *** 221 *** -74 * 

Sample size (total = 5,029) 514 217 492 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment. 21.5 percent of the total sample are short-term recipients and 78.5 percent of the total sample are 
new applicants.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * 
= 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average 
welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



Table 5.8


MFIP's Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare for

Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Rural Counties


Outcome MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) 
Percentage 

Change 

Employment and earnings 

Average quarterly 
employment rate (%) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarter 1) 

56.0 
58.5 
63.7 

52.7 
54.9 
57.0 

3.4 
3.5 
6.7 ** 

6.4 
6.4 

11.7 

Number of quarters employed during 
the 9-quarter follow-up period (%) 

None 
1-4 
5-9 

14.6 
27.8 
57.6 

17.3 
29.0 
53.8 

-2.7 
-1.2 
3.9 

-15.6 
-4.0 
7.2 

Average quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarter 1) 

1,224 
1,583 
1,953 

1,281 
1,640 
1,746 

-56 
-57 
208 

-4.4 
-3.5 
11.9 

Welfare receipt 

Average quarterly 
receipt rate (%) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarter 1) 

77.2 
60.9 
52.5 

64.8 
43.5 
36.6 

12.5 *** 
17.4 *** 
15.9 *** 

19.3 
40.1 
43.5 

Average quarterly benefits ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarter 1) 

1,330 
1,000 

811 

961 
648 
526 

369 *** 
352 *** 
285 *** 

38.4 
54.4 
54.1 

Sample size (total = 980) 497 483 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records 
and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding 
the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family 
General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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in the urban counties. MFIP also increased welfare receipt. In quarter 10, for example, 36.6 percent of 
the AFDC group received welfare, compared with 52.5 percent of the MFIP group. 

Table 5.9 presents data on recent applicants’ income and poverty in the rural counties. MFIP 
substantially increased incomes, largely because of increased welfare receipt. In quarter 10, for 
example, MFIP families had an average income of $2,765 from earnings plus welfare benefits, for a 
$493 increase over AFDC families. Not surprisingly, measured poverty was also lower among the 
MFIP group. Impacts based on the survey data are not presented for rural recent applicants, because 
the samples are very small. 

Thus, MFIP’s effects on recent applicants were generally similar in the rural and the urban 
counties, with a couple of exceptions. First, the increase in welfare receipt was much larger in the rural 
counties, primarily because rural AFDC families left welfare more quickly than their urban counterparts. 
Second, the employment impact in the last quarter of follow-up in the rural counties was somewhat 
larger than the impact in year 3 in the urban counties. As noted, administrative records data show that a 
slightly higher percentage of the rural sample would have reached the participation mandate (that is, 
accumulated 24 months of welfare receipt) by the end of year 2, which probably explains the larger 
employment impact. However, the impacts may also reflect differences in the local economies or 
between the urban and rural samples. Rural recent applicants differ from their urban counterparts in 
ways similar to those found for long-term recipients; namely, 90 percent of the rural families are white, 
compared with about 60 percent of the urban families, and a higher proportion of rural single parents 
had been previously married. Among rural recent applicants, MFIP’s impacts were larger for the never-
married subgroup (not shown), as they were for rural long-term recipients. However, this does not help 
to explain the larger rural impacts, because the rural sample consists of fewer never-married individuals. 

V. Highlights from Volume 2, Effects on Children 

Volume 2 of the final report on the evaluation of MFIP’s effects focuses on children of both 
long-term recipients and recent applicants.6 It examines MFIP’s effects on children by following a 
subset of the full evaluation sample: single mothers with children age 2 to 9 at random assignment. 
Selected results for recent applicants in urban counties are highlighted below. 

•	 Urban recent applicants in MFIP and in AFDC generally reported that their 
children fared similarly. Single mothers in MFIP and in AFDC reported 
somewhat similar levels of behavioral problems and school performance for their 
young children. However, young children in MFIP were more likely to have been 
covered continuously by health insurance during the three-year period; 69.9 percent 
of urban recent applicants in the MFIP group reported that their children had 
uninterrupted coverage, compared with 62.7 percent in the AFDC group. Finally, in 
the urban counties, adolescent children 

6See Gennetian and Miller, 2000. 
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Table 5.9


MFIP's Impacts on Income and Poverty for Single-Parent 

Recent Applicants in Rural Counties


Outcome MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) 
Percentage 

Change 

Average quarterly income 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarter 1) 

2,554 
2,583 
2,765 

2,242 
2,287 
2,272 

313 *** 
296 *** 
493 *** 

13.9 
12.9 
21.7 

Income and poverty in 
second year of follow-up 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Measured povertya (%) 
2,583 

63.1 
2,287 

75.2 
296 *** 

-12.0 *** 
12.9 

-16.0 

Income and poverty in second 
year of follow-up with estimated 
taxes and EIC benefitsb 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Measured povertya (%) 
2,770 

57.5 
2,433 

65.4 
336 *** 
-7.9 *** 

13.8 
-12.1 

Income sources 

In last quarter of follow-up (%) 
Earnings, welfare 
Earnings, no welfare 
No earnings, welfare 
No earnings, no welfare 

24.0 
35.8 
18.2 
14.8 

14.9 
38.9 
16.5 
22.4 

9.1 *** 
-3.1 
1.7 

-7.6 *** 

60.8 
-8.1 
10.3 

-34.0 

Earnings are more than 
half of total income (%) 51.2 49.2 2.1 4.2 

Sample size (total = 980) 497 483 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records 
and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding 
the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family 
General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources. 

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below 

the official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. 
Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not 
include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official 
poverty rate. 

bThese estimates are calculated assuming that all eligible individuals received both the federal and the state 
Earned Income Credit. Estimated payroll taxes and federal and state income taxes are also subtracted. 
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in MFIP fared less well on some measures of schooling than their AFDC 
counterparts. 

•	 In the urban counties, single mothers in MFIP experienced few changes in 
their well-being. Throughout the three-year period, most recent applicants in the 
MFIP group faced only the enhanced financial incentives, because the participation 
mandates were targeted to long-term recipients. In general, MFIP had little effect 
on urban single mothers’ earnings and income and no effect on other aspects of their 
well-being, such as marriage, depression, or domestic abuse. 

As mentioned above, these results are for the sample of urban recent applicants with children 
age 2 to 9 at random assignment. Selected measures of child well-being are also available for the full 
sample of recent applicants, among whom single mothers in MFIP were more likely than those in 
AFDC to report that their children were performing poorly in school. Volume 2 discusses the possible 
reasons for the negative impacts on school performance. Finally, in rural counties, there were few 
statistically significant effects on the children and families of recent applicants; however, the sample is 
very small, and so the observed impacts are less reliable. 

VI. Summary and Conclusions 

MFIP was designed to be a different program for parents who had been on welfare for a long 
time versus those who had not. Perhaps not surprisingly, it had different effects on the two groups, 
producing much larger increases in employment and earnings for long-term recipients. Some part of the 
difference is probably also due to the fact that parents who have been on welfare for only a short time 
tend to be different from those who have been on relatively long-term. Many in the former group, for 
example, would have left welfare and gone to work fairly quickly in the absence of MFIP. 

Figure 5.6 summarizes MFIP’s effects for long-term recipients and recent applicants in urban 
counties. (The arrows indicate the direction of the impacts.) Results for the two groups provide several 
lessons. First, financial incentives plus mandatory services can move a significant number of single 
parents into the workforce and increase their earnings. On the other hand, although the incentives by 
themselves do cause some parents to go to work, they also cause some working parents to reduce their 
hours. This effect was observed for both long-term recipients and recent applicants. Thus, if the goal is 
to increase full-time employment, the incentives should be combined with a work or participation 
mandate. 

Would MFIP have increased employment and earnings more for recent applicants if they had 
faced the same treatment as long-term recipients, that is, if they had been subject to the mandates from 
the outset? (In the version of the program implemented statewide, MFIP-S, participation is mandatory 
after only one to six months of welfare receipt.) It is not clear whether such a program would have 
produced larger impacts for recent applicants, because many of them would have worked anyway. 
Nevertheless, placing the mandates sooner might have prevented some single parents from moving from 
full-time to part-time work. 
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Figure 5.6 

Summary of MFIP’s Effects on Single Parents in Urban Counties 

Long-Term Recent 
Recipients Applicants 

Employment › (large) › (small) 

Earnings › – 

Welfare receipt › › 

Welfare as only income source fl fl 

Income › › 

Poverty fl fl 

Child support receipt fl fl 

Financial strain fl fl 

Continuous health insurance coverage › › 

NOTES: The two groups differ in many ways; for example many recent applicants would have worked in 
the absence of MFIP. 

The MFIP program differed for the two groups; most recent applicants were not subject to 
partic ipation mandates during the three-year period. 

The impacts for both groups varied somewhat across urban and rural counties. 

Second, although the financial incentives by themselves had modest effects on employment, they 
are critical for increasing families’ incomes; MFIP would not have increased families’ incomes if, as was 
the case under AFDC, benefits had been decreased nearly dollar for dollar with earnings. For long-term 
recipients, the higher benefits came with an increase in employment. Many recent applicants, on the 
other hand, received higher benefits without changing their behavior, because they would have worked 
anyway. It is unavoidable when offering incentives of this type that some families will receive the extra 
benefits without changing their work behavior. Such a “windfall” is of less concern, however, if one goal 
of the program is to reduce poverty. In this sense, MFIP’s financial incentives are akin to a work 
supplement such as the Earned Income Credit (EIC), which is provided only to families who work. 
Although many families go to work to receive the EIC, many who receive it would have worked 
anyway. 

It is also important to note that the economy, nationally and especially in Minnesota, was very 
strong during the evaluation period, with unemployment rates as low as 3 percent in some counties. In a 
weaker economy, it may be more difficult for parents to find full-time jobs and meet the participation 
requirement. In addition, less-skilled workers would be the first to lose their jobs if the economy sours. 
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Chapter 6 

MFIP’s Effects on Two-Parent Families 

In addition to its goals of increasing the employment and self-sufficiency of single-parent fami­
lies, the Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) aimed to support two-parent families. MFIP 
tried to accomplish this by offering financial incentives to work, requiring participation in mandatory em­
ployment services for two-parent recipient families, and streamlining burdensome eligibility requirements 
and restrictions that generally apply to two-parent families seeking welfare benefits. With this additional 
dimension of MFIP’s streamlined eligibility requirements, income was the main criterion for two-parent 
families to become eligible for welfare benefits, as it was for single-parent families. Some of these policy 
changes that affected MFIP two-parent families are reflected in a number of current state policies na­
tionwide in response to the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 
(PRWORA) of 1996. Even though single-parent families represent a majority of the welfare caseload, 
two-parent families continue to make up a small proportion of it: In 1998, nearly 10 percent of Tempo­
rary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) cases in Minnesota were families with two or more adult 
recipients.1 

This chapter presents findings about MFIP’s effects on two-parent families over the 36-month 
follow-up period of the evaluation. By comparing outcomes for two-parent families in MFIP with out­
comes for two-parent families in Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), this chapter seeks 
to answer the basic question “Does MFIP’s package of streamlined eligibility rules, financial incentives, 
and targeted participation mandates lead to different outcomes than the AFDC system?” In contrast to 
single-parent families, two-parent families in Minnesota (at the time of random assignment) were eligible 
for four programs: AFDC, AFDC-UP (Unemployed Parent), AFDC-INCAP (Incapacitated), and 
Family General Assistance (FGA). Eligibility for all programs was based on the biological relationship of 
the parents to the child and on each parent’s physical ability to work.2 This is relevant to the evaluation 
because each program had different rules concerning mandatory participation in employment and train­
ing programs and thus represented a different treatment for the control group. The majority of two-
parent families in this study’s control group were on AFDC-UP.3 Thus, because most members of both 
the MFIP and the AFDC groups were required to participate in employment and training programs, the 

1U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, 1999. 
2If the two parents shared a biological or adopted child and were able to work, then they were eligible for AFDC­

UP. If the two parents shared a biological or adopted child but one parent was incapacitated (either temporarily or 
permanently), then they were eligible for the AFDC-INCAP program. If the two parents did not share a biological 
child, then one parent was eligible for AFDC, and the income of the stepparent was counted against the AFDC grant. 
Finally, if a two-parent family did not first qualify for any of the first three programs, then they might still be found 
eligible for Minnesota’s FGA program, depending on their income level. 

3Unfortunately, the actual proportion of two-parent families in the sample who were on AFDC-INCAP cannot be 
identified. However, in fiscal years 1995 and 1996 in Minnesota, 80 percent of the two-parent family caseload (two 
biological parents living with a child) were on AFDC-UP. In addition, many two-parent families on AFDC-INCAP 
transitioned to AFDC-UP, and only a small proportion of parents on AFDC were married to someone who would be 
considered their child’s stepparent. Finally, 9 percent, at most, of the two-parent family sample were on FGA during 
the first quarter of follow-up, and only 3 percent were on FGA by the last quarter of follow-up. 
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main difference between the groups for two-parent families had to do with changes in eligibility rules 
and financial incentives. Much of the discussion in this chapter highlights the effects of MFIP in compari­
son to AFDC-UP; keep in mind, however, that some of the distinctions are not relevant for small por­
tions of the control group who were in AFDC-INCAP or AFDC. 

Prior to the passage of PRWORA in 1996, two-parent families in the AFDC-UP program had 
to satisfy a number of additional conditions (besides being financially eligible) in order to continue to re­
ceive welfare benefits. The most notable of these was the “100-hour rule” limiting the number of hours 
per month that the primary wage-earner in an AFDC-UP family could work without risking loss of wel­
fare benefits.4 The work history requirement and the 100-hour rule severely limited two-parent families’ 
eligibility for assistance, making it advantageous for families with a full-time worker either to split up or 
to report that they had separated or divorced, in order to continue to receive welfare benefits. Related 
to this, some results in this chapter provide evidence about how changes in eligibility for welfare may 
affect two-parent families. MFIP’s effects on family composition are also of general policy interest, be­
cause the consequences of MFIP-type interventions — interventions that aim to increase income — on 
marital stability for two-parent families are not well understood; yet marital stability is often cited as a 
primary goal of policies aimed at two-parent families. 

Section I of this chapter begins by summarizing the findings about MFIP’s effects on two-parent 
recipient and applicant families. Section II then highlights hypotheses about how MFIP was expected to 
affect these families, and Section III describes the analysis groups and the strategies that best fit them. 
The bulk of the chapter, Section IV, presents MFIP’s impacts on two-parent recipient families’ partici­
pation, employment, earnings, welfare receipt, job and employment characteristics, and income during 
the follow-up period as well as a number of other family outcomes, such as marital status and health in­
surance coverage at the time of the 36-month survey. Section V then presents a more limited set of out­
comes for two-parent applicant families. The chapter concludes by reviewing MFIP’s effects and other 
antipoverty programs for two-parent families. 

I. Summary of the Findings 

Impact findings in this chapter are presented first for two-parent recipient families (those who 
had ever received welfare prior to random assignment) and then for two-parent applicant families; in 
both cases, impacts for urban and rural counties are combined.5 The findings on employment and in­
come at the 36-month follow-up point are quite similar to the interim report’s findings at the 18-month 
point for the early cohort in urban counties.6 These later findings support the interim conclusions that 
MFIP’s financial incentives and mandatory services had substantially different effects on two-parent 

4The 100-hour rule penalized large families especially, because without this rule, large families were able to remain 
on welfare at higher earnings levels than small families, in recognition of their need for greater income. 

5That is, impacts are presented for urban and rural recipient families combined and for urban and rural applicant 
families combined. All impacts are weighted using a scheme that gives each county its own weight. The results are 
similar to results obtained when all urban counties receive the same weight and all rural counties receive the same 
weight. 

6Miller et al., 1997 
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families than on single-parent families. In addition, the 36-month findings include information about other 
family outcomes, such as marital status. Table 6.1 presents a summary of selected impacts for two-
parent families. 

•	 Two-parent recipient families in MFIP were as likely as AFDC families to 
have at least one parent working but were less likely to have both parents 
working, leading to lower family earnings. 

Even though both women and men in the MFIP group’s two-parent recipient families were less 
likely than their counterparts in AFDC to be employed during the follow-up period, MFIP did not affect 
the likelihood that at least one parent worked. As shown in Table 6.1, although MFIP reduced the em­
ployment of women by 3.7 percentage points and also reduced the employment of men by 3.7 percent­
age points, it had no impact on the proportion of families who had at least one parent employed. Thus, 
the reductions in employment for women and for men did not occur in the same families. This is not sur­
prising, because MFIP provided relatively greater incentives to two-parent families to increase the full-
time employment of one parent (versus other combinations of family employment). The reduction in at 
least one parent’s employment and earnings meant that total family earnings were significantly less for 
two-parent recipient families in MFIP than in AFDC. 

•	 MFIP increased the proportion of two-parent recipient families receiving 
welfare benefits. 

Table 6.1 shows that, on average, MFIP increased welfare receipt by 10.4 percentage points 
for two-parent recipient families. Like single-parent families in MFIP, two-parent families were signifi­
cantly more likely than AFDC families to combine welfare and work. MFIP did not change the propor­
tion of two-parent recipient families who relied solely on welfare during the follow-up period; on aver­
age, 30.6 percent of MFIP families and 28.4 percent of AFDC families did so. Many two-parent re­
cipient families who were recorded as receiving welfare received Food Stamp benefits only. During the 
last quarter of follow-up, 19 percent of two-parent recipient families in the AFDC group who were re­
ceiving welfare benefits were receiving Food Stamp benefits only. 

•	 MFIP increased marital stability for the parents in recipient families. 

As shown in Table 6.1, the parents in recipient families in the MFIP groups were 19.1 percent­
age points, or 40 percent, more likely than the parents in AFDC families to be married at the 36-month 
follow-up point. Public divorce records confirmed that MFIP decreased divorce up to five years after 
random assignment among spouses in two-parent families who were married at the time of random as­
signment. 

•	 Two-parent recipient families in MFIP had significantly higher income than 
AFDC families. 

MFIP significantly increased average quarterly income measured from earnings and welfare 
benefits when accounting for divorces or separations that occurred during the follow-up period. Fur­
thermore, compared with two-parent recipient families in AFDC, MFIP families had 
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Table 6.1


Summary of MFIP's Impacts on Employment, Welfare, Income, and 

Marriage for Two-Parent Families
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Outcome MFIP 

Women 
Impacta 

AFDC (Difference) MFIP 

Men 

AFDC 
Impacta 

(Difference) MFIP 

Families 

AFDC 
Impacta 

(Difference) 

Recipients 

Quarterly averages during 
the first 10 quarters 

Employed (%) 
Earnings ($) 
Receiving welfare (%) 
Welfare benefits ($) 
Welfare was only source of income (%) 
Income from welfare and earnings 

accounting for separation/divorceb ($) 
Income from welfare and earnings 

accounting for separation/divorce with 
estimated taxes and EIC benefitsbc ($) 

Marital status 
Married and living with spouse 
in month prior to interviewd (%) 

35.0 
737 

38.7 
947 

-3.7 ** 
-210 *** 

44.8 
1,456 

48.5 
1,735 

-3.7 ** 
-279 *** 

60.2 
2,193 

76.4 
1,889 

30.6 

3,958 

3,894 

67.3 

62.5 
2,682 
66.0 

1,367 
28.4 

3,769 

3,683 

48.3 

-2.3 
-489 *** 
10.4 *** 
522 *** 
2.1 

189 * 

211 ** 

19.1 *** 

Sample size (total = 1,523) 761 762 

Applicants d 

Quarterly averages during 
the first 10 quarters 

Employed (%) 
Earnings ($) 
Receiving welfare (%) 
Welfare benefits ($) 
Income from welfare and earnings ($) 
Average quarterly income with 

estimated taxes and EIC benefitsc ($) 

50.6 
1,376 

51.2 
1,563 

-0.5 
-187 

63.2 
2,681 

65.2 
2,929 

-2.0 
-248 

78.6 
4,057 

42.9 
783 

4,840 

4,484 

78.4 
4,492 
33.7 
433 

4,924 

4,507 

0.1 
-435 * 

9.2 *** 
350 *** 
-85 

-22 

Sample size (total = 733) 348 385 
(continued) 



Table 6.1 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, public assistance benefit records, and the 36-month client 
survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only 
for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits 

are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.
 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history 

requirement. 
bThese calculations assume that separations and divorces occurred evenly over the 36-month follow-up period. 
cThese calculations assume that all eligible individuals received both the federal and the state Earned Income Credit. Estimated payroll taxes and federal and state 

income taxes are also subtracted. 
dMarital status was calculated using data from the 36-month client survey. Impacts on marriage were not estimated for applicants, given the small size of the survey 

sample. 
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higher levels of family income the month prior to the survey — largely due to the contribution of another 
earner in the family. 

•	 MFIP increased home ownership among two-parent recipient families. 

Two-parent recipient families in MFIP were more likely to live in a home that they owned, 
compared with AFDC families. One possible spillover effect of improving marital stability may have 
been to increase home ownership or to continue to allow two-parent recipient families to own homes; 
MFIP more than doubled the likelihood of parents’ being married and owning their home. Alternatively, 
MFIP’s benefits may have led to higher incomes and increased home ownership (which, in turn, may 
have increased marital stability). 

•	 MFIP had little effect on employment, earnings, or income for two-parent 
applicant families.7 

MFIP did not significantly affect the employment behavior, earnings, or level of income for 
women or men in two-parent applicant families. The lack of significant effects is not surprising, given the 
short welfare spells of two-parent applicant families. By the last quarter of follow-up, only 29 percent of 
MFIP applicant families were still receiving welfare, compared with 21 percent of AFDC families; and 
over one-third of applicant AFDC families receiving welfare were receiving Food Stamp benefits only. 

II. Expected Effects of MFIP 

MFIP aimed not only to enhance the self-sufficiency of two-parent families but also to help two-
parent families stay together. The expected effects of each component of the full MFIP program on em­
ployment, earnings, receipt of welfare, and marital stability are discussed below. 

A. Financial Incentives 

With MFIP’s financial incentives, particularly the enhanced earned income disregard, earners in 
two-parent families could keep a higher level of welfare benefits as their earnings increased than they 
could have kept under AFDC. However, because parents in a two-parent family likely make employ­
ment decisions jointly, predicting the effects of MFIP’s financial incentives on each parent’s employ­
ment decision was not straightforward. For example, if both parents would have worked in the absence 
of MFIP, one parent could decrease employment as a response to MFIP, or could specialize in care of 
the family and the home, but MFIP’s financial incentives might let the family maintain a level of total in­
come comparable to the income of a two-parent family on AFDC. Or, if one or both parents would not 
have worked in the absence of MFIP, MFIP might encourage one or both parents to enter employ­
ment. In this case, MFIP’s financial incentives might lead to higher total family earnings and higher total 
family income. In addition to potential effects on employment and hours worked, MFIP’s financial in­
centives might increase the likelihood that working parents would receive welfare, potentially lengthening 
a family’s spell on welfare. 

7The survey sample of applicants is too small to analyze other family outcomes, such as material hardship, health 
insurance coverage, home ownership, and marital stability. 
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Figure 6.1 illustrates how MFIP’s enhanced earned income disregard would make work pay 
for two-parent families by simulating levels of income under MFIP and AFDC, assuming a wage of $6 
per hour in five different employment scenarios. The reward for working if one parent in a two-parent 
family worked part time (the second set of bars) is similar to the reward for a single-parent family; the 
family would receive $236 more in welfare benefits — a 93 percent increase in the reward for working. 
The third set of bars shows earnings and benefits if one parent worked full time or if both parents 
worked part time; in general, these bars show the reward for working 40 hours per week. Though not 
explicitly shown in the figure, there was a particular incentive for one parent in a two-parent MFIP fam­
ily to drop out of the labor force, especially when compared with control group families in AFDC-UP. 
Under AFDC-UP, the primary earner could not work full time and remain eligible for welfare benefits; 
thus, at most, both parents could work part time. In contrast, under MFIP, one parent could work full 
time, that is, 40 hours per week, and would receive $148 more in welfare benefits per month. 

MFIP’s financial incentives might have mixed effects on marital stability. An increase in one par­
ent’s income might increase that parent’s ability to be independent, which, by reducing the gains to mar­
riage, might increase marital instability. On the other hand, an increase in one parent’s income might de­
crease financial strain within the family or allow one parent to specialize in taking care of the children and 
home, which might enhance marital stability. 

B. Mandatory Services 

In the MFIP evaluation, one wage-earner was required to participate in employment and train­
ing services only if the two-parent family was on welfare for at least 6 of the past 12 months and if at 
least one parent was not working 30 or more hours per week. Unless these exemptions were met or 
unless the family was willing to be sanctioned, the mandate was expected to increase the labor supply 
effort of at least one parent in two-parent families. Note that this parent might not be the “principal” 
wage-earner, because the family could choose either parent to participate in employment services. 

The effects of MFIP’s mandates will differ, depending on the program for the control group. As 
described in Chapter 1, under the AFDC-UP program in Minnesota during the period of the evaluation, 
the primary wage-earner in a two-parent family had to work or search for a job; if job search did not 
lead to employment within a specified time, the primary wage-earner had to work in exchange for wel­
fare benefits through the Community Work Experience Program (CWEP).8 As noted in the interim re­
port, the predominant view in two-parent families, according to staff, was that CWEP work was 
equivalent to working without pay, and so the primary wage-earner preferred to obtain employment. 
Because the economy was so strong during the time period of the MFIP evaluation, obtaining employ­
ment was also a viable option for many families. Thus, requirements to participate in an employment-
related activity applied to a substantial portion of the control group, that is, those who were in the 
AFDC-UP program. 

8Because CWEP was not implemented until late 1995, it did not affect some two-parent families in the control 
group for approximately one and a half years of the follow-up period — those families who were randomly assigned 
prior to 1995. 
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Figure 6.1 

How MFIP Makes Work Pay: Examples of Monthly Income for a Two-Parent 
Family with Two Children Under MFIP and AFDC 

$1,800 

$1,600 

$1,400 

$1,200 

$1,000 

$800 

$600 

$400 

$200 

$0 

480 480 

960 960 

1,396 1,396 

1,767 1,767 

179 179 

217 217 

109 109 

769 769 

769 769 364 

600 

130 
278 

AFDC MFIP AFDC MFIP AFDC MFIP AFDC MFIP AFDC MFIP 

1,023 

1,259 
1,307 

1,455 
1,505 1,505 

1,767 1,767 

Parents with One parent working One parent working full One parent working full Both parents 
time or both working part time and the other working full timeno earned income part time (20 hours) 

working part time (80 hours)time (40 hours) 
(60 hours) 

Total monthly benefits Total monthly net earnings EIC 

SOURCES: U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1994; 1994 MFIP eligibility manual. 

NOTES: Calculations are based on AFDC, Food Stamp, MFIP, income tax, and Earned Income Credit (EIC) rules 
for April through June 1994. Monthly net earnings are based on the sum of the parent's monthly earnings at a wage 
of $6 per hour, minus any applicable income taxes. Monthly benefits are based on the sum of the monthly MFIP or 
AFDC grant plus any Food Stamp benefits. AFDC grant calculations are based on AFDC rules for the fifth to 
twelfth month of employment.

 MFIP combines AFDC and Food Stamp benefits into one cash grant. A recipient with no other income 
receives the maximum grant, which is the maximum combined value of AFDC and Food Stamps. An employed 
recipient receives the lower of (1) the maximum grant increased by 20 percent, minus net income, or (2) the 
maximum grant. Net income excludes 38 percent of gross earnings.

 The AFDC grant calculation disregards $120 of gross earnings. After the twelfth month of employment, 
AFDC recipients are eligible for only a $90 earnings disregard.

 Grant calculations assume no unreimbursed child care costs and no child support collections. AFDC and Food 
Stamp benefit amounts are based on $500 per month rent. 
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Thus, there were two reasons why MFIP might increase the likelihood that one parent would 
work full time: (1) as seen in Figure 6.1, there was a financial incentive for one parent to work full time, 
especially in comparison to a group who faced eligibility restrictions (that is, the AFDC-UP group 
would no longer receive welfare benefits if the primary wage-earner worked more than 100 hours per 
month); and (2) MFIP’s mandatory services required at least one parent in an MFIP two-parent family 
to work full time. 

C. Work History Requirement and the 100-Hour Rule 

As described in Chapter 1, MFIP eliminated the work history requirement and the 100-hour 
rule for two-parent families. These changes might have two broad implications for labor force attach­
ment and for receipt of welfare by two-parent families relative to a group (those on AFDC-UP) who 
were subject to the requirements. First, elimination of the 100-hour rule might increase the likelihood 
that one or both parents would seek employment. It might also extend welfare benefits to families who 
would have moved to employment anyway. Thus, removing the 100-hour rule — similar to financial in­
centives — might increase the probability of combining work and welfare, potentially increasing the 
two-parent family caseload by making welfare or the mix of welfare and work a more attractive option 
than employment alone.9 

Second, changes in work rules and requirements might affect decisions about marriage or stay­
ing married. The availability of welfare benefits during times of financial need might decrease financial 
stress that may lead to marital instability. One hypothesized reason why AFDC was believed to pro­
mote the growth of single-parent families is that AFDC was available only to single parents. AFDC-UP 
was thought to be pro-family by reducing the incentive for two-parent families to split up during hard 
economic times. However, as previously described, the work history requirement and the 100-hour rule 
severely limited two-parent families’ eligibility for assistance, making it advantageous for families with a 
full-time worker either to split up or to report that they were separated or divorced. Thus, a substantial 
marriage penalty still existed in the AFDC-UP program. In fact, early work examining the effects of ex­
tending AFDC-UP to two-parent families has found no relationship between AFDC-UP and the stabil­
ity of marriage.10 

III. Analysis Groups and Strategies 

For two-parent families, the analysis strategy differs depending on the data source, as described 
below. The impact analyses using the administrative records data and the 36-month client survey data 
are conducted and presented separately for recipients (Section IV) and applicants (Section V). 

A. Analyzing Administrative Records Data by Gender and by Family 

On completion of the Baseline Information Form (BIF) at the time of random assignment, a 
family was identified as a two-parent family if the person who applied for welfare responded that he or 

9This study cannot actually test the “entry” effects, or changes in the two-parent family caseload, of streamlined 
eligibility rules. 

10See, for example, Winkler, 1995. 
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she was living with the focal child’s other parent (biological or stepparent). This individual was then 
asked for the Social Security number of the other parent. From this information, administrative records 
data for both the respondent and his or her partner or spouse were obtained. The analysis of two-
parent recipient families examines employment outcomes based on the administrative records data sepa­
rately for women and for men, because it is possible that MFIP’s effects might differ by gender of the 
parent. Furthermore, in nearly 80 percent of these families, the male partner or spouse was the primary 
wage-earner, and MFIP’s effects might differ depending on gender specialization in work either at home 
or in the labor market. Men are traditionally the principal wage-earner, and women may elect to stay 
home or delay entry into the labor force, particularly while their children are very young. Finally, be­
cause the ultimate outcomes of interest are family resources — for example, welfare receipt and total 
family income — the administrative records data are also analyzed for the family in total.  All initial 
analyses of these data assume that the two parents stayed together throughout the follow-up period. 
This assumption is investigated further later in this chapter. 

B. Analyzing Survey Data for Two-Parent Families 

The analysis of the potential effects of MFIP on two-parent families is substantially expanded in 
this report compared with the interim report because now data about participation in employment-
related activities, job and employment characteristics, material hardship, residential moves, and family 
composition are available from the 36-month client survey. Only one parent in the two-parent family 
case responded to the survey, and the majority (90 percent) of all respondents in two-parent families 
are female. Outcomes measured from the survey — such as marriage, material hardship, and health in­
surance coverage — are presented for all respondents, both female and male, because a priori these 
outcomes are not expected to vary by gender. The analyses of participation and of employment charac­
teristics based on the survey data focus only on female respondents. 

IV. Effects on Two-Parent Recipient Families 

Because two-parent families were randomly assigned to either the MFIP group or the AFDC 
group, any difference in outcomes between these two groups during the follow-up period can be attrib­
uted to the effect, or “impact,” of MFIP. The following sections present impacts on participation, em­
ployment, earnings, income, and a number of other measures of family well-being for two-parent recipi­
ent families. All these impacts are regression-adjusted; that is, the regression models estimating the ef­
fects of MFIP control for a number of pre-random assignment and baseline characteristics.11 

11For two-parent families, the regression models estimating the adjusted impacts control for length of time on 
welfare prior to random assignment; age, gender, and marital status of the respondent applying for welfare; living in 
an urban county; race/ethnicity; whether or not employed at baseline; whether or not the respondent had a high 
school diploma at baseline; the number of children in the family at baseline; the presence of a child under the age of 6 
at baseline; the quarter of random assignment; the employment, earnings, and welfare history of the respondent and 
spouse/partner; and indicators controlling for random assignment ratios. 
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A. Women’s Participation in Employment and Training Activities 

Findings from the 18-month interim report suggest that, compared with AFDC families, two-
parent families in MFIP had understood the basic message of the program and were significantly more 
likely to have had at least one parent participate in some employment-related activity, primarily job 
search.12 Although these results suggest that MFIP increased activity designed to move the participating 
parent into employment, the sample sizes are extremely small, and the analysis could not separate re­
cipients (who were required to participate in employment-related services at the time of random assign­
ment) from applicants. 

Table 6.2 presents MFIP’s impacts on participation in employment and training activities and 
educational attainment for women in two-parent recipient families, as reported on the 36-month sur­
vey.13 MFIP had no impact on the percentage of women who ever participated in employment-related 
services. Women in MFIP, however, were significantly more likely to participate in career workshops 
(a 10.9 percentage point increase over women in AFDC) and in individual job search. These results 
differ dramatically from the impacts for single-parent recipients, for whom MFIP significantly increased 
participation in employment-related activities, especially job search. These impacts may suggest that at 
least one parent — perhaps the “other” parent, whose participation information was not captured in the 
survey — was often working at least 30 hours per week, or they may simply indicate that MFIP’s man­
dates did not result in much more participation than requirements under AFDC-UP. 

The 12-month client survey collected participation information about both parents in two-parent 
families. At the 12-month point, there was a 27.3 percentage point increase in the likelihood that either 
parent of two-parent recipient or applicant families in MFIP ever participated.14 The difference in results 
over time suggest (1) that it was men who were participating in employment-related activities and that 
this effect was not captured at the 36-month point because the survey asked only about respondents’ 
participation (90 percent of whom are female); (2) that MFIP’s effects on participation weakened over 
time; or (3) that MFIP’s effects were concentrated among applicant families. 

Selected information about each parent’s participation in employment-related services is also 
available from administrative records data.15 The results on participation using the full sample of two-
parent recipient families suggest that a high proportion of men, approximately one-third, did participate 
in job search (see Appendix Table F.1). However, the differences between men in MFIP and men in 
AFDC are not statistically different, perhaps because the relevant comparison group for most of the 
men, as primary wage-earners, also faced participation require­

12Miller et al., 1997, p. 141. 
13Case management is not shown because the outcomes are not comparable for the two groups. 
14Miller et al., 1997, p. 144. 
15Unlike the survey data, the administrative records data may underestimate participation in education, because 

education is often pursued without the help of an MFIP or STRIDE caseworker. On the other hand, the administrative 
data are the only information available about the participation of males, or the spouses of the female survey respon­
dents. Furthermore, as discussed later, the survey sample is too small to analyze the participation outcomes for two-
parent applicant families, although Appendix Table F.2 does analyze these outcomes using administrative records 
data. 
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Table 6.2


MFIP's Impacts on Participation in Employment and Training Activities and Educational 

Attainment for Women in Two-Parent Recipient Families


Impacta 

Outcome (%) MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Employment and training activities 

Ever participated in any education 
or training activity 64.4 59.5 4.9 

Ever participate in: 
Career workshop 25.8 14.9 10.9 ** 
Any job search activity 39.4 29.0 10.4 * 

Job search 29.5 22.4 7.1 
Individual job search 26.5 17.4 9.0 * 

Any education and training activity 43.7 41.7 2.0 
Basic education 24.0 20.8 3.2 
Post-secondary education 13.1 18.1 -4.9 
Vocational training 13.8 14.5 -0.7 
On-the-job training or work experience 4.3 5.5 -1.3 

Educational attainment 

Has a high school diploma 5.8 7.7 -1.8 
Has a trade license 6.7 6.8 -0.2 
Has a college or university degree 1.9 2.2 -0.3 

Associate's degree 1.9 1.8 0.1 
Bachelor's degree 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Master's degree 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Sample size (total = 265) 128 137 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes female respondents in all counties, randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to 
October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at 
random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive 

messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 
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ments — that is, CWEP requirements for AFDC-UP families. Appendix Table F.1 also shows that 
MFIP significantly increased basic education for women, pursued through either MFIP or STRIDE. 

In summary, MFIP did not have large effects on participation by parents in two-parent recipient 
families, and there is some evidence that MFIP’s effects on participation decreased over time. 

B. MFIP’s Effects on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare  Receipt,

by Gender and by Family


Table 6.3 and Figures 6.2 through 6.5 present MFIP’s impacts on two-parent recipient fami­
lies’ employment, earnings, and welfare receipt, both separately for women and men and for families. 
Unsurprisingly, in AFDC families, the quarterly employment rates and quarterly earnings of women were 
lower on average than those of men (see Figures 6.2 and 6.4). However, the employment rates of 
women in two-parent families were similar to the employment rates of single parents (see Table 4.1).16 

Women in two-parent MFIP families were less likely to work during the follow-up period, compared 
with women in two-parent AFDC families. The decrease in employment is statistically significant only 
for the first year of follow-up, when women in MFIP were 4.7 percentage points less likely to be em­
ployed, on average.17 Women in MFIP also had consistently lower average quarterly earnings each year 
of follow-up; by the last quarter, however, these earnings differences were no longer statistically signifi­
cant. 

Table 6.3 shows that the average quarterly employment rate of men in two-parent AFDC fami­
lies was approximately 48 percent throughout the follow-up period. Men in two-parent MFIP families 
were less likely to work during the follow-up period — by 3.0 percentage points during the first year of 
follow-up and by 5.1 percentage points during the second year (also see Figure 6.2).18 Men in MFIP 
families also had consistently lower average quarterly earnings during each year of follow-up (also see 
Figure 6.4). The proportional decrease in earnings, however, was greater for women in MFIP than for 
men; compared with the earnings of their counterparts in AFDC families, average quarterly earnings 
during the follow-up period for MFIP women were 22 percent lower, whereas MFIP men’s earnings 
were only 16 percent lower. 

The earnings differences between women and men in two-parent MFIP families are not ac­
counted for by employment rate differences. In particular, the employment rates of women in MFIP 
were no longer significantly different during the ninth and tenth quarters of follow-up, yet their earnings 
were still significantly lower than the earnings of women in AFDC families. The employment rates of 
men in MFIP were not significantly different during the ninth and tenth quarters of follow-up, yet their 
earnings were still significantly lower than the earnings of men in AFDC families. This suggests that 
MFIP group members reduced their hours worked per week, 

16Over 97 percent of the single-parent long-term recipients are women. 
17The employment rate differences between the MFIP group and the control group for the second through fifth 

quarters of follow-up are statistically significant. 
18The employment rate differences between the MFIP group and the control group for the fourth through sev­

enth quarters of follow-up are statistically significant. 
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Table 6.3


MFIP's Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare for Two-Parent Recipient Families


-164­

Outcome MFIP 

Women 

AFDC 
Impacta 

(Difference) MFIP 

Men 

AFDC 
Impacta 

(Difference) MFIP 

Families 

AFDC 
Impacta 

(Difference) 

Employment and earnings 

Average quarterly 
employment rate (%) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 

31.1 
37.4 
40.9 

35.8 
40.4 
43.1 

-4.7 
-3.0 
-2.3 

*** 44.9 
44.1 
47.3 

47.9 
49.2 
48.3 

-3.0 * 
-5.1 ** 
-0.9 

58.1 
61.2 
64.2 

61.0 
63.6 
64.1 

-2.9 
-2.4 
0.1 

Average quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 

530 
855 

1,093 

727 
1,091 
1,245 

-197 *** 
-237 *** 
-153 

1,271 
1,556 
1,794 

1,482 
1,904 
2,070 

-211 *** 
-348 *** 
-276 ** 

1,801 
2,411 
2,887 

2,209 
2,995 
3,315 

-408 *** 
-585 *** 
-429 ** 

Welfare receipt 

Average quarterly 
receipt rate (%) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 

84.7 
71.1 
64.6 

77.9 
58.0 
51.0 

6.8 *** 
13.1 *** 
13.7 *** 

Average quarterly benefits ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 

2,145 
1,727 
1,515 

1,624 
1,191 
1,044 

521 *** 
536 *** 
471 *** 

Sample size (total=1,523) 761 762 
(continued) 



Table 6.3 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying 
only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare 
benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work 
history requirement. 
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Figure 6.2


Quarterly Employment Rates for Men and Women in

Two-Parent Recipient Families
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SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and 
public assistance benefit records. 

Figure 6.3 

Quarterly Employment Rates for Two-Parent Recipient Families 
(Either Parent Employed) 
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Figure 6.4


Quarterly Earnings for Men and Women in Two-Parent Recipient Families
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Figure 6.5


Quarterly Welfare Receipt for Two-Parent Recipient Families
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worked for fewer weeks, or took lower-wage jobs than members of the AFDC group — a question to 
be explored further in the next section of the chapter. 

The last column of Table 6.3 presents impacts for two-parent recipient families’ employment 
and earnings. The employment outcome is whether either parent was employed, and the earnings out­
come is the sum of each parent’s earnings. Although MFIP somewhat reduced the employment of both 
women and men in two-parent recipient families, MFIP did not affect the likelihood that at least one 
parent worked during the follow-up period (see Figure 6.3). Thus, the reduction in employment for 
women did not occur in the same families as the reduction in employment for men. These employment 
reductions of women and men do imply, however, that MFIP significantly reduced the likelihood that 
both parents were employed during the follow-up period. During the second year of follow-up, the av­
erage quarterly employment rate for two-parent recipient families in which both parents were employed 
was 26 percent for AFDC families and 20 percent for MFIP families, which is a statistically significant 
difference of 6 percentage points (not shown). Average quarterly family earnings for MFIP families 
were significantly lower throughout the follow-up period.19 These results are not surprising in light of 
MFIP’s incentives and requirements, which provided relatively greater financial incentives to increase 
the full-time employment of one parent than to increase the part-time employment of both parents. 

MFIP’s effects on two-parent recipient families’ employment and earnings are somewhat con­
sistent with what has been found in prior research. Using data from the Current Population Survey, 
analyses of the effects of the Earned Income Credit (EIC) expansions between 1984 and 1996 on labor 
force participation and hours worked suggest that the EIC increased married men’s labor force partici­
pation only slightly but reduced married women’s labor force participation by over 1 percentage point.20 

Overall, family labor supply and pretax family earnings fell among married couples. The best-known 
experimental results on employment responses to interventions aimed at enhancing income for two-
parent families are from the Negative Income Tax (NIT) experiments conducted throughout the 
1970s.21 The NIT essentially guaranteed a target level of income for single-parent and two-parent fami­
lies. A summary of work responses from the NIT experiments shows that the NIT caused moderate 
reductions in work effort and that the largest proportional reductions occurred among women.22 Fur­
thermore, these work reductions were most prominent in the Seattle/Denver Income Maintenance Ex­
periment (SIME/DIME), which offered the most generous income payment. 

Though informative, neither the EIC nor the NIT is a program specifically targeted to two-
parent families on welfare. The gap in understanding the effects of financial incentives on labor force 
participation can be narrowed by evaluation results from experimental welfare and employment pro­
grams. For example, two-parent families in the treatment group of the California Work Pays Demon­
stration (CWPD) were offered streamlined eligibility, welfare grant reductions, and a time-limited earned 
income disregard; thus, these policies are a modified test of time-limited financial incentives. An evalua­

19Note that average earnings among those families with both parents employed were higher for MFIP families 
than for AFDC families. 

20Eissa and Hoynes, 1998. 
21See Munnell, 1986, for a conference summary. 
22Burtless, 1986. 
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tion of CWPD’s impacts two years after random assignment found that, compared with AFDC-UP, the 
program produced a small increase in work activity (of only about 4 percentage points); no significant 
difference in earnings, except in San Bernandino County; and no significant differences in total income.23 

The bottom panel of Table 6.3 presents MFIP’s impacts on two-parents families’ welfare re­
ceipt. MFIP increased average quarterly welfare receipt rates and average quarterly benefits throughout 
the follow-up period (see Figure 6.5). By the second year of follow-up, 58.0 percent of AFDC families 
were receiving welfare, compared with 71.1 percent of MFIP families — a statistically significant in­
crease of 13.1 percentage points. The impact on welfare receipt for two-parent recipient families is lar­
ger than the impact on welfare receipt for single-parent long-term recipients (see Table 4.1) because, in 
general, two-parent families work more and leave welfare more quickly than single-parent families, leav­
ing much more room for MFIP’s financial incentives to extend a family’s experience on welfare. 

C. MFIP’s Effects on the Characteristics of Employment for Women 

Although both women and men in two-parent recipient families in MFIP showed some indica­
tion of reducing their employment effort, detailed information about employment and the characteristics 
of this employment is available only from the 36-month survey and thus focuses on women. 

Table 6.4 presents MFIP’s impacts on hours worked, wages, and employment stability for 
women in two-parent recipient families. The first row of this table shows the proportion of women in 
each group who had worked since random assignment, based on the survey data. In contrast to the 
employment impacts based on administrative records data, the survey data show that women in MFIP 
families appear slightly more likely to have worked since random assignment than women in AFDC 
families (though this difference is not statistically significant).24 The majority of women in two-parent 
AFDC families had worked full time, or at least 30 hours per week. The women in both groups were 
equally likely to have worked 30 hours or more per week in their current or most recent job (55.3 per­
cent of women in AFDC families and 55.8 percent of women in MFIP families). However, women in 
MFIP two-parent recipient families were significantly more likely to have worked part time, or 20 to 29 
hours per week. 

The second panel of Table 6.4 presents impacts on various levels of wages earned at a current 
or most recent job. Among the women who worked, those in MFIP families were signifi­

23Becerra, Lewin, Mitchell, and Ono, 1996. In contrast, the evaluation of the Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN pro­
gram — the largest county welfare-to-work program — found that Jobs-First GAIN increased employment and in­
creased first-year earnings for two-parent families (Freedman, Mitchell, and Navorro, 1999). The increases in earnings 
were much greater for men than for women, and because they were matched by reductions in welfare, Jobs-First 
GAIN did not significantly affect total family income. However, only one parent in the family was studied. Therefore, 
because the men and women were from different families and represented a mix of primary wage-earners and parents 
without recent employment, these impacts are not directly comparable to MFIP’s effects on family employment. 

24This difference between measures of employment based on the survey and those based on the administrative 
records may exist because part-time employment is underreported in the latter. Chapter 4 includes a more complete 
discussion of the two measures of employment. 
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Table 6.4


MFIP's Impacts on Hours Worked, Wages, and Employment Stability for 

Women in Two-Parent Recipient Families


Impacta 

Outcome (%) MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Worked since random assignment 81.3 76.4 4.9 

Hours worked per week in 
current or most recent job 

Did not work 18.7 23.6 -4.9 

Worked part time 23.8 18.4 5.4 
1-19 hours 10.2 11.4 -1.2 
20-29 hours 13.6 7.0 6.6 * 

Worked full time 55.8 55.3 0.5 
30-34 hours 10.7 12.4 -1.7 
35-44 hours 31.0 32.7 -1.7 
45 or more hours 14.1 10.2 3.9 

Hourly wage in current 
or most recent job 

Did not work 18.7 23.6 -4.9 
Less than $5 7.7 14.2 -6.5 
$5 to $6.99 25.1 25.9 -0.8 
$7 to $8.99 27.5 23.2 4.3 
$9 or above 17.2 8.5 8.7 ** 

Employment stability 

Respondent worked since random 
assignment and reported all job dates 72.7 63.4 9.4 * 

First employment spell began within 
12 months of random assignment 37.3 47.1 -9.8 * 

First spell lasted less than 12 months 10.3 15.0 -4.7 
Employed after first spell 8.6 11.3 -2.6 
Not employed after first spell 1.7 3.7 -2.0 

First spell lasted more than 12 months 27.0 32.1 -5.1 

First employment spell began 12 or 
more months after random assignment 35.7 17.9 17.8 *** 

Sample size (total = 265) 128 137 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, 
excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive 

messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 
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cantly more likely than working women in AFDC families to have earned $9 or more at their current or 
most recent job. Those who stayed employed were as likely as women in AFDC families to have had 
paid health insurance and paid sick leave but were less likely to have had paid vacation time (not 
shown). The bottom panel of Table 6.4 presents impacts on the timing of the first employment spell. 
Women in MFIP two-parent recipient families were significantly more likely to begin their first employ­
ment spell 12 months or more after random assignment. There is no indication that MFIP increased 
consistent or stable employment. 

Together with the impacts based on administrative records data, these impacts based on survey 
data suggest that, throughout the follow-up period, MFIP delayed participation in employment and en­
couraged part-time work among some women in two-parent recipient families and that it reduced work 
effort among other women in these families. Those who did enter the workforce earned wages high 
enough to compensate them for their time away from home; that is, the women who only had job op­
portunities that offered a low wage were not likely to work. 

D. MFIP’s Effects on Income and Poverty 

Table 6.5 presents MFIP’s impacts on income, on income adjusted by the EIC and taxes, and 
on measured poverty for two-parent recipient families. Average quarterly income during the first year of 
follow-up was only slightly higher ($114) for MFIP families than AFDC families and was slightly lower 
during the remainder of the follow-up period. MFIP had no impact on measured poverty. The third 
panel of the table shows outcomes when income is adjusted by including the EIC and subtracting payroll 
taxes. MFIP had no significant impacts on these income or poverty measures. 

The last panel of Table 6.5 presents MFIP’s impacts on the composition of income. In general, 
a low proportion (only 15 percent) of both groups reported no earnings and welfare. MFIP two-parent 
recipient families were significantly more likely to combine welfare and work (a 14.1 percentage point 
difference). They were also significantly less likely to rely on earnings with no welfare: During the last 
quarter of follow-up, nearly 39.1 percent of AFDC families reported some earnings and no welfare, 
compared with only 25.3 percent of MFIP families — a 13.8 percentage point decrease. 

Note that these estimates assume that two-parent recipient families stayed together throughout 
the follow-up period; that is, if the partner or spouse who was identified at random assignment reported 
earnings to the UI system at any time during the follow-up, those earnings were always included in the 
income measures. On the one hand, it may be true that MFIP did not increase family income — if the 
increase in welfare income due to MFIP’s financial incentives was largely offset by the decrease in earn­
ings. On the other hand, because MFIP appears to have significantly changed the likelihood that two-
parent families stayed together, these income impacts are underestimated. MFIP’s combined effects on 
marital stability and income are discussed in Section F. 

E. MFIP’s Effects on Marital Status 

The first panel of Table 6.6 shows outcomes that capture the general marital status of two-
parent recipient families at the time of the 36-month interview. Of recipients in AFDC families, 48.3 
percent were married, 21.5 percent were divorced or separated, and 30.3 percent were 
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Table 6.5


MFIP's Impacts on Income and Poverty for Two-Parent Recipient Families


Outcome MFIP AFDC 
Impacta 

(Difference) 

Average quarterly income 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 

3,946 
4,138 
4,401 

3,833 
4,187 
4,359 

114 
-49 
42 

Income and poverty in 
second year of follow-up 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Measured povertyb (%) 
4,138 

62.2 
4,187 

61.6 
-49 
0.6 

Income and poverty in second 
year with estimated taxes 
and EIC benefitc 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Measured povertyb (%) 
4,154 

57.4 
4,106 

58.5 
48 

-1.1 

Income sources 

In last quarter of follow-up (%) 
Earnings, welfare 
Earnings, no welfare 
No earnings, welfare 
No earnings, no welfare 

39.2 
25.3 
20.2 
14.8 

25.1 
39.1 
20.0 
15.3 

14.1 *** 
-13.8 *** 

0.2 
-0.5 

Sample size (total = 1,523) 761 762 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and 
public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the 
small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family 
General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive messages, 

and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 
bMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below 

the official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. 
Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not 
include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official 
poverty rate. 

cThese estimates are calculated assuming that all eligible individuals received both the federal and the state 
Earned Income Credit. Estimated payroll taxes and federal and state income taxes are also subtracted. 
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Table 6.6


MFIP's Impacts on Marital Status for Two-Parent Recipient Families


Impacta 

Outcome (%) MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Marital status in month prior to interview 
Married or cohabiting 

Married and living with spouse 67.3 48.3 19.1 *** 
Cohabiting with partner 13.5 22.8 -9.3 * 

Single 
Divorced or separated 8.9 21.5 -12.6 *** 

Divorced 2.4 5.5 -3.1 
Separated 6.6 16.0 -9.5 ** 

Never married 10.3 7.5 2.8 

Divorce records as of January 2000 
Married at random assignment and then divorced 6.1 12.6 -6.5 * 

Sample size (total = 290) 144 146 

Marital status in month prior to interview 
for those married at random assignment 

Married or cohabiting 
Married and living with spouse 85.4 61.7 23.7 *** 
Cohabiting with partner 1.5 6.7 -5.2 

Single 
Divorced or separated 12.4 29.9 -17.5 *** 

Divorced 2.4 6.6 -4.2 
Separated 10.0 23.3 -13.3 ** 

Sample size (total = 181) 90 91 

Marital status in month prior to interview 
for those cohabiting at random assignment 

Married or cohabiting 
Married and living with spouse 40.1 29.0 11.1 
Cohabiting with partner 29.4 47.8 -18.4 

Single 
Divorced or separated 4.8 8.3 -3.5 

Divorced 3.3 3.0 0.4 
Separated 1.5 5.4 -3.9 

Never married 25.7 14.9 10.8 

Sample size (total = 109) 54 55 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey and Minnesota's Family Court 
public records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, 
excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive 

messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 
-173­



cohabiting or never married, in the month prior to the 36-month interview.25 MFIP significantly in­
creased the probability of being married and living with a spouse; 67.3 percent of the MFIP group re­
ported being married at the time of the 36-month interview, compared with 48.3 percent of the AFDC 
group — a 19.1 percentage point, or 40 percent, increase. MFIP recipients in two-parent families 
were significantly less likely to live with a partner (by 9.3 percentage points) and were significantly less 
likely to be divorced or separated (by 12.6 percentage points) compared with AFDC families. Most of 
the impact on divorce or separation was driven by the impact on separation; MFIP significantly reduced 
being separated or living apart from a spouse, by 9.5 percentage points, and it had a negative though 
not significant effect on being divorced. 

Because recipients in MFIP two-parent families were either formally married or cohabiting at 
study entry, MFIP’s effects on divorce and separations could mean two things: (1) MFIP decreased the 
incidence of new divorces or separations that occurred during the follow-up period among those who 
were formally married, or (2) respondents who were divorced and cohabiting at study entry separated 
during the follow-up period and, thus, were identified as divorced at the 36-month follow-up point 
(even though a divorce did not actually occur during the follow-up period). The bottom two panels of 
Table 6.6 presents MFIP’s effects on marital status separately for recipients who were formally married 
at study entry and those who were cohabiting at study entry. These impacts show that MFIP increased 
marriage among both groups, though the effects on increasing marriage and decreasing divorce or sepa­
ration were larger (23.7 and 11.1 percentage points, respectively) for the recipients in two-parent fami­
lies who were formally married at study entry. Thus, one effect of MFIP was to significantly increase 
marital stability among two-parent recipient families. 

Are MFIP’s impacts on increasing marriage “real”? If so, then they are particularly striking, be­
cause, as will be discussed later, they are contrary to controversial findings from guaranteed income 
programs like the NIT experiments, which suggest that increasing the income of low-income two-parent 
families would also increase the likelihood of divorce or separation.26 Given the importance of these 
findings in light of prior controversial results and given the risk of bias in these findings due to misreport­
ing, a number of additional analyses as well as data collection and fieldwork were conducted to confirm 
MFIP’s impacts on marriage. 

As discussed earlier, MFIP may have increased marriage among two-parent recipient families 
because of its financial incentives, which supported working two-parent families, or because of its 
streamlined eligibility rules, which reduced the incentive to split up as a means of continuing to receive 
welfare benefits. That is, MFIP’s effects on increasing marriage could be an artifact of underreporting 
by AFDC recipients, most of whom were on AFDC-UP and subject to work restrictions, possibly cre­
ating an incentive to misreport their marital status and thus preserve eligibility for welfare benefits. In 
general, a fair amount of cycling exists between the AFDC-UP and AFDC programs, and it may be 

25As shown in Table 2.4, approximately one-third of the sample of two-parent recipient families were not married 
at the time of random assignment; that is, they were never married, divorced, or separated but were cohabiting. 

26See Appendix G for a more detailed discussion of the NIT and a comparison of the MFIP evaluation with the 
NIT experiments. 
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assumed that some of this cycling is driven by families who misreport changes in marital status.27 Though 
the evaluation’s interviewers reassured respondents that the information they provided would be confi­
dential, it is possible that the kind of misreporting that occurs in a welfare office also could have oc­
curred in the survey. 

Further analyses of survey data show some evidence that marital status was not misreported. 
MFIP’s impacts on marriage and divorce or separation for two-parent recipient families were remarka­
bly consistent for a number of subgroups: families with and without a spouse’s earnings, with and with­
out a spouse who had a recent employment history, and across race/ethnicity categories (whites, blacks, 
and others, including Asians). In addition, the effects of MFIP on marriage and divorce or separation 
were examined for both respondents who reported that they were on welfare and those who reported 
that they were not on welfare. This last comparison is nonexperimental but useful, because respondents 
who were still on welfare were theoretically the only ones with an incentive to misreport their marital 
status. In fact, only one-third of the survey respondents reported being on welfare in the month prior to 
the interview. Furthermore, MFIP’s effects on marriage and divorce or separation were similar for re­
spondents who were on welfare and those who were not. 

Program changes that affected the control group and that occurred during the survey period 
may also be used to isolate the effects of MFIP’s streamlined eligibility rules on misreporting. Specifi­
cally, in July 1997, control group members who were on AFDC-UP were no longer subject to work 
history requirements or the 100-hour rule, and they were notified about this change in June 1997. Thus, 
because most control group families were on AFDC-UP, the timing of the survey interview can be used 
to isolate those who were subject to the 100-hour rule from those who were not. Impacts on marriage 
and divorce or separation were examined separately for the respondents who were interviewed before 
June 30, 1997, and for the respondents who were interviewed after August 31, 1997 (to allow for at 
least one month of transition). Impacts on marriage and divorce or separation for the early cohort were 
similar in magnitude to impacts for the later cohort, that is, respondents who were no longer subject to 
the 100-hour rule (not shown). 

Analysis of Public Divorce Records. Despite the usefulness of evidence based on reanalysis 
of survey data, analyzing information from an objective source is the best method of confirming MFIP’s 
effects on marital stability. Fortunately, marriages and divorces are of public record in Minnesota, and 
these data provide a relatively less intrusive and less expensive way to extend the follow-up period for 
information about marital status past the 36 months of the survey. MDRC staff traveled to Minnesota to 
collect information about divorces for the subgroup of two-parent recipient families who were married 
at random assignment.28 

27Preliminary analyses of the San Diego Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM) program in California suggest 
that one-quarter to one-third of AFDC-UP families received AFDC payments within one year (Hamilton, 1995). 

28Each county in Minnesota monthly updates public records of divorce decrees in the county where the divorce 
is finalized, which is often the county of residence. The information is available through public-use computer termi­
nals in each county’s family court office. MDRC staff determined whether or not a divorce was documented for each 
of the 181 two-parent recipient families in the survey sample who were married at the time of random assignment, in 
nine counties (Anoka, Dakota, Hennepin, Mille-Lacs, Morrison, Ramsey, Sherburne, Todd, and Washington Coun­

(continued) 
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The top panel of Table 6.6 presents the data from public divorce records and shows that MFIP 
significantly increased marital stability for up to five years after random assignment. Two-parent recipient 
families in MFIP who were married at random assignment were 6.5 percentage points, or 52 percent, 
less likely than AFDC families to have gotten a divorce. The difference in divorce rates among the re­
cipients who were married at random assignment is large: 11 percent for those in MFIP families, com­
pared with 20 percent for those in AFDC families (not shown). These impacts imply two things. First, 
they confirm the impacts observed from the survey data and suggest that misreporting did not bias them. 
Second, these impacts imply that MFIP also had a longer-term effect on marital stability. At the 36­
month point, the survey data show a small but statistically insignificant effect on divorce. The data from 
public divorce records up to five years later suggest that MFIP had a large and statistically significant 
effect on reducing the likelihood of divorce. The different impacts reflect both that some of the separa­
tions captured at the 36-month point eventually resulted in divorce and that some divorces occurred 
after the 36-month point. 

Visits with Caseworkers and Review of Case Files. In mid-February 2000, MDRC staff 
also held meetings with 15 financial caseworkers in Dakota and Hennepin Counties to discuss marriage, 
misreporting of family composition, and welfare programs for two-parent recipient families. These finan­
cial caseworkers were familiar with pre-TANF welfare programs, with the MFIP field trials, and with 
the current statewide program (MFIP-S). In addition to these meetings, MDRC staff reviewed selected 
case files to assess whether and how changes in family composition were confirmed and documented. 

The financial caseworkers agreed that misreporting about the presence or absence of a spouse 
or partner is quite common. They asserted that low-income families generally believe that they are not 
eligible for welfare if the father of the child is living in the household. In most cases, however, mothers 
who lie about the father’s presence in the household are caught. The caseworkers said that the following 
clues often point to misreporting: the mother claims that she does not know the address of the father, the 
father is not found in the child support system or the mother has not filed for child support, a new child is 
added to the case and the father is identified on the birth certificate, the family’s rent is greater than its 
reported income, or the father answers the phone or records his voice on the answering machine. Fraud 
referral — the use of an independent person in the welfare department to check on the validity of a wel­
fare claim — is frequently used to confirm whether or not a father is in the household. The financial 
caseworkers also mentioned that they frequently spent part of their day handling anonymous complaints 
about fraud. 

These discussions were consistent with a review of seven case files documenting changes in 
family composition. These case files showed that fathers commonly cycled in and out of the household 
and that, more often than not, such cycling eventually led to a father’s permanent absence from the 
home. Proof of his permanent absence took such forms as a divorce decree and records of child sup­
port payments.29 

ties), seven of which are included in the MFIP evaluation. Random assignment occurred between April 1994 and May 
1996, and the 36-month survey period was from April 1997 to May 1998. Information about the divorce decrees was 
collected the week of February 22, 2000, and thus represents a measure of marital status for up to five years after ran­
dom assignment. 

29For example, Mother X was married in June 1990; she claimed to be separated in July 1991, according to an affi­
davit; in May 1993, the father was found in the home via fraud referral services; in June 1993, the father was deemed 
back in the household; then, in December 1994, Mother X claimed to be separated again and filed for child support. 
As of February 2000, no further evidence existed to suggest that the father had returned to the home. 

-176­



How Did MFIP Increase Marital Stability? There are two competing hypotheses to explain 
how MFIP might have improved marital stability. The first is that MFIP’s financial incentives helped 
support working families by allowing them to keep more of their welfare benefits, which decreased 
strain within a marriage. The second hypothesis is that MFIP’s streamlined eligibility rules (that is, no 
100-hour rule or work requirements) also supported two-parent working families by allowing them to 
combine welfare and work, which led to extended time on welfare. In an effort to isolate whether or not 
MFIP’s streamlined eligibility rules per se increased marriage, MFIP’s impacts on marriage and divorce 
were examined for a subgroup who were most likely to be affected by the 100-hour rule and work re­
quirements: large families on AFDC. Families with a large number of children were more likely to come 
up against the 100-hour rule restrictions and risk losing AFDC benefits. Two-parent families with many 
children may have found it difficult to make enough income working part time at a low-wage job, and 
because their AFDC grants were larger than other families, they were less likely than other families to be 
removed from welfare simply due to increased earnings. It was found that MFIP was as likely to in­
crease marriage and decrease divorce for families with fewer than three children (an 18.4 percentage 
point impact on marriage and a -11.2 percentage point impact on divorce or separation) as for families 
with three children or more (an 18.4 percentage point impact on marriage and a -12.9 percentage point 
impact on divorce or separation). Thus, even though some portion of the control group may not have 
been on AFDC-UP, these impact findings are large enough to provide some evidence against the hy­
pothesis that streamlined eligibility rules were primarily responsible for MFIP’s impacts on marital stabil­
ity. 

Results from other experimental and nonexperimental studies can inform how MFIP affected 
marital stability. With the Family Support Act of 1988, Congress authorized a set of state experiments 
to alter the 100-hour rule. Three states — California, Utah, and Wisconsin — responded to this au­
thorization. If implemented properly, these state studies would have provided pure tests of eliminating 
the 100-hour rule. The results from Wisconsin and California suggest that the experiment increased 
marital stability, whereas the results from Utah suggest that the experiment did not significantly affect 
marital stability. Unfortunately, a number of flaws in implementation and design suggest that the results 
from these state studies are inconclusive.30 

Findings from the largest Negative Income Tax (NIT) experiment — the Seattle/Denver Income 
Maintenance Experiment (SIME/DIME) — suggest that a guaranteed income increased marital instabil­
ity for black and for white two-parent families.31 The effects on marital instability were most prominent 
with lower guaranteed income amounts. This is contrary to the hypothesis that increased income in­
creases the self-sufficiency of one parent and thus may lead to marital breakup. An alternative hypothe­
sis is that marital dissolution may have been caused by nonmonetary factors in SIME/DIME. In particu­
lar, to continue receiving a guaranteed income after dissolution of the marriage, experimental group 
members experienced fewer transaction costs than control group members, though their guaranteed in­
come was also less; that is, even when single, they could continue to receive a guaranteed income by 
default. In comparison, control group members whose marriage dissolved had to reapply and recertify 

30Birnbaum and Wiseman, 1996.

31Groeneveld, Tuma, and Hannon, 1980; Hannan, Tuma, and Groenveld, 1978.
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their public assistance eligibility. Some of the original findings did not hold up in a reanalysis that sepa­
rated families with children from those without children and that examined marital stability over a longer 
period.32 Findings from a more recent study of the California Work Pays Demonstration (CWPD) sug­
gest that a $100 reduction in base benefits induced a 10-point increase in marital dissolution among 
two-parent families at random assignment.33 The author suggests that marital instability was related to 
higher levels of welfare benefits. 

Nonexperimental research has also found no relationship between the presence of state AFDC­
UP programs and marital stability34 and that the effects of the Earned Income Credit (EIC) on marriage 
are relatively small. Based on data on married and unmarried females, simulated effects of the EIC ex­
pansions on marriage suggest that the EIC would raise marriage rates by 1 percentage point for the 
lowest-income families ($10,000 to $15,000) and would reduce marriage rates by 0.4 to 0.8 percent­
age points for middle-income families ($25,000 to $50,000).35 

In summary, the evidence is mixed about the effects of welfare benefits and income on marital 
stability. Although MFIP’s impacts on marital stability are not a result of misreporting, both the 100­
hour rule and streamlined eligibility rules in general likely help working two-parent families to stay to­
gether. For example, caseworkers in Hennepin County overwhelmingly agreed that MFIP’s streamlined 
eligibility rules “legitimized” two-parent families on welfare and, therefore, decreased misreporting as 
well as allowed the families to stay together. These caseworkers also agreed that MFIP helped two-
parent families “get through rocky times.” 

F. MFIP’s Effects on the Sources of Income and on New Measures of Total Income 

Impact results on two-parent recipient families’ income composed of the earnings of both par­
ents and welfare receipt are presented in Table 6.5. These impacts show no significant difference in in­
come between MFIP families and AFDC families. The impact results on marital status (Table 6.6) sug­
gest that a significant portion of the AFDC group were no longer a “two-parent family” at the time of the 
interview; that is, according to the survey, 21.5 percent were divorced or separated. Despite these 
changes in marital status, the prior analyses include the earnings of the “other” parent and assume that 
the family stayed together throughout the follow-up period. Consequently, the level of family income 
during the follow-up period is inflated, particularly for families in the control group, who were more 
likely to split up.36 

Table 6.7 presents MFIP’s impacts on income and sources of income for two-parent recipient 
families in the month prior to the interview, as reported on the survey. Data on all sources of income in 
the prior month give a snapshot of information about the contribution of the partner or spouse to total, 

32Cain and Wissoker, 1990. 
33Hu, 1998. 
34Winkler, 1995 
35Eissa and Hoynes, 1999. 
36Because marital status information is available only for the survey sample, the exact proportion of two-parent 

families who stayed together during the follow-up period according to the administrative records data is unknown. 
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Table 6.7


MFIP's Impacts on Income and Income Sources for

Two-Parent Recipient Families


Impacta 

Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Income reported on the survey 

Income in previous month

from earnings and welfare ($) 889 812 76


Income in previous month

from all sources ($) 1,886 1,599 286 *


Percentage with income source 
Own earnings 56.1 51.5 4.6 
Earnings of other members 57.3 42.6 14.7 ** 
Child support 7.1 10.5 -3.4 
Public assistance 55.7 47.9 7.8 
Any other income 20.0 21.7 -1.8 

Amount of income source ($) 
Own earnings 553 560 -7 
Earnings of other members 758 592 166 
Child support 8 22 -13 * 
Public assistance 339 237 102 ** 

Sample size (total = 290) 144 146 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records 
and the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding 
the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family 
General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive messages, 

and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 
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family income. The weakness in these measures of income is that they may not reflect long-term avail­
ability of resources. According to the survey measures of current income, MFIP families had $286 per 
month more than AFDC families, and earnings from a partner or spouse contributed to just over half this 
increase ($166). These results suggest that because MFIP encouraged two-parent families to stay to­
gether, MFIP families were more likely to have higher levels of total family income than AFDC families. 
These results also suggest that, in addition to the increase of welfare benefits, MFIP’s increase in marital 
stability and in the financial contributions from spouses might have contributed to the decrease in 
women’s earnings. 

The first panel of Table 6.8 presents MFIP’s impacts on average quarterly income from earn­
ings and welfare for the survey sample, adjusting for the contribution of spouses’ earnings among recipi­
ents who were separated or divorced at the 36-month point. Because the actual timing of the separa­
tions or divorces is unknown, estimates are presented under two different assumptions: (1) that all the 
separations or divorces occurred during the last quarter of follow-up or (2) that they occurred evenly 
throughout the follow-up period.37 When spouses’ earnings are excluded for recipients who divorced or 
separated, MFIP had a significant impact on income from earnings and welfare, even using the more 
conservative second assumption. 

The second panel of Table 6.8 presents adjusted impacts on average quarterly income from 
earnings and welfare for the entire sample of two-parent recipient families. Because survey information 
about marital status was not collected for the full sample, these analyses also assume that separations or 
divorces occurred randomly for 11 percent of the experimental group and for 20 percent of the control 
group.38 Under the assumption that the timing of separations or divorces occurred evenly throughout the 
follow-up period, MFIP significantly increased average quarterly income from earnings and welfare for 
the full sample of two-parent recipient families: by $181 in year 1, $165 in year 2 (not significant), and 
$317 in the last quarter of follow-up. Using this measure of income, MFIP also significantly reduced 
poverty for two-parent recipient families. 

G. MFIP’s Effects on Other Measures of Family Well-Being 

Data from the 36-month client survey were used to construct a number of other measures of 
family well-being.39 MFIP’s impacts on these outcomes for two-parent recipient families are presented 
in Table 6.9. 

Material Hardship. The first panel of Table 6.9 shows outcomes designed to capture recipi­
ents’ perceptions of financial strain and material hardship. The first measure is a mean score on a scale 

37Based on information about the dates of finalized divorce decrees in public records, approximately 29 percent of 
divorces were finalized from 1994 to 1996, 46 percent were finalized in 1997 and 1998, and 25 percent were finalized in 
1999. These data provide some evidence to support the assumption that separations or divorces occurred evenly 
throughout the follow-up period. 

38The survey sample is representative of the full sample of recipients. See Appendix D. 
39These are the main outcomes. Other outcomes — such as measures food security, perception of quality of 

neighborhood, and household composition — were created and analyzed but not reported. MFIP generally did not 
affect these other outcomes. However, consistent with MFIP’s impact on marriage, MFIP did increase household size 
and decrease the likelihood of living with unrelated adults. 
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Table 6.8


MFIP's Impacts on Average Quarterly Income for Two-Parent Families, 

Adjusting for Marital Stability and the Timing of Separations


Assume Couples Account for Separation/
 Stay Together Divorce During Follow-Up 

Separation/Divorce Occurs Separation/Divorce Occurs 
Only in the Last Quarter Evenly During Follow-Up 

Impacta Impacta Impacta 

AFDC (Difference) AFDC (Difference) AFDC (Difference) 

Survey Sample with Actual 
Matching of Separation/Divorce 

Average quarterly income 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 3,993 135 3,993 135 3,919 187 
Year 2 4,239 319 4,239 319 3,969 535 * 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 4,449 506 4,123 763 ** 4,123 763 ** 

Sample size (total = 290) 145 

Administrative Records Sample 
Randomly Assigning Separation/Divorce 

Average quarterly income 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 3,833 114 3,833 114 3,690 181 * 
Year 2 4,187 -49 4,187 -49 3,819 165 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 4,359 42 3,987 287 * 3,888 317 * 

Quarterly averages during 
the first 10 quarters 

Income from earnings and welfare ($) 4,106 48 4,007 61 3,769 189 * 
Measured povertyb (%) 58.5 -1.1 70.6 -4.5 ** 

Sample size (total = 1,523) 762 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and the 36-month 
client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small 
percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 
percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare benefits are defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General 
Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive messages, and 

elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 
bThe poverty rate is calculated as the percentage of sample members whose incomes from earnings and benefits are below 

the poverty line. This measure of poverty is not comparable to the official poverty rate, since income does not include income 
from other sources. 
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Table 6.9


MFIP's Impacts on Family Outcomes for Two-Parent Recipient Families


Impacta 

Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Material hardship 

Perceptions of financial strain 2.8 2.8 -0.1 
Index of material hardship 1.6 1.7 -0.1 

Own home (%) 37.0 18.0 18.9 *** 
Public or subsidized housing (%) 18.9 23.5 -4.6 
Other housing (%) 44.2 58.5 -14.3 ** 

Married and own home (%) 33.3 12.7 20.6 *** 

Residential moves 

Number of times moved 
since random assignment (%) 

None 35.8 31.4 4.4 
Once 34.9 25.5 9.4 
Two or more times 28.7 43.1 -14.4 *** 

Reasons for moving 

Better housing (%) 29.1 20.4 8.7 
Bought home (%) 9.2 4.2 5.1 * 
Employment or job (%) 2.2 5.3 -3.1 
Subsidized housing (%) 2.2 3.6 -1.4 
Evicted or forced out (%) 11.1 14.7 -3.5 
Personal reasons (%) 10.1 20.7 -10.6 ** 

Health insurance coverage in prior month 

Respondent has health coverage (%) 86.1 73.7 12.4 ** 
Respondent on Medicaid or MinnCare (%) 67.0 50.4 16.7 *** 
Respondent has private insurance (%) 20.2 26.8 -6.5 
Had continuous health coverage 

over the 3-year follow-up (%) 67.6 61.8 5.8 
Children have health coverage (%) 84.4 78.2 6.2 
Children on Medicaid (%) 68.1 57.0 11.1 * 
Children have private insurance (%) 23.0 26.4 -3.4 

Spouse has health coverage (%) 65.6 43.7 21.9 *** 
Spouse on Medicaid (%) 47.5 27.6 19.9 *** 
Spouse has private insurance (%) 20.6 18.3 2.3 

Sample size (total = 290) 144 146 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, 
excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive 

messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 
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ranging from 1 to 4, with a higher score indicating greater perceptions of financial strain. The scale in­
cludes such items as “My financial situation is better than it’s been in a long time” and “I worry about 
having enough money in the future.” The second measure is a summary score on a scale ranging from 0 
to 7, with a higher score indicating a greater level of material hardship; the scale includes such items as 
not being able to pay bills and being evicted. MFIP did not significantly affect two-parent recipient fami­
lies’ material hardship as measured by the two summary scores. 

In addition to the two scales of material hardship, three variables in Table 6.9 depict the housing 
status of two-parent recipient families. Some owned their homes. Public or subsidized housing means 
that the house was owned or operated by a local housing authority or other government agency or that 
the family paid less rent because of government help. “Other housing” includes renting, living with family 
or friends (whether paying rent or not), living in a group shelter, or living in some other housing arrange­
ment. The majority of two-parent AFDC families (58.5 percent) lived in other housing, most of which 
was rented or leased. Compared with them, MFIP families were significantly less likely to live in other 
housing (a 14.3 percentage point decrease) and significantly more likely to live in homes that they 
owned (an 18.9 percentage point increase). 

Just as family income was increased by MFIP’s effects on marital stability, another possible 
spillover effect of improving marital stability may have been to increase the likelihood that two-parent 
recipient families owned their home. In support of this, the next outcome in Table 6.9 shows that MFIP 
significantly increased the likelihood of being married and owning a home — by 20.6 percentage points, 
or more than double the percentage of AFDC families. Or AFDC families may have been more likely to 
lose their home, because they were more likely to divorce or separate or because they did not receive 
MFIP’s benefits. Both MFIP’s financial incentives and its influence on marital stability may have af­
fected home ownership. For example, one financial worker told about a two-parent family who wanted 
to buy a home and gave this worker’s name to the mortgage company as a reference for loan approval. 
The mortgage company wanted a guarantee that the family would continue to receive MFIP benefits in 
the future, and though the financial worker could not guarantee this, the family did get the mortgage. 
They still own their home. 

Residential Moves. The second panel of Table 6.9 shows MFIP’s impacts on residential 
mobility since the time of random assignment. Of AFDC two-parent families, 31.4 percent did not 
move; MFIP families were significantly more likely to move, but only once. Since random assignment, 
43.1 percent of AFDC families moved twice, compared with only 28.7 percent of MFIP families — a 
statistically significant decrease of 14.4 percentage points. There are two possible explanations for these 
impacts: Either MFIP encouraged residential moves from leased or rented housing into private homes, 
or AFDC families moved from private homes into leased or rented housing (and they moved more than 
once). 

The 36-month client survey asked respondents who had moved to give the primary reason for 
their move. The third panel in Table 6.9 categorizes the reasons why two-parent recipient families 
moved. These outcomes are experimental measures; that is, respondents who did not move or who did 
not move for one of the cited reasons were counted as zero. AFDC families who moved did so primar­
ily for personal reasons or for better housing. The impacts show that, compared with AFDC families, 
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MFIP significantly increased the likelihood of moving either to attain better housing (by 8.7 percentage 
points, or 43 percent) or to purchase a home (by 5.1 percentage points; significant at p-value = 0.10). 
MFIP also significantly decreased the likelihood of moving for personal reasons (by 10.6 percentage 
points, or 51 percent). 

Health Insurance Coverage. The bottom panel of Table 6.9 shows MFIP’s impacts on 
health insurance coverage and its type in the month prior to the 36-month interview for each of the par­
ents and for children in two-parent recipient families. Parents and children in MFIP were significantly 
more likely to have been covered by health insurance, particularly Medicaid or MinnCare, compared 
with parents and children in AFDC.40 While 78.2 percent of children in AFDC families had health insur­
ance coverage just prior to the interview date, 84.4 percent of children in MFIP families were covered, 
and MFIP children were significantly more likely to have been covered by Medicaid or MinnCare. 
There were no differences, however, in the continuity of coverage for the respondents. The most striking 
difference is in the coverage of spouses or partners; only 43.7 percent of spouses or partners in AFDC 
families had health insurance coverage, compared with 65.6 percent in MFIP families. Because MFIP 
encouraged combining work with welfare, it is not surprising that two-parent recipient families in MFIP 
were significantly more likely to have been covered by public than by private insurance. 

H. MFIP’s Effects on Child Well-Being 

An antipoverty program’s impacts on employment and marital stability may have important im­
plications for children in low-income two-parent families. Children may benefit from antipoverty initia­
tives that help two-parent families stay together or that subsidize the employment of a parent who may 
then spend more time with the children at little or no cost to total family income. In addition, it is more 
complicated to negotiate child care arrangements when both parents are employed, because, on aver­
age, two-parent recipient families have more children than single-parent recipients. Overall, MFIP may 
have benefited children in two-parent recipient families by improving marital stability and by reducing the 
work effort of at least one parent, at the same time maintaining the family’s level of income. 

Research suggests that children fare better in two-parent than in single-parent families on a 
number of outcomes, such as achievement test scores and high school completion,41 and that school-age 
children who are not supervised are at greater risk of receiving poor grades and of engaging in risk-
taking behavior such as substance abuse.42 The MFIP 36-month client survey collected selected infor­
mation about schooling for children of two-parent families, and an analysis of these outcomes is included 
as an appendix in Volume 2.43 These results suggest that, on some selected aspects of schooling, chil­
dren in MFIP two-parent recipient families fared similarly to children in AFDC families. Unfortunately, a 
more complete portrait of the well-being of these children — including a larger sample and a broader 
range of outcomes — is not available. 

40The proportions covered by Medicaid or MinnCare and by private insurance do not add up to the total propor­
tion covered by health insurance because some families used both Medicaid or MinnCare and private insurance. 

41See, for example, Gennetian, 1999; McLanahan and Sandefur, 1994. 
42Dwyer et al., 1990; Petit, 1997. 
43 Gennetian and Miller, 2000. 
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V.	 Effects on Two-Parent Applicant Families 

The discussion turns now from MFIP’s effects on two-parent recipient families to its effects on 
two-parent families who were applicants for welfare assistance at the time of random assignment.44 Ta­
ble 6.10 presents impacts on their employment, earnings and welfare receipt. Unsurprisingly, the em­
ployment rates for both women and men applicants were much higher than for recipients. MFIP did not 
affect the employment of women in two-parent applicant families, but it did significantly affect their aver­
age quarterly earnings during year 2 of follow-up; women in MFIP families had significantly lower earn­
ings than women in AFDC families. For men in two-parent applicant families, MFIP had no significant 
effect on employment or earnings. MFIP also did not significantly affect the likelihood that either parent 
was employed or the likelihood that both parents were employed during the follow-up period. 

The second panel of Table 6.10 presents impacts on welfare receipt for two-parent applicant 
families. MFIP families were more likely to receive welfare and to receive a higher amount of benefits 
than AFDC families, although the increase in welfare receipt dropped off by year 2 of follow-up. Two-
parent applicant families in both groups were not likely to stay on welfare for long; the majority were no 
longer receiving benefits by the end of the follow-up period (only 29.2 percent of MFIP families and 
20.6 percent of AFDC families were still receiving benefits). Of those AFDC families who were receiv­
ing welfare benefits during the last quarter of follow-up, over one-third were receiving Food Stamp 
benefits only (not shown). 

Table 6.11 presents MFIP’s impacts on income and poverty for two-parent applicant families. 
Those in MFIP had a slightly higher level of income during year 1 of follow-up, largely due to increases 
in welfare income, and they were significantly less likely than AFDC families to be below the poverty 
line — by 7 percentage points (not shown). MFIP had little effect on income or poverty during year 2 
of follow-up and had no effect on combining welfare and work. Because of small sample sizes, other 
outcomes that could be constructed only from the survey data were not analyzed. 

VI.	 Conclusion and Review of Other Antipoverty and Welfare Programs 
for Two-Parent Families 

MFIP’s effects on employment and earnings for two-parent families were very different 
from its effects on single-parent families. For two-parent recipient families, MFIP decreased or delayed 
the employment of one parent, which resulted in decreased total family earnings. MFIP increased mari­
tal stability, however, and because these families were more likely than AFDC two-parent families to 
have a second earner in the household, they had significantly more total family income. These results 
differ from MFIP’s effects on single-parent recipients, primarily because single mothers responded dif­
ferently to MFIP than mothers in two-parent families. Whereas mothers in two-parent recipient families 
were more likely to respond to MFIP’s incentives by delaying entry into employment or reducing their 

44Appendix Table F.2 presents participation impacts using administrative records data for women and men in 
two-parent applicant families. MFIP had no significant impact on participation for these families. 
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Table 6.10


MFIP's Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare for Two-Parent Applicant Families
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Outcome MFIP 

Women 

AFDC 
Impacta 

(Difference) MFIP 

Men 

AFDC 
Impacta 

(Difference) MFIP 

Families 
Impacta 

AFDC (Difference) 

Employment and earnings 

Average quarterly 
employment rate (%) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 

48.3 
51.7 
55.9 

48.7 
52.9 
54.1 

-0.4 
-1.3 
1.8 

63.4 
62.9 
63.9 

65.9 
65.5 
61.5 

-2.5 
-2.6 
2.4 

78.3 
78.2 
81.0 

78.1 
79.0 
77.7 

0.2 
-0.7 
3.4 

Average quarterly earnings ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 

1,187 
1,481 
1,712 

1,315 
1,747 
1,818 

-128 
-266 * 
-106 

2,400 
2,841 
3,162 

2,555 
3,186 
3,392 

-156 
-345 
-231 

3,587 
4,323 
4,873 

3,870 
4,933 
5,210 

-283 
-611 ** 
-337 

Welfare receipt 

Average quarterly 
receipt rate (%) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 

56.5 
32.7 
29.2 

43.6 
27.0 
20.6 

12.9 *** 
5.7 * 
8.6 *** 

Average quarterly benefits ($) 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (1 quarter) 

1,039 
597 
501 

580 
332 
246 

459 *** 
265 *** 
255 *** 

Sample size (total = 733) 348 385 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 
10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare 
benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and 

work history requirement. 



Table 6.11


MFIP's Impacts on Income and Poverty for Two-Parent Applicant Families


Outcome MFIP AFDC 
Impacta 

(Difference) 

Average quarterly income 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 (quarter 1) 

4,626 
4,920 
5,374 

4,450 
5,265 
5,456 

176 
-345 

-82 

Income and poverty in 
second year of follow-up 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Measured povertyb (%) 
4,920 

42.1 
5,265 

38.2 
-345 

4.0 

Income and poverty in second 
year with estimated taxes 
and EIC benefitc 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Measured povertyb (%) 
4,584 

36.0 
4,757 

35.2 
-173 

0.8 

Income sources 

In last quarter of follow-up (%) 
Earnings, welfare 
Earnings, no welfare 
No earnings, welfare 
No earnings, no welfare 

19.5 
55.0 

6.2 
17.1 

16.2 
58.9 
4.3 

18.4 

3.3 
-3.9 
1.9 

-1.3 

Sample size (total = 733) 348 385 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings 
records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, 
excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random 
assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels 
are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced incentive 

messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 
bMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are 

below the official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in 
the family. Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp 
benefits but does not include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not 
comparable with the official poverty rate. 

cThese estimates are calculated assuming that all eligible individuals received both the federal and 
state Earned Income Credit. Estimated payroll taxes and federal and state income taxes are also 
subtracted. 
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work effort, mothers in single-parent recipient families were more likely to participate in employment-
related services and to enter employment and work full time. 

The results from the MFIP evaluation contribute to emerging findings from nonexperimental and experi­
mental studies of two-parent families that have focused on two outcomes of antipoverty policies: labor 
supply and marital stability. The Earned Income Credit (EIC) is the most widespread antipoverty policy 
currently available to two-parent families. With a few exceptions, the literature reports that financial in­
centives to work, such as tax credits and earned income disregards, generally reduce labor supply 
among mothers in two-parent families but increase it among mothers in single-parent families. The ef­
fects of these policies on marital stability are inconclusive. For example, no documented relationship has 
been found between AFDC-UP or AFDC and marital stability,45 although there is some evidence of a 
relationship between marital instability and enhanced income initiatives such as the Negative Income Tax 
(NIT) experiments and the EIC.46 The results from the MFIP evaluation suggest that enhancing income 
via employment may allow married couples to stay together, to negotiate joint employment decisions, 
and to maintain a minimal level of family income. 

45Hoffman and Duncan, 1995; Winkler, 1995.

46Groeneveld, Tuma, and Hannon, 1980; Eissa and Hoynes, 1999.
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Chapter 7 

Benefit-Cost Analysis 

The preceding chapters showed that, for a significant part of the welfare population, the Minne­
sota Family Investment Program (MFIP) increased employment and family income, reduced depend­
ence on welfare as the sole source of income, and improved other family outcomes. What did it cost to 
produce those effects? To provide an overall picture of MFIP’s effectiveness for different types of fami­
lies, this chapter assesses the program’s costs and the gains it produced. 

The earlier chapters presented those effects of MFIP that can be directly measured for individ­
ual sample members. This chapter compares the program’s net benefits and costs, including directly 
measured effects as well as additional effects that are estimated for the purpose of the benefit-cost 
analysis. Outcomes that are directly measured include earnings, welfare benefits, and indicators of family 
and child well-being. Outcomes that are estimated include tax payments, fringe benefits, and the cost of 
operating the program’s employment and training services. Thus, the analysis draws on information both 
from preceding chapters and from other sources, such as state fiscal records, to give a comprehensive 
account of the program’s benefits and costs. These gains or losses from the effects of MFIP are as­
sessed from the perspectives of the groups and institutions most directly affected in Minnesota: the wel­
fare sample, the government budget, taxpayers (who are not members of the welfare sample), and soci­
ety as a whole. 

The benefit-cost estimates and the analysis in this chapter are designed to answer the following 
questions: 

•	 From the perspective of families in the program, did MFIP result in net gains or net 
losses? 

•	 From a budgetary standpoint, did MFIP result in net costs or net savings? 

•	 From the perspective of taxpayers, were MFIP’s net costs and savings accompa­
nied by the achievement of key goals, such as increased employment and reduced 
poverty among families in the program? 

•	 What are MFIP’s benefits and costs to society as a whole? 

•	 How do MFIP’s benefits and costs vary for different types of families? 

I. Summary of the Findings 

Table 7.1 provides a summary of the benefit-cost results for the six subgroups in the MFIP 
evaluation. The top two panels summarize the financial results of MFIP. They present the net financial 
gains or losses to the welfare sample, the government budget, taxpayers, and society as a whole. These 
results are expressed per family, and they show only the net increase or decrease compared with the 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) system that MFIP replaced. The first panel presents 
a summary of the total results for five years, and the second panel presents average 
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Table 7.1 

Financial and Nonfinancial Gains and Losses per MFIP Group Member, 
by Subgroup and Accounting Perspective (in 1996 Dollars) 

Perspective 

Single-Parent 
Long-Term Recipients 

Urban Rural Totala 

Single-Parent 
Recent Applicants 

Urban Rural Totala 
Two-Parent Families 

Recipients Applicants 

Total financial gains and losses 
over five years 
Welfare sample 
Government budget 
Taxpayers 
Society 

10,222 9,301 
-8,465 -12,068 
-8,678 -12,113 
1,545 -2,812 

9,891 
-9,762 
-9,915 

-24 

5,967 
-8,122 
-8,111 
-2,144 

10,477 
-11,912 
-12,008 

-1,531 

7,762 
-9,630 
-9,662 
-1,900 

6,855 
-19,147 
-18,669 
-11,814 

521 
-12,762 
-12,173 
-11,652 

Total financial gains and losses 
expressed annually 
Welfare sample 
Government budget 
Taxpayers 
Society 

2,044 
-1,693 
-1,736 

309 

1,860 
-2,414 
-2,423 

-562 

1,978 
-1,952 
-1,983 

-5 

1,193 
-1,624 
-1,622 

-429 

2,095 
-2,382 
-2,402 

-306 

1,552 
-1,926 
-1,932 

-380 

1,371 
-3,829 
-3,734 
-2,363 

104 
-2,552 
-2,435 
-2,330 

Non-financial effects over observation 
period (from welfare sample perspective)b 

Work, welfare, and income per quarterb 

Percentage with income below poverty 
Percentage working 
Welfare use 

Percentage receiving welfare 
Percentage relying solely on welfare 

fl 
› 

› 
fl 

fl 
› 

› 
fl 

fl 
› 

› 
fl 

fl 
› 

› 
fl 

fl 
› 

› 
0 

fl 
› 

› 
fl 

fl 
0 

› 
0 

0 
0 

› 
0 

Other family outcomes 

Continuous health coveragec (%) 
Homeownershipd (%) 
Mother currently married 
and living with spousee (%) 
Time spent out of the homef 

› 
0 

0 
› 

0 
0 

0 
0 

› 
0 

› 
› 

› 
0 

0 
› 

› 
fl 

0 
0 

› 
0 

0 
› 

0 
› 

› 
0 

n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 

Child environment and child well­
being (measured for families 
with children age 2-9)g › n/a n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

(continued) 
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Table 7.1 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public assistance benefit 
records, the 36-month client survey, state and federal tax codes, aggregate fiscal data, and county child care payment records. 
Refer to previous chapters of this report and to Volume 2 (Gennetian and Miller, 2000). 

NOTES: The arrows on this table reflect positive and negative statistically significant effects. Outcomes indicated as n/a are not 
measured. A more in-depth explanation of these impacts can be found in previous chapters of this report and in Volume 2. 

aTotal gains and losses were estimated as a weighted average of urban and rural results, based on urban and rural proportions 
in total caseloads of the seven field trial counties. 

bAverage quarterly during the follow-up period. 
cPercentage who had continuous health insurance coverage from random assignment through time of the 36-month survey. 
dPercentage who owned their home at the time of the 36-month survey. 
ePercentage married and living with spouse at the time of the 36-month survey. 
fMeasured on 36-month survey as average hours worked per week in current or most recent job. For two-parent families, 

measured only for the survey respondent (usually the mother). 
gSummary of full MFIP impacts on domestic abuse and on behavior and school outcomes for children age 2-9 at random 

assignment. For urban long-term recipients, MFIP produced statistically significant impacts on domestic abuse and on children’s 
behavior and school performance. For urban recent applicants, MFIP produced few statistically significant impacts on child well­
being. For single-parent families in rural counties and for two-parent families, the results are not reported due to small sample 
sizes. 
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annual results over the five years. The bottom three panels of Table 7.1 illustrate the nonfinancial effects 
of the program based on measured outcomes described in earlier chapters. The symbol (›) denotes a 
statistically significant increase, the symbol (fl) denotes a statistically significant decrease, and the sym­
bol (0) denotes outcomes that were not affected by the program. The conceptual approach of the bene­
fit-cost analysis and the results presented here are discussed in detail later in the chapter. 

•	 For almost all the groups, MFIP produced substantial net financial gains, 
ranging from $1,200 to $2,100 per year per family over five years. Such 
gains are unusual among other types of welfare-to-work programs and were mostly 
induced by MFIP’s financial incentives. As would be expected, MFIP also cost 
more than the typical welfare-to-work program; depending on the group, MFIP 
cost between $1,600 and $3,800 per year per family, over and above the costs of 
the welfare programs that it replaced. Most of the increase in costs is made up of 
increased welfare benefits and associated Medicaid costs to support working fami­
lies. 

•	 MFIP was most efficient at increasing the financial well-being of single-
parent long-term recipients, with MFIP families gaining about a dollar for 
every dollar spent on the program by taxpayers. The program achieved some 
of its largest financial gains for these families (about $2,000 per year over five years) 
and added a similar amount to government costs. Other important impacts include 
increased employment, reduced total reliance on welfare, and reduced poverty. For 
single-parent long-term recipients in the child study (those in urban counties with 
young school-age children), MFIP improved children’s environments (by reducing 
domestic violence), and it improved child well-being.1 

•	 For single-parent families who were recent applicants, MFIP was a rela­
tively efficient way to transfer income. Economists have estimated that transfer 
programs may require as much as $1.50 in spending for each $1 gained by fami­
lies.2 In comparison, for each $1 of financial gains to single-parent families who 
were recent applicants, MFIP cost taxpayers about $1.24. The net gains for those 
families were about $1,550 per year over five years, while the net costs to taxpay­
ers and the government budget were about $1,930 per year over five years. 

•	 For both single-parent long-term recipients and recent applicants, the pro­
gram’s patterns of benefits and costs differ between urban and rural coun­
ties. Long-term recipients experienced similar financial gains whether they lived in 
urban or rural counties (about $1,900-$2,000 per year per family). However, the 
program cost more in rural counties — about $2,400 per year compared with 
$1,700 per year in urban counties. For recent applicants, the program produced 

1Volume 2 of this final MFIP report presents the outcomes from the child study; see Gennetian and Miller, 2000. 
2See Burtless, 1987. 
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larger financial gains for families in rural counties, and it also added more to gov­
ernment costs in those counties. 

•	 For two-parent recipient families, MFIP produced a financial gain of about 
$1,400 per year per family over five years. It also produced some dramatic 
nonfinancial effects (a decrease in the work effort of second wage-earners, 
substantially improved marital stability, and increased homeownership). 
However, MFIP cost more for this group than it did for other groups — add­
ing about $3,800 per family per year to government costs, relative to the 
cost of the welfare programs it replaced. As explained in Chapter 6, MFIP cost 
more for two-parent recipient families because many of these parents would have 
worked even in the absence of MFIP; the program led to greater use of financial in­
centives and to increases in welfare costs. (Note that because the child study fo­
cuses on single-parent families, MFIP’s effects on measures of family and child 
well-being — such as domestic abuse and various child outcomes — were not 
measured for two-parent recipient families.) 

•	 For two-parent applicant families — the group most likely to leave welfare 
on their own — MFIP brought only small financial gains. It also increased 
costs to the government by $2,500 per year per family over five years. Be­
cause of small sample sizes, few of the nonfinancial effects of MFIP were measured 
for two-parent applicant families. 

•	 When weighing the importance of MFIP’s results for various groups, it 
seems appropriate to place substantial weight on the positive results for 
long-term recipients, the group who have been of greatest concern to poli­
cymakers in Minnesota and elsewhere and who therefore were targeted for 
MFIP’s most intensive services. Considering other groups, judgment about 
MFIP’s success depends up how one values the increases in the financial well-being 
of families and the nonfinancial benefits that the program produced. When Minne­
sota instituted its statewide program, MFIP-S, policymakers made changes aimed 
at cost reduction and at increasing the program’s effects for single-parent appli­
cants; this evaluation, however, does not provide information on the results of those 
changes. 

II. Background 

This benefit-cost analysis builds on a framework used in previous welfare studies, but it differs 
from them in some important ways, reflecting differences between MFIP’s goals and those of prior wel­
fare-to-work initiatives. In many prior initiatives, the primary goal was to reduce welfare costs. The 
typical objective was to develop a program that would move people to work and to produce welfare 
savings that would “pay for the program,” savings that exceeded the cost of operating the program. 
MFIP had more ambitious goals. It was designed not only to increase employment but also, at least in 
the short run, to reduce poverty and dependence on welfare and to improve the well-being of working 
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families. While legislators and program designers wanted to keep costs as low as possible, they judged 
that Minnesotans were willing to increase government outlays, at least in the short run, in order to 
achieve the antipoverty goal and potentially improve family outcomes. Continued receipt of some bene­
fits as a work supplement was consistent with MFIP’s antipoverty objective. 

The fact that MFIP’s goals included reducing poverty complicates the task of comparing the 
program’s benefits with its costs, for two reasons. First, benefit-cost analysis is most straightforward 
when all of a program’s effects are measurable in dollars, so that they can be easily added and sub­
tracted from one another to arrive at one “bottom-line” assessment of the program’s effectiveness. Yet 
the kinds of outcomes that Minnesotans were interested in achieving — improvements in child well­
being, for example — are difficult to measure in dollars. So it was possible that MFIP might increase 
monetary costs to the government but produce a set of noneconomic benefits (such as improvements in 
child well-being, reductions in domestic violence, or increases in family stability) that Minnesotans would 
deem worth the extra investment. Therefore, to cover as wide a range of benefits and costs as possible, 
this analysis accounts for both “financial” and “nonfinancial” effects of the program, even though this 
means that the program’s effects cannot be neatly added up to produce one bottom-line number that 
summarizes its worth in dollars. Integrating the major nonmonetary effects of the program into the bene­
fit-cost analysis is a pioneering effort to move this type of analysis in the direction of great comprehen­
siveness. 

Second, it is also difficult to derive a single bottom-line figure that sums up the whole program 
because MFIP’s effects varied substantially for different subgroups of the welfare population. For ex­
ample, MFIP increased earnings, increased welfare benefits, reduced total reliance on welfare, and in­
creased income among single-parent long-term recipient families (Chapter 4). Moreover, Volume 2 re­
ports that MFIP achieved improvements in outcomes for children age 2 to 9 in urban long-term recipi­
ent families and that it decreased the incidence of domestic abuse. For single-parent recent applicants 
and two-parent families, MFIP achieved more modest effects on financial outcomes, but it substantially 
increased the likelihood that couples in two-parent families stayed married throughout the three-year 
period (Chapter 6). Thus, this benefit-cost analysis addresses each important subgroup separately, to 
highlight the ways in which the program was more or less effective for particular types of families. 

One method that the benefit-cost analysis uses to describe MFIP’s relative effectiveness for dif­
ferent types of families is to assess the program’s efficiency at producing financial gains for each type. In 
this case, “efficiency” is defined as the level of financial gain to families per dollar spent by the govern­
ment; so a very efficient program produces large gains to families at low cost to the government. To de­
scribe the efficiency of programs, economists have long employed the “leaky bucket” test.3 The idea is 
that, like a leaky bucket, programs that transfer income from one group in society to another produce 
some wasted resources, or costs to society over and above the amount transferred. Some of the “leaki­
ness” of programs is caused by administrative costs (which expend society’s resources but do not di­
rectly benefit the targeted families). However, the inefficiencies that are of greatest political concern are 
decreases in work effort on the part of families who receive the new benefits; if families decrease their 
earnings in response to a transfer program, then for each dollar the government spends, families gain less 

3See Okun, 1975. 
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than a dollar in income. The greater the decrease in earnings, the greater the leak in the bucket. The 
hope is that a work incentive program will decrease this inefficiency by providing additional income only 
if parents work. In a very efficient program, parents might even increase their work effort, so that each 
dollar transferred by the government brings more than one dollar in income for families. 

This chapter presents the program’s net benefits and costs per MFIP group member.4 It pre­
sents five-year net gains and losses per MFIP group member for each of the six family types discussed 
in earlier chapters: single-parent long-term recipients in urban and in rural counties, single-parent recent 
applicants in urban and in rural counties, two-parent recipient families, and two-parent applicant fami­
lies. (Further description of these groups appears in Chapter 1.) For the sake of brevity, most of the 
tables in this chapter present the results of each step of the analysis only for single-parent long-term re­
cipients in urban counties. As discussed earlier, these families account for a disproportionate share of 
welfare costs and caseloads, and they are thus of greatest interest when considering the costs and bene­
fits of the program.5 The program’s net gains and losses (but not the intermediate steps of the analysis) 
for each of the other five groups are presented at the end of the chapter. 

Some cautions about the interpretation of the benefit-cost findings are in order. First, this report 
presents an analysis of the MFIP field trials, which were different in their various components than the 
statewide program (MFIP-S) that is currently being implemented in Minnesota; thus, the costs of 
MFIP-S are likely to differ from costs presented here. Second, the program’s costs and benefits may 
extend past the five-year time frame used here, and it would be difficult to project the estimates past the 
five-year point with much accuracy. Third, unlike the earlier chapters, this benefit-cost analysis incorpo­
rates positive and negative financial estimates even when they do not reach the level of statistical signifi­
cance, because they nonetheless represent the best estimates available. Thus, the financial estimates pre­
sented in this chapter should be considered approximations.6 

The next section of this chapter describes the analytical approach and general methods used in 
estimating MFIP’s financial gains and losses. Section IV then focuses on single-parent long-term recipi­
ents in urban counties, discussing and estimating MFIP’s major benefits and costs during the observa­
tion period, as well as extrapolating estimates of the future benefits and costs, through year 5. Section V 
presents the results for the other MFIP subgroups, and Section VI provides a summary and conclusion 
to the analysis. 

4These are “net” because they are the benefits and costs per MFIP group member minus the benefits and costs 
that would have accrued in the absence of MFIP, through the AFDC system. 

5Moreover, based on estimates from Minnesota’s Department of Human Services, the urban caseload (the 
caseload in counties that make up the Twin Cities metropolitan area) currently represents nearly two-thirds of Minne­
sota’s total caseload. 

6However, when summarizing the program’s nonfinancial effects, as in Table7.1, only effects that are statistically 
significant are depicted with (›) and (fl) symbols. 
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III. The Analytical Approach 

The analytical approach used in this benefit-cost analysis of the MFIP evaluation is similar to the 
approach used in previous evaluations by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation 
(MDRC).7 The general analytic approach is to place dollar values on the program’s effects and its use 
of resources wherever possible, either by directly measuring them or by imputing them. The program’s 
effects on earnings and welfare benefits were measured directly. Its effects on fringe benefits, state and 
federal taxes, Medicaid and other health insurance payments, the costs of administering the transfer pro­
grams, and the costs of operating employment and training services were imputed or estimated. Aggre­
gate fiscal expenditure data and data from a staff time study were used for cost estimations. Data on 
earnings and transfer payments in combination with transfer payment eligibility rules, tax regulations, and 
published data from various sources including state and federal agencies were used to impute the dollar 
values of other program effects. The analysis primarily uses information from the 36-month survey to 
account for program effects that are nonfinancial or difficult to value in dollar terms. 

A. Accounting Methods 

The financial benefit-cost estimates cover a five-year time frame starting with the quarter after 
random assignment (quarter 2). This time frame is similar to that used in previous MDRC evaluations of 
welfare reform programs where effects were expected to occur quickly and then decrease over time. 
This five-year time frame includes an observation period and a projection period. 

The observation period for each sample member includes the portion of the follow-up period 
when benefits can be estimated from “observed,” or recorded, data; it extends from random assignment 
through the last month of available data or June 1998, whichever is earlier. The observation period cov­
ers at least two-and-a-half years for all sample members and up to four years for those randomly as­
signed during the first month of the study (April 1994). Gains and losses observed at the end of this pe­
riod were then projected to the end of the five-year time frame, using several assumptions about the 
magnitude of future effects. The projection period ranges from one to two-and-a-half years, depending 
on when a sample member was randomly assigned in the study. 

As stated above, the five-year time frame is used because, as in most welfare reform studies, 
MFIP’s effects were expected to occur fairly soon after people entered the program and then to de­
crease over time. The time frame also acknowledges that uncertainty increases the further one attempts 
to extrapolate beyond the observation period of two-and-a-half to four years. 

The financial benefit-cost estimates are expressed in terms of net present values per MFIP 
group member. The “net” in net present value means that, like impacts, the estimated amounts repre­
sent differences between estimates for MFIP and AFDC group members. The estimates are in “present 
value” terms because the accounting method of “discounting” is used to express the dollar value today 

7Many of the techniques were originally developed for the evaluations of state programs under MDRC’s Dem­
onstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives; see Long and Knox, 1985. This report’s description of that approach is 
adapted from three previous MDRC reports: Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994; Kemple, Fellerath, and Fried­
lander, 1995; and Bos et al., 1999. Minor distinctions have been introduced here to accommodate the data that are 
available for the present evaluation and the unique features of MFIP. 
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of program effects that will occur in future.8 All benefit and cost estimate amounts are expressed in 1996 
dollars, eliminating the effects of inflation on values of benefits and costs.9 

B. The Analytical Perspectives 

An important issue in benefit-cost analysis of government programs is determining who bears 
any costs or benefits from the program. In other words, from whose perspective should the estimated 
net benefits and costs be viewed? This analysis presents the net benefits and costs from the analytical 
perspectives of the following main groups and institutions, which were most directly affected by the pro­
gram in Minnesota: 

• The welfare sample 

• Government (or, more precisely, the government budget) 

• Taxpayers (shorthand for individuals not in the welfare sample) 

• Society as a whole 

The same program effects might elicit gains from one perspective and losses from another. For 
example, from the perspective of the research sample (which is called the welfare sample in this chap­
ter), an increase in welfare benefits may be considered a benefit because those welfare payments may 
be the only income available to these families. However, from the perspective of taxpayers (who are not 
in the welfare sample), an increase in welfare benefits is a cost. Thus, in assessing each main program 
effect, it is important in benefit-cost analysis to consider the perspective of each directly affected group. 

Box 7.1 illustrates these four analytical perspectives and their roles in helping to determine 
whether a program and its components are a net gain to society or to any of the groups affected. The 
examples are offered only for illustrative purposes. Gains are represented by the (+) symbol, losses are 
represented by the (–) symbol, and the (0) symbol is used to represent situations where there is neither 
a gain nor a loss. 

8In programs like MFIP, many costs are incurred early in the program, particularly in the first two years, when 
welfare receipt is heaviest. However, some costs and benefits (for example, earnings gains) continue to be realized in 
later years. Simply comparing the nominal dollar value of program costs with benefits over multiple years would be 
problematic, because the value of a dollar is greater in the present than in the future. A dollar available today (either 
to MFIP group members or to the government) can be invested and may produce income over time, making it worth 
more than just a dollar available in the future. So to make a fair comparison between benefits and costs over multiple 
years, it is essential to focus on their value at a common point in time — for example, the present. This issue is 
addressed by discounting, which is a method for reducing the value of benefits and costs accrued in later years 
relative to benefits and costs accrued early in the program. This benefit-cost analysis uses the end of the first year 
following random assignment as the comparison point for the investment period. In other words, gains that accrued 
later were discounted to reflect their value at the end of year 1. In calculating these discounted values, it was 
assumed that a dollar invested at the end of year 1 would earn a real rate of return of 5 percent annually. For example, 
if a welfare reform program increased revenues to the government budget by an average of $1,221 per MFIP group 
member in the last quarter of year 5, its net present value would be $1,000 from the standpoint of the investment 
period. This is because $1,000 invested at the end of year 1 at a 5 percent annual rate of interest (compounded 
continuously) equals $1,221 at the end of year 5. 

9Estimates are expressed in constant dollars by using quarterly GNP implicit price deflators from the Survey of 
Current Business (July issues: Table 8.1 prior to 1997 and Table C.1 after 1996) and the Bureau of Economic Analysis: 
National Income and Wealth. 
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Box 7.1


Examples of Costs and Benefits, by Analytical Perspective


Analytical Perspective 

Government 
Welfare Budget 

Main Effects of the Program Sample Taxpayers Society 

Financial effects 

Increase in transfer payments + – – 0 

Cost of employment and training 0 – – – 
services 

Increase in earnings and fringe + 0 0 + 

benefits 

Increase in tax payments – + + 0 

Nonfinancial effects 

Increased time spent out of the – n/a ? – 
home 

Improvement in family well-being + n/a + + 

In Box 7.1, the welfare sample’s perspective identifies net gains or losses for members of the 
MFIP group, indicating how they fared as a result of the program. As illustrated, the direct impacts on 
earnings and transfer payments and the indirect or additional improvements in family well-being may 
represent gains for the welfare sample. On the other hand, there may be losses from the higher tax im­
pacts and the increased time spent out of the home. Therefore, if the gains from earnings, transfer pay­
ments, and family well-being exceed the value of the higher taxes and the increased time spent out of the 
home, the program may be considered a net gain from the standpoint of the welfare sample.10 

10For additional illustrations, see Kemple, Friedlander, and Fellerath, 1995; and Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 
1994. 
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The government budget perspective identifies net gains and losses incurred by a combination 
of the federal, state, and local government budgets that fund such programs.11 For example, the federal 
government funds the Food Stamp program; the federal and state governments share funding for the 
AFDC, MFIP, and Medicaid programs; and the state government funds the Working Family Credit 
(WFC) program. As shown in Box 7.1, net costs to the government budget occur through increases in 
transfer payments and the related administrative costs, whereas gains occur if higher taxes are paid by 
program (MFIP) group members compared with control (AFDC) group members. 

The taxpayers’ perspective identifies benefits and costs from the standpoint of everyone in so­
ciety other than individuals in the welfare sample. (The term “taxpayer” is used for simplicity, even 
though members of the welfare sample can be taxpayers as well.) Financial costs to the government 
budget are generally represented as costs to taxpayers. In addition, however, taxpayers in Minnesota 
may derive nonfinancial benefits such as the satisfaction of knowing that the MFIP program has in­
creased work and reduced poverty among low-income families. The (?) symbol under the taxpayers’ 
perspective in Box 7.1 reflects uncertainty about whether taxpayers prefer that parents (particularly 
mothers) work part time or full time, given that they are employed. 

The perspective of society as a whole combines the perspectives of two groups: the welfare 
sample and the taxpayers who are not in the welfare sample. For a given component in the analysis, a 
net gain to society occurs only when a gain to one group is not at the expense of the other group. For 
example, in Box 7.1, impacts on earnings represent a gain to the welfare sample but not to taxpayers — 
although any taxes paid on those earnings would be a gain for the government budget. Net losses to so­
ciety occur when a loss to one analytical group is not a benefit to another. For example, the net costs of 
increased use of employment and training services represent a loss to taxpayers but are neither a gain 
nor a loss to the welfare sample, so they are considered a loss to society. Program effects that constitute 
a net gain from one perspective but a net loss from another (such as the example of increased transfer 
payments) have no financial consequences from the societal perspective. From that perspective, these 
effects represent a transfer from one group in society to another, rather than a gain or loss of societal 
resources. 

Two issues should be noted in interpreting these perspectives and the program’s distributional 
effects. First, when adopting the societal perspective, one assumes that the “value,” or importance, of a 
dollar lost by one group is equivalent to that of a dollar gained by the other group, which is an arguable 
assumption. It is a matter of common sense (and supported by an extensive economic literature) that an 
increase in income of $1,000 will typically have a larger effect on the well-being of a family whose an­
nual income is $5,000 than of a family whose annual income is $50,000. Moreover, in the case of 
MFIP, for example, elected officials explicitly chose to transfer income to low-income families who 
were working, via the enhanced earned income disregard and other changes in the benefit structure. 

11Estimates of net financial gains and losses from the perspective of taxpayers (not in the welfare sample) and 
those from the perspective of the government budget are very similar. The two perspectives differ in the treatment of 
Social Security and Medicare and the nonfinancial effects. The government budget gains from contributions to Social 
Security and Medicare payroll taxes by both welfare sample members’ and their employers’ contributions, whereas 
taxpayers (who include employers) gain only from employees’ contributions to those two taxes. 
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Presumably, those officials were implicitly acknowledging that a dollar in the pocket is more valuable to 
a poor person than to the average taxpayer. This benefit-cost analysis treats each dollar the same, no 
matter whom in society it accrues to; but to help account for this issue, reductions in poverty are treated 
as separate, “nonfinancial” gains to the welfare sample, taxpayers, and society. 

Second, it is more straightforward to allocate financial benefits and costs to particular segments 
of society than it is to allocate nonfinancial benefits and costs. The treatment of nonfinancial effects from 
the perspectives of various groups is discussed later in the chapter. 

C. Limitations of the Analysis 

There are some limits on the comprehensiveness of the benefit-cost analysis that should also be 
recognized. First, some costs and benefits are difficult to measure, or they represent indirect effects of 
the program and so are not measured. Thus, the estimates in this chapter represent the most direct ef­
fects of the program and do not take into account the secondary effects that may result from the pro­
gram. These include, for example, the possible displacement of other workers resulting from the in­
creased employment of MFIP group members; such displaced workers may become unemployed or 
may accept lower-paying jobs. Similarly, although the analysis acknowledges nonfinancial benefits such 
as increased homeownership to the welfare sample and to taxpayers, homeownership may also bring 
indirect financial effects that the analysis does not account for, such as the cost to the government of 
providing loan subsidies for low-income families or the long-term benefits to the welfare sample of ac­
cumulating wealth through homeownership. 

Second, there are some additional effects that are measurable but are difficult to value in dollars 
— the nonfinancial benefits and costs discussed earlier. For example, the analysis does not place dollar 
values on the effects of the program on poverty, employment, welfare use, or the time parents spent out 
of the home and the effects on family and child well-being. Instead, the tables account for these nonfi­
nancial gains and losses by using (+), (–), and (0) symbols. 

IV.	 Benefits and Costs for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients 
in Urban Counties 

A. Financial Costs in the Observation Period 

This section presents estimates of the cost of MFIP per MFIP group member, during the ob­
servation period. Focusing on long-term recipients in urban counties, it shows how these costs varied 
across program components and support services. This information may be useful to administrators and 
planners who want to understand, in a comprehensive way, the nature of the government’s investment in 
MFIP. In particular, which pieces of the program account for most of MFIP’s costs? 

The primary goal of the cost analysis is to estimate the government’s average net cost of pro­
viding MFIP and MFIP-related services to members of the MFIP group. The net cost is the difference 
between the average cost per MFIP group member and the average cost per AFDC group member, 
that is, the cost of all MFIP and non-MFIP-related services that were used during a fixed period of 
time following a person’s entry into the study. 
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Section 1 below starts with an account of the major components of the cost analysis. Then Sec­
tions 2 through 4 discuss these components and present the cost estimates for each component for the 
MFIP and AFDC groups. Section 5 brings all the information together for the MFIP and AFDC groups 
as total gross costs. The total gross cost for the AFDC group is then subtracted from the total gross 
cost for the MFIP group and presented as the net costs of MFIP in the observation period. 

1. The Main Cost Components 

Figure 7.1 illustrates the main expenditure components for both the MFIP group and the 
AFDC, or control, group. It shows that the gross cost of MFIP for each MFIP group member (box D) 
is made up of three main components: expenditures on MFIP transfer payments (including Medicaid or 
Minnesota Care [MinnCare]12 and child care, in box A); expenditures on operating MFIP employment 
and training services (box B); and expenditures by educational institutions on MFIP group members 
(box C). 

The gross cost that would accrue to each MFIP group member in the absence of MFIP is the 
gross cost per AFDC group member (box H). This is also made up of three main components: expendi­
tures on AFDC, Food Stamps, and Family General Assistance transfer payments (including Medicaid 
or MinnCare and child care, in box E); STRIDE operating expenditures (box F); and expenditures by 
educational institutions on AFDC group members (box G). 

The net cost of MFIP, that is, the cost per MFIP group member over and above the cost per 
AFDC group member, is represented by box N. The net cost is obtained by subtracting the gross cost 
per AFDC group member from the gross cost per MFIP group member. 

2. Transfer Payments and Support Services (Figure 7.1, Boxes A and E) 

The first panel of Table 7.2 presents the cost of transfer payments for the MFIP and AFDC 
groups. For the MFIP group, welfare benefits include MFIP benefit payments; for the AFDC group, 
welfare benefits include payments for AFDC, Food Stamps,13 and Family General Assistance benefits. 
For both groups, transfer payments also include welfare benefits and payments to Medicaid and 
MinnCare health care providers for services received by sample members. The second panel of the ta­
ble shows the administrative costs of these payments, and the third panel shows payments for child 
care14 and other support services. 

The costs in Table 7.2 are estimated for the three- to four-year observation period;15 they are 
expressed in 1996 dollars and discounted to the first year of follow-up.16 During the observation 

12MinnCare is a subsidized health insurance program for low-income working families in Minnesota who do not 
have access to affordable health care coverage. 

13As noted earlier, the MFIP program consolidated and combined AFDC, Food Stamps, and Family General As­
sistance into a single program. Therefore, families on MFIP received Food Stamps as part of their cash public assis­
tance grant payment, instead of separately as coupons (as they did under the AFDC system). 

14Child care payments were from all government funds available for programs administered by county staff. 
15Medicaid and MinnCare payments were imputed on the basis of observed differences in earnings and welfare 

receipt, MFIP/AFDC group differences in Medicaid and MinnCare receipt while on and off welfare, and data on aver­
age Medicaid payments made to all enrolled individuals per month. Administrative expenditures were estimated per 
month of estimated Medicaid and MinnCare receipt, based on state administrative cost reports for Medicaid and 
MinnCare. 

16These and other effects shown in this chapter are different from those presented in Chapter 4, because they are 
discounted and adjusted for inflation. In addition, instead of cutting off the follow-up period at a common point (so 
there are a common number of quarters of follow-up), these effects cover the full period of available data for each 
individual. 
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Figure 7.1
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Table 7.2 

Estimated Impacts on Transfer Payments, Administrative Costs, and Support 

Services During the Observation Perioda for Single-Parent Long-Term 


Recipients in Urban Counties (in 1996 Dollars)


MFIP AFDC Impact 
Type of Payment or Cost ($) (A) (B) (C = A - B) 

Transfer payments 

Welfare benefits (cash assistance and/or Food Stamps)b 21,908 19,771 2,137 
Medicaid/MinnCarec 16,554 15,461 1,093 

Total transfer payments 38,462 35,232 3,230 

Administrative costs 

Welfare administrative costs 2,760 2,185 575 
Medicaid/MinnCare 1,901 1,785 116 

Total administrative costs of transfer payments 4,661 3,970 691 

Support services paymentsd 

Child caree 3,269 2,573 697 
Other support servicesf 336 90 246 

Total support service payments 3,605 2,662 943 

Total 46,728 41,865 4,863 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public 
assistance benefit records, aggregate fiscal data, and county child care payment records. 

NOTES: Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation.
 Differences are regression-adjusted, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample 

members. Tests of statistical significance were not performed.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aObservation period for each sample member extends from random assignment to June 1998. The average 

follow-up for urban single-parent long-term recipients was 3.9 years. 
bWelfare includes MFIP, AFDC, Food Stamps, and Family General Assistance. 
cEstimated cost of reimbursing medical providers for services provided to families enrolled in Medicaid or 

Minnesota Care (MinnCare). 
dAdministrative costs of support service payments were not estimated. 
eIndividual child care payment data for a sample of urban, single- and two-parent families were obtained 

from county administrative records. 
fThe cost of "other support services" was estimated using aggregate fiscal reports and case management 

participation information. These costs include: client transportation and employment-related expenses, child 
care funded with MFIP or STRIDE case management or employment and training funds, school-related 
expenditures for self-initiated training, and other incidental direct client costs. 
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period, transfer payments (welfare benefits and Medicaid/MinnCare) cost $46,728 per member for the 
MFIP group and $41,865 per member for the AFDC group. For both groups, about half the cost was 
for welfare benefit payments, and the administrative overhead was about 10 percent of the cost of the 
payments. These benefits are comparable to benefits in other welfare programs, but the costs may seem 
large because the benefits also included Medicaid, MinnCare, Food Stamps, and Family General Assis­
tance. The welfare administrative costs were higher for MFIP group members because, on average, 
they stayed on welfare longer than members of the AFDC group did.17 Support service payments cost 
$3,605 per member for the MFIP group and $2,662 per member for the AFDC group; more than 90 
percent of this expense was for child care payments to support sample members who worked or par­
ticipated in program activities. 

The net costs of transfer payments, that is, the costs per MFIP group member over and above 
the costs per AFDC group member, were $4,863 per MFIP group member for the three- to four-year 
observation period.18 The net welfare administrative costs were $691, and the net costs of support ser­
vice payments were $943 for the observation period. 

3. MFIP and STRIDE Operating Expenditures (Figure 7.1, Boxes B and F) 

MFIP and STRIDE operating costs cover expenditures for all sample members and, for this 
analysis, have been divided into five main program activities or functions: orientation and intake, case 
management, career workshops, job search activities, and monitoring and support for education and 
training activities. The average operating cost per MFIP group member for a specified activity was gen­
erally calculated by first estimating a unit cost (that is, the average operating cost per participant or per 
month of participation in the activity). This unit cost includes both staff time spent operating the activity 
and any associated overhead costs, such as supervision or rent. The unit cost was then multiplied by the 
participation rate or the average length of time (in months) that people participated in the activity, which 
varied depending on the research group. The following is an overview of what is included in these oper­
ating costs and a presentation of the cost estimates (see Table 7.3). 

Orientation and Intake Costs. These costs include expenditures on staff time and overhead 
for initial orientation to MFIP or STRIDE employment services. They include time spent on one-on-one 
interviews or assessing the client, as well as a group orientation that typically took place in the larger 
counties. At these initial orientations, staff explained to MFIP group members how the MFIP financial 
incentives worked, and for both MFIP and STRIDE participants they explained the employment and 
training options and the support services and transitional benefits available. Staff also assessed each 
sample member individually and began developing an employment plan. The 18-month interim report19 

and Chapter 3 of this report present additional information on the services provided to sample mem­
bers. 

17In addition, the monthly administrative costs of welfare were higher for MFIP because financial workers for 
MFIP had smaller caseloads than AFDC financial workers. This reflects the higher proportion of MFIP cases who 
were mixing work and welfare. It took more time for MFIP workers to administer such cases, which offset any reduc­
tions in staff time due to the cash-out of Food Stamp benefits. 

18Unlike the impact results presented in prior chapters, financial estimates in this charter are not tested for statis­
tical significance (and are often used even if they are not statistically significant). In addition, the estimates are differ­
ent because of discounting, inflation adjustments, and the use of all follow-up data available for each sample member. 

19Miller et al., 1997. 
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Table 7.3 

Estimated Unit and Gross Costs of Providing Employment and Training Services

During the Observation Perioda (in 1996 Dollars)


Component 

Unit Cost for all 
MFIP and AFDC Members

Average per Month Average per 
of Participation Participant 

(A) (B) 

Average Cost per Single-Parent 
Long-Term Recipient in Urban Counties 

MFIP AFDC Net 
(C) (D) (E = C - D) 

Expenditures by MFIP and STRIDE 
for employment and training services 
Orientation/intake for MFIP/AFDCb 

Case management 
Career workshops 
Job search activities:c 

Job search workshop 
Individual job search 
Job club 

n/a 
43 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

108/176 
n/a 
74 
n/a 
74 

257 
94 

85 
686 

31 
168 

34 
108 

26 

46 
183 
16 
48 
14 
30 

5 

39 
503 

15 
120 

21 
78 
21 

Monitoring and support for: 
ABE, GED, or ESL 
Post-secondary education 
Vocational training 

14 
14 
14 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

11 
13 

9 

8 
11 

4 

4 
2 
5 

Expenditures by educational institutionsd 

ABE, GED, or ESL 
Post-secondary education 
Vocational training 

322 
1,209 
1,413 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

285 
1,280 
1,004 

310 
1,539 

601 

-25 
-259 
403 

Total expenditures 
By MFIP or STRIDE 
By educational institutions 

1,003 
2,569 

316 
2,450 

687 
119 

Total 3,572 2,766 806 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on fiscal and participation data from the State of Minnesota, the 36-month survey, 
time study for MFIP and STRIDE case managers, and specific education institutions attended by sample members. 

NOTES: Estimates are adjusted for inflation but are not discounted because no information was available about exactly 
when these costs were incurred.

 MFIP and STRIDE unit costs are assumed to be the same, except for orientation/intake.
 N/a indicates not applicable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
a Observation period for each sample member extends from random assignment through the time of the 36-month 

survey. 
b The unit cost of orientation/intake for MFIP is $108 and for AFDC is $176. Orientation/intake for the AFDC group 

includes extra recruitment costs attributed to STRIDE because it is a voluntary program. 
cThe average cost of job search activities includes job search workshop, individual job search, and job club combined. 
d Educational costs were not incurred by the MFIP or STRIDE programs; instead they are attributable to education 

institutions or financial aid programs that covered the cost of tuition. Costs were calculated using individual institution's 
expenditures per enrollee and rates of participation for sample members. 
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As shown in Table 7.3, the average cost of that initial interview per participant in the activity 
was $108 for the MFIP group and $176 for the AFDC group. The cost was slightly higher for AFDC 
group members because intake included the cost of recruiting volunteers to participate in STRIDE. The 
orientation and intake costs when averaged over all urban long-term recipients (participants and nonpar­
ticipants) were $85 per member for the MFIP group and $46 per member for the AFDC group. 

Case Management Costs. These costs include expenditures on MFIP and STRIDE case 
management staff, who monitored the participation of sample members and provided them with guid­
ance about their activities. In each county, there were separate case management staffs dedicated to 
MFIP and to STRIDE. Table 7.3 shows that the average case management cost per month of partici­
pation was $43. The cost per month was the same for both groups because MFIP and STRIDE staff 
had similar caseloads and monitored their participants with approximately the same frequency. Taking 
the average number of months of case management into account, the average cost was $686 per mem­
ber in the MFIP group and $183 per member in the AFDC group. 

Career Workshops. At career workshops, sample members spent several days discussing dif­
ferent types of occupations, identifying jobs that matched their interests, and learning about the local la­
bor market and the education and training resources prior to developing an individual employment plan. 
The average cost per participant in a career workshop was $74, which translates into a per person cost 
of $31 per long-term recipient in the MFIP group and $16 per recipient in the AFDC group. 

Job Search Activities. Most counties offered both MFIP and STRIDE participants three 
types of formal job search activities: job search workshops, job clubs, and individual job search.20 As 
shown in Table 7.3, the average cost per participant in an activity was $74 for job search workshops, 
$257 for individual job search, and $94 for job clubs. After accounting for participation rates in all types 
of job search, the costs per person for all job search activities were $168 per member for the MFIP 
group and $48 per member for the AFDC group. 

Monitoring and Support for Education and Training. These costs include the time spent by 
MFIP and STRIDE staff (and overhead-associated expenditures) to monitor and support the education 
and training activities of sample members. Such activities included classes in adult basic education 
(ABE), General Educational Development (GED) preparation, English as a Second Language (ESL), 
vocational training, and post-secondary education. Table 7.3 shows that the average cost of monitoring 
and supporting sample members per month of participation in any education or training activity was $14. 
The per person costs, after average months of participation were factored in, were $33 per member for 
the MFIP group and $23 per member for the AFDC group. 

Total Employment and Training Service Expenditures by MFIP and STRIDE. Summing 
all the costs discussed above, the total average cost of providing employment and training services for 
urban single-parent long-term recipients was $1,003 per member in the MFIP group and $316 per 
member in the AFDC group.21 These costs can be expressed per participant by dividing each cost by 

20See Chapter 3 for a description of the job search activities. 
21Note that these estimates reflect expenditures only by the MFIP and STRIDE programs; additional expenditures 

by institutions providing education and training services to sample members are discussed in the next section. 
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the rate of participation in employment and training services within each group. The participation rate in 
MFIP was 79 percent, and in AFDC it was 43 percent, leading to average costs of $1,270 per MFIP 
participant and $735 per AFDC participant. Thus, the investment per participant in MFIP employment 
and training services was nearly twice as large as the investment in STRIDE employment and training 
services for AFDC group members. This reflects the fact that, compared with the average STRIDE 
participant, the average MFIP participant stayed in case management longer and was more likely to 
participate in job search — an activity which (unlike education and training) MFIP staff operated di­
rectly and the cost of which the MFIP program bore. 

Figure 7.2 presents the per participant costs by employment and training components, to show 
the relative investments that MFIP and STRIDE made in various activities. In both cases, the largest 
shares of the expenditures were spent on case management staff who monitored the participation of 
sample members and provided them with guidance about their activities. 

4. Expenditures by Educational Institutions (Figure 7.1, Boxes C and G) 

Interestingly, the majority of employment and training costs for participants in both MFIP 
and STRIDE were borne not by the two programs but by outside educational institutions. The second 
panel of Table 7.3 shows the estimated costs of providing education and training to sample members in 
various adult schools, vocational training centers, and colleges (mainly community colleges) in Minne­
sota. These costs were over and above the MFIP and STRIDE staff and overhead expenditures to 
monitor and support participation of sample members and provide them with guidance about their ac­
tivities. They are costs that were borne either by the educational institutions and their funders or by fi­
nancial aid programs that helped pay tuition for these low-income participants.22 As the table shows, the 
average cost to educational institutions of providing education and training per sample member per 
month of participation was $322 for classes in ABE, GED, and ESL; $1,209 for post-secondary edu­
cation; and $1,413 for vocational training. For single-parent long-term recipients in urban counties, the 
average cost to educational institutions was $2,569 per member of the MFIP group and $2,450 per 
member of the AFDC group. 

5. Total Gross Costs (Figure 7.1, Boxes D and H) and Net Costs (Box N) 

Table 7.4 summarizes the estimated total gross and net costs per sample member for single-
parent long-term recipients in urban counties — for example, the total gross cost of MFIP transfer pro­
gram support services and of employment and training services (both operating expenditures within 
MFIP and expenditures by educational institutions). Over the observation period, the 

22This analysis assumes that education and training provided by educational institutions were mainly financed 
not by sample members themselves but by the educational institutions and nonwelfare government agencies (if sam­
ple members received federal financial aid, for example). To the extent that sample members actually did finance their 
own education and training, the cost analysis overestimates the true costs to nonwelfare agencies per sample mem­
ber. Although this has distributional implications, it does not overstate the total costs of the services. In a previous 
analysis of welfare-to-work programs, it was reported that less than 10 percent of sample members spent their own or 
their family’s resources on education and training; see, for example, Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, 1994. 
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Figure 7.2


Distribution of MFIP and STRIDE Costs During the Observation Period for 

Employment and Training Services, per Participant
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 Short-term employment-related activites includes career workshop, individual job search, job club, and 

group job search.
 Excludes costs to outside educational and training providers.

aTotal average cost from Table 7.3 divided by participation rate of 79 percent. 

bTotal average costs from Table 7.3 divided by participation rate of 43 percent.
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Table 7.4 

Estimated Gross and Net Costs per Sample Member During the Observation Perioda 

for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties (in 1996 Dollars) 

MFIP AFDC Net Cost 
Component ($) (A) (B) (C = A - B) 

Cost of transfer programs 

Transfer payments (cash assistance, Food 38,462 35,232 3,230 
Stamps, and Medicaid/MinnCare) 

Administrative costs of transfer payments 4,661 3,970 691 

Total cost of transfer programs 43,123 39,202 3,921 

Support service paymentsb 

Child carec 3,269 2,573 697 
Other support servicesd 336 90 246 

Total support service payments 3,605 2,662 943 

Employment and training services 

Total employment and training services 3,572 2,766 806 

Total costs 50,300 44,631 5,669 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public 
assistance benefit records, aggregate fiscal data, county child care payment records, and specific 
education institutions attended by sample members. 

NOTES: Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation.Differences are regression-
adjusted, controlling for pre-random assignment charactertistics of sample members. Tests of statistical 
significance were not performed.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aObservation period for each sample member extends from random assignment to June 1998 (for 

transfer programs and support services) or through the time of the 36-month survey (for employment 
and training services). 

bAdministrative costs of support service payments were not estimated. 
cIndividual child care payment data for a sample of urban, single- and two-parent families were 

obtained from county administrative records. 
dThe cost of "other support services" was estimated using aggregate fiscal reports and case 

management participation information. These costs include: client transportation and employment-
related expenses, child care funded with MFIP or STRIDE case management or employment and 
training funds, school-related expenditures for self-initiated training, and other incidental direct client 
costs. 
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estimated total gross cost of MFIP per group member was $50,300, and that of AFDC was $44,631. 

For both programs, more than 40 percent of the total gross cost was used to pay for welfare 
benefits, and about a third was used to pay for health insurance coverage for sample members. The re­
mainder was spent on the administrative costs of making transfer payments, covering operating costs, 
and providing support services and employment and training services. The remainder of the total gross 
cost was expended by educational institutions that provided services to sample members. 

The net cost of MFIP per program group member is the total gross cost per MFIP group 
member over and above the total gross cost per AFDC group member, represented in Figure 7.1 by 
box N. Over the observation period, the estimated net cost per MFIP group member was $5,669. 

B. Financial Benefits and Nonfinancial Effects of MFIP in the Observation Period 

This section presents estimates of the financial benefits and nonfinancial effects of MFIP per 
MFIP group member, during the observation period. It presents an account of MFIP’s three main 
benefit components: earnings and fringe benefits, personal taxes and tax credits, and nonfinancial bene­
fits. (Although transfer payments were also a benefit for sample members, they are discussed in the pre­
ceding section about program costs because they represent a cost to the government budget.) The fol­
lowing impact estimates are presented in dollars when they can be monetized; but when they are quanti­
fiable nonfinancial effects, the symbols (+), (–), and (0) are used to represent gains and losses. 

1. Earnings and Fringe Benefits 

Chapter 4 showed that MFIP produced gains in employment and earnings for MFIP group 
members (compared with AFDC group members) during the three-year follow-up period of the impact 
analysis. The right-hand column of Table 7.5 shows that the value of the gains in earnings over the ob­
servation period was $2,346 per long-term recipient in the MFIP group.23 

Fringe benefits were part of sample members’ total compensation from working. These benefits 
were included in the analysis as employer-provided health and life insurance, pension contributions, and 
workers’ compensation associated with earnings. Using published data, these were estimated at the rate 
of 15.4 percent of earnings.24 As shown in Table 7.5, the average increase in earnings of $2,346 per 
MFIP group member plus an additional $361 in fringe benefits yielded an average increase in total 
work-related compensation of $2,707 per MFIP group member during the observation period. 

2. Personal Taxes and Tax Credits 

Because MFIP increased earnings (see the preceding section), one would expect the pro­
gram also to increase federal income taxes, payroll taxes, state income taxes, and sales and excise 
taxes. These taxes, the federal Earned Income Credit (EIC), and the state Working Family Credit 
(WFC) were each imputed from the relevant earnings base, using tax rates and rules for 

23As was the case for welfare benefits, earnings effects presented here are somewhat different from those in 
Chapter 4, due to discounting, inflation adjustments, and the use of all follow-up data available for each sample mem­
ber. 

24Footnote b on Table 7.5 gives the source of the estimates used for deriving the fringe benefits rate. 
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Table 7.5 

Estimated Impacts on Earnings and Fringe Benefits, Personal Taxes, and Tax Credits per

Group Member During the Observation Perioda for Single-Parent


Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties (in 1996 Dollars)


MFIP AFDC Impact 
Component ($) (A) (B) (C = A - B) 

Earnings and fringe benefits 

Earnings 16,650 14,304 2,346 
Fringe benefitsb 2,559 2,199 361 

Total earnings and fringe benefits 19,209 16,503 2,707 

Personal taxes 

Social Security payroll taxc 1,274 1,094 179 
Federal income tax 381 454 -73 
State income tax 154 183 -29 
State sales and excise taxes 794 701 92 

Total personal taxes 2,602 2,433 169 

Tax credits 

Federal Earned Income Credit (EIC) 3,603 2,615 988 
State Working Family Credit (WFC)d 540 392 148 

Total tax credits 4,143 3,007 1,136 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) records 
and state and federal tax codes. 

NOTES: Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation. Differences are regression-
adjusted, controlling for pre-random assignment charactertistics of sample members. Tests of statistical 
significance were not performed.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aObservation period for each sample member extends from random assignment through June 1998. 

The average follow-up for urban single-parent long-term recipients was 3.9 years. 
bFringe benefit percentage was calculated as 15.37 percent based on paid health and life 

insurance, pension contributions, and workers' compensation, from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, Employer Costs for Employee Compensation, March 1996 (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1996); found in Ken McDonnell, EBRI Databook on Employee 
Benefits, IV (Washington, D.C.: Employee Benefit Research Institute, 1997). 

cSocial Security payroll tax includes both employer and employee portions of tax. 
dMinnesota's Working Family Credit (WFC) is estimated as 15 percent of the federal EIC. 

-211­



1996.25 Table 7.5 shows that total personal taxes increased by $169 per MFIP group member during 
the observation period. Most of the increase in total personal taxes was offset by a decrease in both 
federal (–$73) and state (–$29) income taxes, despite the gain in earnings. This is because many MFIP 
and AFDC group members owed no federal or state income taxes after the value of standard deduc­
tions and exemptions was subtracted to calculate taxable income. However, as expected, MFIP group 
members paid larger Social Security and Medicare payroll taxes ($179).26 They also received larger 
EIC and WFC tax credits than AFDC group members — $1,136, of which 87 percent was the federal 
EIC. 

C. The Nonfinancial Effects of MFIP 

The majority of this benefit-cost analysis has focused on MFIP’s financial benefits and costs that 
are measurable in dollars — the program’s financial effects. As discussed earlier, however, important 
goals of the program were to reduce poverty and dependence on welfare and to improve family and 
child well-being in ways that are not easily measured in dollars. Volume 2 of this report27 presents find­
ings from a study of family and child well-being that was designed to evaluate MFIP’s effects in these 
areas. Table 7.6 summarizes the key findings from Volume 2 — as well as some effects on family well­
being that were discussed earlier in this report — for single parents who were long-term recipients in 
urban counties.28 

1. Conceptual Basis for Including Nonfinancial Effects 

Some aspects of the conceptual basis for including nonfinancial effects in this benefit-cost 
analysis merit attention before reviewing the results. First, as is clear in Table 7.6, the analysis explicitly 
includes poverty, employment, and welfare use as outcomes that may result in nonfinancial effects for 
families, even though previous tables have accounted for the effects of changes in family income, earn­
ings, and transfer payments. For both the welfare sample and taxpayers, changes in these outcomes 

25Total earnings were used in computing federal income taxes. The combined income from earnings and AFDC 
was used in calculating sales and excise taxes. Federal income taxes were based on 1996 tax rates and exemption 
amounts. 

Sales taxes were estimated based on the proportion of consumer expenditures on taxable goods and services in 
the Midwest region of the nation during 1995 through 1997. That proportion was estimated as 31.67 percent (Minne­
sota Department of Revenue, “Information on State and Local Sales and Use Tax, January 1997,” U.S. Bureau of La­
bor Statistics, Consumer Expenditure Survey Tables). 

The federal Earned Income Credit (EIC) is a credit against federal income taxes for taxpayers with annual earnings 
below a threshold level. For 1996, only taxpayers with earnings from $1 to $28,495 were eligible for the EIC. Not all 
eligible taxpayers receive the EIC, but because national estimates suggest very high rates of utilization, this analysis 
assumes that all sample members who were eligible each year received EIC payments. The state Working Family 
Credit was, in turn, estimated as 15 percent of the EIC. 

26Employers pay an “employer’s share” of these payroll taxes, which matches the rate paid by their employees. 
Therefore, the same increase in these payments by employers ($179 per MFIP group member) was estimated for the 
analysis (but was not included in Table 7.5). After projections, employer contributions do figure in the benefit-cost 
results from the perspective of taxpayers and the government budget (see Table 7.9). 

27Gennetian and Miller, 2000. 
28Although this report and Volume 2 present MFIP’s effects on a wide range of measures of family and child 

well-being, for simplicity the benefit-cost analysis provides information only about measures for which at least one 
subgroup showed a statistically significant impact. 
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Table 7.6 

Nonfinancial Gains and Losses to Families from MFIP During the Observation Period,
 for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties 

Perspective 
AFDC Welfare Government 
Group Impact Sample Budgeta Taxpayers Society 

Nonfinancial Effect (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) 

Work, welfare, and incomeb 

Percentage with income below povertyc 77.7 -12.4 *** + n/a + + 

Percentage working 36.9 13.4 *** + n/a + + 

Welfare use 
Percentage receiving welfare 81.3 4.0 *** - n/a - -
Percentage relying solely on welfare 54.5 -12.3 *** + n/a + + 

Other family outcomes 

Continuous health insurance coveraged (%) 61.3 7.9 ** + n/a + + 

Homeownershipe (%) 0.1 0.0 0 0 0 0 

Mother currently married and living with spousef (%) 5.8 2.8 0 0 0 0 

Time spent out of the homeg (hours) 25 4.0 *** - n/a ? -

Child environment and child well-being 
(measured only for families with children age 2 - 9) 

Child environment 
Domestic abuse (%) 59.6 -10.5 ** + n/a + + 
Home environment (total HOME scale) 75.5 0.2 0 0 0 0 

Problem behavior (Behavioral Problems Index) 12.7 -1.5 * + n/a + + 

Performance in school 4.0 0.2 * + n/a + + 

Health (%) 77.8 -2.8 0 0 0 0 

SOURCES: Tables 4.1, 4.5, and 4.7; and, from Volume 2 (Gennetian and Miller, 2000), Tables 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9. 

NOTES: The pluses and minuses on this table are based on nonfinancial gains and losses. Outcomes indicated as n/a are 
not measured. A more in-depth explanation of these components can be found in previous chapters of this report and in 
Volume 2. 

aFrom the perspective of the government budget, some nonfinancial effects may bring indirect monetary impacts that 
are not reflected here. 

bAveraged quarterly from random assignment through June 1998. 
cMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below the official 

poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. Because the measure 
of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not include income from other 
sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official poverty rate. 

dPercentage who had continuous health insurance coverage from random assignment through time of the 36-month 
survey. 

ePercentage who owned their home at the time of the 36-month survey. 
fPercentage married and living with spouse at the time of the 36-month survey. 
gMeasured on 36-month survey as average hours worked per week at current or most recent job. 
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could have important effects that go beyond the financial impacts already presented. For example, as 
mentioned earlier, increases in family income are likely to have more positive effects on families who live 
in poverty than on families who do not. Including poverty reduction as a nonfinancial benefit of the pro­
gram helps account for that nonlinearity in the positive effects of family income. Similarly, when a parent 
on welfare becomes employed, it brings changes for the family over and above the changes in earnings 
that result. 

Second, as discussed in Section III, it is also useful to examine program effects from the analyti­
cal perspectives of the various groups in society who are affected by the program. This was more diffi­
cult to do for nonfinancial outcomes than for financial ones, because it may be less obvious who gains 
and who loses from changes in particular outcomes. The first two columns in Table 7.6 show MFIP’s 
direct effects on each outcome of interest, and the right-hand columns provide rough measures of the 
program’s effects from different perspectives, summarizing the impacts into (+), (–), or (0), depending 
on how each effect would be perceived by the welfare sample, the government budget, taxpayers, and 
society. 

From the perspective of the welfare sample, determining the direction of impacts was generally 
straightforward but did involve some assumptions in cases where it was not obvious whether the typical 
sample member would consider the effect positive or negative. For example, based on responses to 
MDRC’s Private Opinion Survey (POS), it was assumed that long-term recipient families would place a 
positive value on increased employment and reduced welfare use, even though these changes also might 
bring some negative effects. Moreover, it was assumed that increased time spent out of the home was a 
cost to the welfare sample, reflecting economists’ view that an hour of lost “leisure time” is the cost of 
each hour spent working, or a loss in hours of home production.29 

From the perspective of taxpayers, it was assumed that the legislators who adopted the MFIP 
program were reflecting the goals of Minnesota’s taxpayers and that, for them, reduced poverty, in­
creased employment, and reduced sole dependence on welfare would be positive effects. Moreover, it 
was assumed that positive effects on family and child well-being would also bring benefits for taxpayers, 
whether through lower costs (reflecting reduced use of domestic violence shelters and programs tar­
geted at poor families); through community effects, such as increased stability of neighborhoods because 
of increased homeownership; or through taxpayers’ satisfaction that the program’s goals were being 
met. 

The effects from the perspective of society were assumed to be the sum of the effects on the 
welfare sample and on taxpayers. 

2. Results for Nonfinancial Effects 

As shown in Table 7.6, some nonfinancial outcomes were measured for the entire survey 

29“Time spent out of the home” as used here is the same as average hours worked per week. For parents, time 
spent out of the home may bring benefits or costs that are not fully reflected in the impact on hours worked, but it 
was assumed that the main effect on the welfare sample of an increase in hours worked per week (given that employ­
ment and earnings are accounted for elsewhere) was lost time at home. 
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sample of single-parent long-term recipients in urban counties. Based on the 36-month client survey, the 
table shows effects on poverty, employment, dependence on welfare, continuous health insurance cov­
erage, homeownership, whether or not the mother was married at the time of the survey, and time spent 
out of the home. The table shows that, for long-term recipients, MFIP had no effects on homeowner-
ship or marriage and that it increased the time spent out of the home. On the other hand, the program 
reduced measured poverty and increased employment; it also reduced the likelihood that families would 
rely solely on welfare and increased the likelihood that they would receive continuous health insurance 
coverage. 

Other measures of nonfinancial effects are available only for the “child study sample,” a sub­
group of the 36-month survey sample who were asked additional questions about the well-being of their 
family and their children. The child study sample was limited to families who had at least one child age 2 
to 9 at the time of random assignment. Although their results cannot be generalized to the full sample of 
single-parent long-term recipients (because families with children of different ages may react differently 
to MFIP), they do provide important evidence of MFIP’s effects on at least a subset of the sample. In 
particular, MFIP decreased the likelihood that these mothers had experienced domestic abuse during 
the three years leading up to the survey. The program also reduced the occurrence of children’s behav­
ior problems as measured by the Behavioral Problems Index (BPI), and it improved children’s perform­
ance in school as reported by their mothers.30 It appears clear that MFIP did “buy” some important im­
provements in family and child well-being for single-parent families who were long-term recipients in 
urban counties, particularly for families with school-age children. 

The right-hand columns in the bottom panel of Table 7.6 present a rough picture of who gains 
from the positive effects that MFIP brought for single-parent long-term recipient families and children. 
Obviously, the families themselves benefit from these nonfinancial effects, but, as discussed earlier, tax­
payers benefit as well (although their benefits are not measured directly). These benefits might come to 
taxpayers as reduced costs or as more general civic benefits, such as the satisfaction of ensuring that 
parents who “play by the rules” and work to become self-sufficient will not be left in poverty. In addi­
tion, a number of economic studies have estimated the substantial long-term net gains to the economy 
that result from reducing child poverty.31 Moreover, whenever both the welfare sample and taxpayers 
gain, society gains as well. 

D. Future Effects and Five-Year Estimates of Net Present Value 

So far, only the program effects that occurred during the three- to four-year observation period 
have been considered. However, as discussed in Section III, these program effects are likely to last be­
yond the observation period — an expectation that should be taken into account in the benefit-cost 
analysis. To account for this, the program’s financial effects are projected for each sample member be­
yond what was actually observed, so that the measured and projected effects together cover five years 

30Interested readers should refer to Volume 2 (Gennetian and Miller, 2000) for detailed discussions of these meas­
ures and interpretation of these findings. 

31A number of studies of poverty reduction by the U.S. Census Bureau (1983) and the Children’s Defense Fund 
(1994) have estimated long-term gains in economic output through education, higher wages and productivity, and 
future lifetime earnings. 
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from the quarter after random assignment (quarter 2). As discussed earlier, all sample members required 
at least one year of projected effects, and the last individuals to enter the welfare sample required two 
years of projection. 

1. The Projection Methods 

Projecting program effects entails calculating base period estimates and then making as­
sumptions about how they will change in the future. Making assumptions about the future effects of wel­
fare reform programs is often difficult. Earlier studies with five years of follow-up have shown that the 
various impacts of a program can decay at varying rates; in some cases, program effects can actually 
increase over time.32 However, because the projection period is often short (as it is in this case) and 
because the magnitude of impacts in the base period is often low, reasonable different assumptions 
about decay rates typically make little difference in the projected estimates. 

In this analysis, each sample member’s last four quarters of follow-up were used as the base 
period. For each type of impact, an assumption was made about how much MFIP’s effects would de­
cay from the end of the base period through the end of the five-year period, based on the trends in im­
pacts observed during the observation period. 

For single-parent long-term recipients in urban counties, it was assumed that throughout the 
projection period, MFIP’s impacts on welfare benefits (MFIP, AFDC, Food Stamps, and Family Gen­
eral Assistance payments) would continue at relatively the same levels as were observed during the base 
period because observed impacts on welfare benefits remained relatively stable during the second half 
of the observation period. This means that impacts on welfare benefits were projected to show no de­
cay — to neither grow nor decline — throughout the projection period. For the same reason, the analy­
sis also assumed zero decay, or no change, in the impacts on Medicaid or MinnCare benefits over time. 
On the other hand, observed impacts on earnings declined by about one-third each year throughout the 
observation period; therefore, the best estimate was that they would continue to decline in the future, 
and so the impacts on earnings were projected assuming a 35 percent annual rate of decay throughout 
the projection period. 

2. The Projection Estimates and Sensitivity Analysis Results 

The resulting projection estimates are presented in Table 7.7.33 The projected impact on 
earnings is $435 per MFIP group member, which is about one-sixth the estimated total impact on earn­
ings for the complete five-year period ($2,781). The projected amounts for welfare and Medicaid or 
MinnCare benefits represent about one-third the five-year totals. Thus, when compared with the pro­
jected gains in earnings for MFIP group members, the projected impacts on welfare and Medicaid or 
MinnCare benefits are larger and represent a larger part of the five-year impacts. This reflects the as­
sumption that the impacts on earnings decay while welfare impacts do not and the fact that, even by the 
end of the observation period, gains in earnings (from which the projections were made) were relatively 
small. 

Because the projections required assumptions about the rates at which impacts would decay 

32For examples, see the evaluation of the National Supported Work Demonstration (Masters and Maynard, 1981); 
the evaluation of a WIN job search program in Louisville, Kentucky (Wolfhagen and Goldman, 1983); the evaluation 
of longer-term impacts of Options, a welfare employment program in Baltimore, Maryland (Friedlander, 1987); and the 
evaluation of longer-term impacts of the Arkansas Work program (Friedlander and Goldman, 1988). 

33As was the case with the estimates for the observation period, projected values of all program effects have 
been discounted at a 5 percent real annual rate and were adjusted for inflation to be presented in 1996 dollars. 
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Table 7.7 

Five-Year Estimate of Cost and Benefit Components During the Observation 
and Projection Periodsa per MFIP Group Member for Single-Parent 

Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties (in 1996 Dollars) 

Observed Projected 5-Year Amount 
Amount Amount Total Net Present Value 

Component ($) (A) (B) (C = A + B) 

Cost components 

Welfare benefits (cash assistance and/or Food Stamps)b 2,137 951 3,088 

Medicaid/MinnCare 1,093 560 1,653 

Administrative costs of transfer paymentsc 691 167 858 

Support service paymentsd 943 204 1,147 

Employment and training servicese 806 0 806 

Benefit components 

Earnings 2,346 435 2,781 
Fringe benefitsf 361 67 427 

Social Security payroll taxesg 179 33 213 

Federal and state income tax and sales taxes -10 6 -5 

Federal EIC and state WFCh 1,137 193 1,330 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public 
assistance benefit records, aggregate fiscal data, county child care payment records, and state and federal tax 
codes. 

NOTES: Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation.
 Differences are regression-adjusted, controlling for pre-random assignment charactertistics of sample 

members.
 Tests of statistical significance were not performed.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aObservation period for each sample member extends from random assignment to June 1998 (for transfer 

programs and support services) or through the time of the 36-month survey (for employment and training 
services). 

bWelfare includes MFIP, AFDC, Food Stamps, and Family General Assistance. 
cTransfer payments include cash assistance, Food Stamps, and Medicaid and MinnCare. 
dIncludes child care and other support service payments. Administrative costs of support service payments 

were not estimated. 
eCosts of employment and training services are not projected because the cost of services for the MFIP and 

AFDC groups were similar by the end of the observation period. 
fFringe benefit percentage was calculated as 15.37 percent based on paid health and life insurance, pension 

contributions, and workers' compensation, from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employer 
Costs for Employee Compensation, March 1996  (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1996); 
found in Ken McDonnell, EBRI Databook on Employee Benefits, IV (Washington, D.C.: Employee Benefit 
Research Institute, 1997). 

gSocial Security payroll tax includes employer and employee portions. 
hEIC is the federal Earned Income Credit, and WFC is Minnesota's Working Family Credit, which is 

estimated as 15 percent of the federal EIC. 
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Table 7.8


Estimated Five-Year Impacts During the Observation and Projection Periods on 

Selected Outcome Measures per MFIP Group Member, Assuming 


Alternative Annual Rates of Decay (in 1996 Dollars)


Component 

0% 
Decay Rate 

(A) 

Best-Estimate 
Decay Ratea 

(B) 

50% 
Decay Rate 

(C) 

Earnings and fringe benefitsb 3,367 3,208 3,137 

Welfare benefits (cash assistance and Food Stamps)c 3,088 3,088 2,733 

Medicaid/MinnCare 1,653 1,653 1,445 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public 
assistance benefit records and aggregate fiscal data. 

NOTES: Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation. Differences are regression-adjusted, 
controlling for pre-random assignment charactertistics of sample members. Tests of statistical significance were 
not performed.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe best-estimate decay rate was 35 percent for earnings and fringe benefits, 0 percent for welfare, and 0 

percent for Medicaid/MinnCare per year. 
bFringe benefit percentage was calculated as 15.37 percent based on paid health and life insurance, pension 

contributions, and workers' compensation, from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employer 
Costs for Employee Compensation, March 1996  (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1996); 
found in Ken McDonnell, EBRI Databook on Employee Benefits, IV (Washington, D.C.: Employee Benefit 
Research Institute, 1997). 

cWelfare includes MFIP, AFDC, Food Stamps, and Family General Assistance. 
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over time, it is worth testing how sensitive the five-year estimates are to the decay rates chosen. A 
sensitivity analysis is presented in Table 7.8. Here, alternative decay rates involving extreme assumptions 
were used to estimate five-year (observed plus projected) impacts on the following three key outcome 
measures: earnings and fringe benefits, welfare benefits, and Medicaid or MinnCare payments. The al­
ternative decay rates can be considered a lower and an upper bound for the best-estimate decay rates 
already described. The lower bound assumed no decay, or a zero decay rate, and the upper bound as­
sumed a 50 percent annual decay rate. 

For earnings and fringe benefits, Table 7.8 shows that the more pessimistic assumption of a 50 
percent annual rate of decay (instead of the best estimate of 35 percent) results in only a small decrease 
in the five-year estimate. This occurs mainly because in the last four quarters, or the base period from 
which earnings were projected, gains in earnings were small, so that changes in decay rate assumptions 
do not alter the projected amount very much. Similarly, the table shows that a more optimistic zero per­
cent annual decay rate results in a five-year estimate of the impact on earnings that is only 5 percent 
higher than that which includes the best-estimate decay rate. For the estimates of welfare benefits and 
Medicaid or MinnCare, the extreme 50 percent decay rate results in small decreases in five-year impact 
estimates. Thus, for these long-term recipients, using different decay rate assumptions for impacts on 
earnings, welfare benefits, and Medicaid or MinnCare does not change the general pattern of benefit-
cost findings discussed below. 

3. Comparing Annual MFIP and AFDC Costs in the Five-Year Time Frame 

Earlier sections of this chapter presented the total costs of MFIP and AFDC during the ob­
servation period and the projection period. This section annualizes these costs, to examine whether the 
yearly cost of each program per family is growing or shrinking over the five-year time horizon. 

Figure 7.3 compares estimated annual averages of the main cost components over the observa­
tion period (years 1 to 3) and the projection period (years 4 and 5). The main cost components are 
welfare benefits, Medicaid or MinnCare costs, employment and training, and support services. Com­
paring the gross average cost of MFIP in years 1 to 3 with the gross average cost in years 4 and 5 
clearly shows that the annual cost per person declined sharply as sample members gained employment 
or left welfare over time. The same pattern holds for the AFDC program over time. Moreover, the net 
annual cost of MFIP (accounting for these four major costs but not for taxes) also decreased over time, 
from $1,703 to $1,100 per year. 

E. Comparing the Benefits with the Costs of MFIP in the Five-Year Time Frame 

Table 7.9 summarizes the financial effects of MFIP from the perspectives of the welfare sample, 
the government budget, taxpayers, and society as a whole. The analysis defined program-control group 
differences as gains (indicated by positive values) and losses (indicated by negative values). Financial 
effects were then added together to produce an estimate of the overall net gain or loss — the net pre­
sent value — of the MFIP program from each perspective. As indicated earlier, all estimates for soci­
ety as a whole constitute the sum of the results from the perspectives of the welfare sample and taxpay­
ers.

34All results cover a five-year period, were discounted and expressed in 1996 dollars, and assume a 35 percent 
annual decay rate in impacts on earnings and a zero percent decay rate for welfare and Medicaid or MinnCare bene­
fits during the projection period. 
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Figure 7.3


Estimated Annual Gross and Net Costs for Five Years After Random Assignment per MFIP and AFDC Member 

for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties (in 1996 Dollars) 

Annual Average Costs, Years 1 - 3 

Net Cost: $1,703 
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SOURCES: Tables 7.2 and 7.3. 

NOTES: For Medicaid/MinnCare and welfare benefits, administration costs of transfer payments are included with the transfer payments. 
Employment and training costs are not projected because the costs of these services for the MFIP and AFDC groups were similar by the end of the 

observation period. 



Table 7.9


Five-Year Estimated Net Gains and Losses per MFIP Group Member 

for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties,


by Accounting Perspective (in 1996 Dollars)


Perspective 
Welfare Government 
Sample Budget Taxpayers Society 

Component (A) (B) (C) (D) 

Financial effects 

Transfer payments 
Welfare benefits (cash assistance and/or Food Stamps) 3,088 -3,088 -3,088 0 
Medicaid/MinnCare 1,653 -1,653 -1,653 0 
Copay for MinnCare 5 -5 -5 0 

Administrative costs of transfer payments 0 -858 -858 -858 

Support service payments 1,147 -1,147 -1,147 0 

Operating costs of providing 
employment and training servicesa 0 -806 -806 -806 

Earnings and fringe benefits 3,208 0 0 3,208 

Taxes 
Payroll taxes -213 425 213 0 
Income and sales taxes 5 -5 -5 0 

Federal EIC and state WFCb 1,330 -1,330 -1,330 0 

Net dollar gain or loss per MFIP group member 10,222 -8,465 -8,678 1,545 
(net present value) 

Nonfinancial effects 

Work, welfare, and income per quarter 

Percentage with income below povertyc + n/a + + 

Percentage working + n/a + + 

Welfare use 
Percentage receiving welfare - n/a - -
Percenage relying solely on welfare + n/a + + 

Other family outcomes 

Continous health insurance coveraged + n/a + + 

Homeownershipe 0 0 0 0 

Mother currently married and living with spousef 0 0 0 0 

Time spent out of the homeg - n/a ? -

Child environment and child well-beingh + n/a + + 
(measured for families with children age 2-9) 

(continued) 
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Table 7.9 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public 
assistance benefit records, state and federal tax codes, aggregate fiscal data, and county child care payment 
records. Refer to Tables 4.1, 4.5, 4.7, and 7.6; and, in Volume 2, Tables 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9. 

NOTES: EIC is the federal Earned Income Credit, and WFC is the state Working Family Credit.
 The pluses and minuses on this table are based on qualitative gains and losses from components. Outcomes 

indicated as n/a are not measured. A more in-depth explanation of these components can be found in previous 
chapters of this report and in Volume 2.

 Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation.
 Differences are regression-adjusted, controlling for pre-random assignment charactertistics of sample 

members.
 Tests of statistical significance were not performed.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aCosts of employment and training services are not projected because the costs of services for MFIP and 

AFDC groups were similar by the end of the observation period. 
bMinnesota's WFC is estimated as 15 percent of the federal EIC. 
cMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below 

the official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. 
Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not 
include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official 
poverty rate. 

dPercentage who had continuous health insurance coverage from random assignment through time of the 36­
month survey. 

ePercentage who owned their home at the time of the 36-month survey. 
fPercentage married and living with spouse at the time of the 36-month survey. 
gMeasured on 36-month survey as average hours worked per week in current or most recent job. Actual 

impact was 4 hours a week. 
hIncludes measures of domestic abuse, home environment (HOME), problem behavior (BPI), performance 

in school, and health. 
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1. Results of the Full MFIP Program, by Perspective 

From the Perspective of the Welfare Sample. Column A of Table 7.9 presents the per­
spective of the welfare sample regarding the benefit-cost results for single-parent long-term recipients in 
urban counties. These results represent program-control group differences in transfer payments, support 
service payments, earnings and fringe benefits, taxes, and nonfinancial effects. As discussed earlier, the 
overall financial gain or loss from the perspective of the welfare sample was estimated by subtracting the 
combined value of tax increases from the value of the gains in earnings and fringe benefits, transfer pay­
ments, and support service payments. The typical MFIP family in the welfare sample experienced net 
financial gains of $10,222 over five years. These gains were mainly from substantial increases in earn­
ings and transfer payments induced by the program. Note that this includes gains from sources other 
than welfare benefits and earnings — such as the value of medical benefits — and that it represents a 
different measure of financial gain than presented in earlier chapters as MFIP’s impact on family income. 
There were also nonfinancial gains to the welfare sample from reductions in poverty, the increased likeli­
hood of being employed, having continuous health insurance coverage, and improvements in family and 
child well-being. 

From the Perspectives of Taxpayers and the Government Budget. Column C of Table 
7.9 presents the benefit-cost findings from the perspective of taxpayers. On average, MFIP produced a 
net financial loss, or cost, to taxpayers of $8,678 per MFIP group member over the five years. Tax 
receipts from the increased family earnings were not enough to offset the increased taxpayer expendi­
tures for welfare benefits, health insurance coverage, and operating costs. However, it is also assumed 
that MFIP brought unmeasured indirect benefits to taxpayers from welfare recipients’ reduced poverty, 
increased employment, decreased sole dependence on welfare, and improvements in family and child 
well-being. 

The results from the perspective of the government budget are presented in column B. These re­
sults are similar to those from the taxpayers’ perspective, with two exceptions. First, the government 
budget is allocated both the employees’ and the employers’ contributions to payroll taxes, and so the 
net financial gain or loss to the budget exceeds the gain for taxpayers by the amount of the employees’ 
contribution. Thus, the net financial gain from the government budget perspective was $8,465. Second, 
unlike taxpayers, the government budget cannot experience nonfinancial benefits from MFIP. 

From the Perspective of Society as a Whole. Column D of Table 7.9 shows the gains to 
society, which represent the gains to the welfare sample that were not simply transfers from taxpayers 
(earnings, fringe benefits, and nonfinancial benefits) minus any government costs that were not trans­
ferred to the welfare sample (the costs of administering transfer payments and employment and training 
programs). From the sum of these effects, society gained an average of $1,545 per single-parent long-
term recipient who was in the MFIP group in urban counties, plus a wide range of quite positive nonfi­
nancial effects. 

Another way to summarize MFIP’s financial effects across these perspectives is to examine the 
ratio between government costs and the gains to families. The government spent about $8,500 over five 
years ($1,700 per year) more than it would have under the AFDC system. Families gained about 
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$10,200 over five years ($2,040 per year). The reason that families gained even more than government 
spent is that families responded to the program by increasing their earnings, so that not all of the gain to 
families was from transfer programs. Thus, for these single-parent long-term recipients in urban counties, 
each dollar of financial gains to families cost the government only about 83 cents.35 

2. Results for MFIP’s Components 

One objective of the benefit-cost analysis is to shed light on how MFIP’s components — its 
financial incentives and its mandatory services — contributed to the results. Before reviewing the find­
ings, it is important to emphasize that some of these estimates are subject to greater uncertainty than the 
results that have already been presented for urban single-parent long-term recipients. The uncertainty 
arises because the sample sizes on which the estimates were based are considerably smaller and be­
cause a number of simplifying assumptions had to be made in producing the estimates. One is urged, 
then, to focus more on the broad patterns in the findings than on the specific numerical estimates. 

Columns A through D of Table 7.10 present the results for the effects of MFIP’s financial 
incentives alone, from the four accounting perspectives. It shows that the MFIP incentives produced net 
financial gains of $7,889 to families in the welfare sample over five years. Over the five years, there 
were also net financial losses of $8,523 to taxpayers, due to low tax receipts and large increases in 
payments for welfare benefits, health insurance coverage, and program operating costs. Therefore, in 
sum, there were net losses to society of $634 per MFIP group member over the five years. These fi­
nancial losses resulted partly because members of the Incentives Only group reduced their work 
hours,36 leading to little or no gains in earnings, which thus could not offset the program’s administrative 
costs. Therefore, MFIP’s financial incentives alone, when compared with full MFIP, was a less efficient 
approach than the full MFIP program for increasing the financial well-being of single-parent long-term 
recipients in urban counties. Each dollar of financial gain to families cost taxpayers about $1.08. Balanc­
ing this, however, is the fact that many of MFIP’s nonfinancial benefits were produced by the financial 
incentives portion of the program, bringing benefits to the welfare sample, taxpayers, and society.37 

Columns E through H of Table 7.10 present the effects of the MFIP component that adds man­
datory services and reinforced incentive messages. The distributional effects of this component are quite 
different than for the financial incentives alone: Families in the welfare sample gained $2,371, and tax­
payers basically broke even, with a small financial loss of $136 to taxpayers over the five years. These 
sum up to produce net social gains of $2,235 per MFIP group member over the five years. These gains 
resulted partly because this MFIP component produced not just gains in earnings and fringe benefits but 
also savings in welfare benefits, Medicaid or MinnCare benefits, and administrative costs over the five 
years. 

35Note that the inclusion of Medicaid and MinnCare costs does not have a significant effect on this ratio of 
costs to benefits. Although there is not universal agreement that the value of medical services should be counted as 
a financial gain to families, it is included here because it was a significant cost of the MFIP program and represented a 
concrete benefit to families. If one reestimates the gains to families and the cost to government excluding all benefits 
and costs related to Medicaid and MinnCare, the government spent about 79 cents per dollar of financial gain to 
families. 

36See Table 4.3. 
37See Volume 2 (Gennetian and Miller, 2000) for more information about the separate effects of financial incen­

tives and mandatory services on family and child well-being. 
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Table 7.10 

Five-Year Estimated Net Gains and Losses per MFIP Group Member for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients
 in Urban Counties, by Accounting Perspective (in 1996 Dollars) 

-225­

Impacts of Financial Impact of Adding Mandatory Services 
Incentives Alone and Reinforced Incentive Messages 

Welfare Government Welfare Government 
Sample Budget Taxpayers Society Sample Budget Taxpayers Society 

Component (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) 

Financial effects 

Transfer payments 
Welfare benefits (cash assistance and/or Food Stamps) 4,927 -4,927 -4,927 0 -1,839 1,839 1,839 0 
Medicaid/MinnCare 2,036 -2,036 -2,036 0 -383 383 383 0 
Copay for MinnCare 7 -7 -7 0 -2 2 2 0 

Administrative costs of transfer payments 0 -1,002 -1,002 -1,002 0 184 184 184 
Support service payments 67 -67 -67 0 1,070 -1,070 -1,070 0 
Operating costs of employment and training servicesa 0 332 332 332 0 -1,138 -1,138 -1,138 
Earnings and fringe benefits 36 0 0 36 3,189 0 0 3,189 
Taxes 

Payroll taxes -2 0 2 0 -211 423 211 0 
Income and sales taxes 130 -130 -130 0 -121 121 121 0 

Federal EIC and state WFCb 689 -689 -689 0 669 -669 -669 0 

Net dollar effect per MFIP member (net present value) 7,889 -8,525 -8,523 -634 2,371 75 -136 2,235 

Nonfinancial effects 

Work, welfare, and income per quarter 

Percentage with income below povertyc + n/a + + + n/a + + 
Percentage working + n/a + + + n/a + + 
Welfare use 

Percentage receiving welfare - n/a - - 0 0 0 0 
Percentage relying solely on welfare 0 0 0 0 + n/a + + 

Other family outcomes 

Continuous health insurance coveraged + n/a + + - n/a - -
Homeownershipe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mother currently married and living with spousef ? n/a ? ? 0 0 0 0 
Time spent out of the homeg 0 0 0 0 - n/a ? -

Child environment and child well-beingh + n/a + + 0 0 0 0 
(measured for families with children age 2-9) 

(continued) 
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SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public assistance benefit records, state and federal tax codes, aggregate 
fiscal data, and county child care payment records. Refer to Tables 4.2, 4.5, and 4.7; and, in Volume 2, Tables 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9. 

NOTES: The pluses and minuses on this table are based on nonfinancial gains and losses from components. Outcomes indicated as n/a are not measured. A more in-
depth explanation of these components can be found in previous chapters of this report and in Volume 2.

 Estimates reflect discounting and adjustment for inflation.
 Differences are regression-adjusted, controlling for pre-random assignment charactertistics of sample members.
 Tests of statistical significance were not performed.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences.
 The estimates for the financial incentives alone are based on smaller sample sizes than the rest of the analysis and should be interpreted with caution. 
a Costs of employment and training services are not projected because the costs of services for MFIP and AFDC groups were similar by the end of the observation 

period. 
bEIC is the federal Earned Income Credit, and WFC is Minnesota's Working Family Credit, which is estimated as 15 percent of the federal EIC. 
cMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below the official poverty threshold. The appropriate 

threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits 
but does not include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official poverty rate. 

dPercentage who had continuous health insurance coverage from random assignment through time of the 36-month survey. 
ePercentage who owned their home at the time of the 36-month survey. 
fPercentage married and living with spouse at the time of the 36-month survey. The benefit-cost tables place a different value on changes in marital status for 

single parents than for two-parent families. Because the empirical evidence is mixed on the long-term effects on children of entering into a stepfamily, increases in 
marriage for single-parent families are valued with a (?). In contrast, because there is a growing consensus that the average effect of divorce on children is negative 
(except in the case of high-conflict marriages), increases in marital stability for two-parent families are valued with a (+) (Cherlin, 1992; McLanahan and Sandefur, 
1994). 

gMeasured on 36-month survey as average hours worked per week in current or most recent job. 
hSummary of the full MFIP program's impacts on domestic abuse, home environment, problem behavior, performance in school, and health outcomes. 



The nonfinancial effects of adding the mandatory services were generally less positive than those 
produced by the financial incentives component of the program. The incentives component produced 
nonfinancial benefits such as an increase in the likelihood that the family would have continuous health 
insurance coverage, a reduction in the incidence of domestic abuse, and an improvement in child out­
comes. When the mandatory services component was added to the program, the likelihood of having 
continuous health insurance coverage decreased, and parents’ time spent out of the home (a nonfinancial 
cost) increased. 

V. Results for MFIP’s Other Subgroups 

A. Single-Parent Families 

Table 7.11 presents the results of the benefit-cost analysis for other single-parent family groups. 
For long-term recipients in rural counties and for recent applicants in urban and rural counties, the re­
sults were more mixed. When compared with urban long-term recipients, these groups were more likely 
to have begun to work on their own, and a large proportion of recent applicants were never subject to 
the program’s mandates. Therefore, as one would expect, MFIP produced smaller effects on employ­
ment and earnings for these other types of single-parent families. It also had few effects on child out­
comes for those recent applicants who were included in the child study (see Volume 2). Nonetheless, 
MFIP achieved its goal of increasing the financial well-being of working families for these groups, too. 
The financial gains to families ranged from $6,000 to $11,500 over the five years. 

For single-parent families who were recent applicants or lived in rural areas, MFIP costs were 
similar to those for urban long-term recipients. For these groups, the net financial costs of MFIP to 
taxpayers and the government budget ranged from about $8,000 to $12,000 over the five years (or 
$1,600 to $2,400 annually). In addition, the program for single-parent families who were recent appli­
cants or lived in rural areas may be considered a less efficient approach for increasing the financial well­
being of families, when compared with results for long-term recipients in urban areas, because each dol­
lar of financial gain to families cost taxpayers from $1.14 to $1.36. However, for all single-parent fami­
lies, MFIP can be considered a relatively efficient way to transfer income; using data from the Negative 
Income Tax (NIT) studies,38 economists have previously estimated that transfer programs may require 
as much as $1.50 in spending for each $1 gained by families. 

Another way to assess the program’s efficiency is to relax the assumption that a dollar lost by 
one group is equivalent to that of a dollar gained by another group. Instead, if one assumes that taxpay­
ers place a higher social value on a dollar gained by a member of the welfare sample, then the program 
would break even from a societal perspective — if the dollar gained by these welfare sample members 
were worth 14 to 36 cents more than a dollar is worth to taxpayers. 

B. Two-Parent Families 

For two-parent families, MFIP produced quite different effects than for single-parent 

38See Burtless, 1987. 
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Table 7.11


Five-Year Estimated Net Gains and Losses per MFIP Group Member for Single-Parent 

Sample Groups, by Accounting Perspective (in 1996 Dollars)


Component 

Single-parent rural long-term recipients 

Financial effects 
Transfer payments, administrative 

costs, and support service paymentsa 

Employment and training servicesb 

Earnings and fringe benefits 
Taxes and credits 

Net dollar effects 

Nonfinancial effects 
Work, welfare, and income per quarter 

Percentage with income below povertyc 

Percentage working 
Welfare use 

Percentage receiving welfare 
Percentage relying solely on welfare 

Other family outcomes 
Continuous health insurance coveraged 

Homeownershipe 

Mother currently married and living with spousef 

Time spent out of the homeg 

Child environment and child well-beingh 

(measured for families with children age 2-9) 

Single-parent urban recent applicants 

Financial effects 
Transfer payments, administrative 

costs, and support service paymentsa 

Employment and training servicesb 

Earnings and fringe benefits 
Taxes and credits 

Net dollar effects 

Nonfinancial effects 
Work, welfare, and income per quarter 

Percentage with income below povertyc 

Percentage working 
Welfare use 

Percentage receiving welfare 
Percentage relying solely on welfare 

Other family outcomes 
Continuous health insurance coveraged 

Homeownershipe 

Mother currently married and living with spousef 

Time spent out of the homeg 

Child environment and child well-beingh 

(measured for families with children age 2-9) 

Perspective 
Welfare Government 
Sample Budget Taxpayers Society 

(A) (B) (C) (D) 

8,564 -11,552 -11,552 -2,989 
0 -511 -511 -511 

687 0 0 687 
51 -5 -51 0 

9,301 -12,068 -12,113 -2,812 

+ n/a + + 
+ n/a + + 

- n/a - -
+ n/a + + 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

n/a n/a n/a n/a 

5,746 -7,594 -7,594 -1,848 
0 -131 -131 -131 

-166 0 0 -166 
386 -397 -386 0 

5,967 -8,122 -8,111 -2,144 

+ n/a + + 
+ n/a + + 

- n/a - -
+ n/a + + 

+ n/a + + 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
- n/a ? -

0 0 0 0 

(continued) 
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Table 7.11 (continued) 

Perspective 
Welfare Government 
Sample Budget Taxpayers Society 

Component (A) (B) (C) (D) 

Single-parent rural recent applicants 
Financial effects 

Transfer payments, administrative 
costs, and support service paymentsa 8,732 -11,727 -11,727 -2,995 

Employment and training servicesb 0 15 15 15 
Earnings and fringe benefits 1,450 0 0 1,450 
Taxes and credits 296 -199 -296 0 

Net dollar effects 10,477 -11,912 -12,008 -1,531 
Nonfinancial effects 

Work, welfare, and income per quarter 
Percentage with income below povertyc + n/a + + 
Percentage working + n/a + + 
Welfare use 

Percentage receiving welfare - n/a - -
Percentage relying solely on welfare 0 0 0 0 

Other family outcomes 
Continuous health insurance coveraged + n/a + + 
Homeownershipe - n/a - -
Mother currently married and living with spousef 0 0 0 0 
Time spent out of the homeg 0 0 0 0 

Child environment and child well-beingh n/a n/a n/a n/a 
(measured for families with children age 2-9) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public assistance 
benefit records, state and federal tax codes, aggregate fiscal data, and county child care payment records. Refer to 
Tables 4.1, 4.11, 5.1, 5.4, 5.6, and 5.9; and, in Volume 2, Tables 5.3 and 5.5. 

NOTES: The pluses and minuses on this table are based on nonfinancial gains and losses from components. 
Outcomes indicated as n/a are not measured. A more in-depth explanation of these components can be found in 
previous chapters of this report and in Volume 2.

 Child care costs for sample members in rural counties were estimated by applying estimated average utilization 
rates and costs for families in urban counties to families in rural counties. Data from the 36-month survey suggested 
little rural-urban difference in utilization and per-family costs of subsidized child care services. 

aIncludes transfer payments (cash assistance, Food Stamps, and Medicaid/MinnCare); administrative costs of 
transfer programs; and costs of child care and other support services. 

bRural sample sizes are too small to estimate the average length of stay in employment and training services. 
Therefore the length of stay for sample members in urban counties were used to approximate those in rural counties, 
and the employment and training cost estimates for rural counties should be interpreted with some caution. 

cMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below the 
official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. Because 
the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not include income 
from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official poverty rate. 

dPercentage who had continuous health insurance coverage during the follow-up period. The actual impact for 
rural recent applicants is 16.1 percent. 

ePercentage who owned their home at the time of the 36-month survey. The actual impact for rural recent 
applicants is -14.1 percent. 

fPercentage married and living with spouse at the time of the 36-month survey. 
gMeasured as average hours worked per week in current or most recent job. Actual impact for urban recent 

applicants is 2 hours per week. 
hIncludes measures of domestic abuse, home environment (HOME), problem behavior (BPI), performance in 

school, and health. 
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families. It enabled one parent to reduce his or her work effort, but it did not reduce the likelihood that 
at least one parent in the family would work. It reached the goal of increasing the financial well-being of 
two-parent recipients families, and it produced dramatic effects on marital stability and homeownership. 
Table 7.12 shows that MFIP cost more for two-parent recipient families than it did for other groups. It 
cost the government about $19,000 per family over five years, or about $3,800 more per year per fam­
ily than it would have cost for the welfare programs it replaced. Employing the “leaky bucket” test, 
MFIP was not as efficient at transferring income for this group as it was for the other groups. Each dol­
lar gained by the two-parent families in the welfare sample required about $2.80 in government spend­
ing. Interestingly, this difference in the program’s efficiency between single- and two-parent families par­
allels estimates that have been made for single- and two-parent families using the results from the NIT 
experiments.39 

Two-parent applicant families, who were very likely to leave welfare completely, received the 
smallest financial gain. The program brought gains of only $521 per family over five years for this group. 
The program also increased government costs by about $12,700 per family over the five years. 

VI. MFIP’s Benefits and Costs: Summary and Conclusions 

The goal that MFIP most consistently met was to increase the financial well-being of working 
families, producing financial gains for nearly all types of families. As measured in the benefit-cost analy­
sis, the total financial gain per family ranged from about $1,200 to $2,100 per year, over five years. 
MFIP’s financial incentives underlie these gains, which are unusual among welfare-to-work programs. 
Correspondingly, to produce these gains for families, MFIP spent more than the typical welfare-to­
work program; depending on the research group, MFIP cost between $1,600 and $3,800 per year per 
family over five years. In contrast, programs that provide employment and training services without any 
financial incentives typically save the government money.40 

MFIP was most efficient at producing financial gains for single-parent long-term recipients in ur­
ban counties, for whom each dollar increase for families came at a cost of only $.83 to the government. 
For other single-parent families, the cost of each dollar gained by families was between $1.14 and 
$1.36. For two-parent recipient families, each dollar gained by families cost the government about 
$2.80. 

MFIP’s effects on employment and on welfare dependence varied. Those who would have 
been least likely to work if MFIP had not existed and for whom MFIP provided the most intensive 
treatment — single-parent long-term recipients in urban counties — showed the largest employment 
gains, significant increases in earnings, and reductions in the likelihood of relying solely on welfare. At 
the other end of the spectrum, the group who had the highest levels of work in the absence of the pro­
gram and for whom the program changed eligibility rules and financial incentives — two-parent families 
— showed no employment increases, some reduction in work effort by second wage-earners, and no 
reduction in the likelihood of relying solely on welfare. The discussion 

39See Burtless, 1994.

40See Gueron and Pauly, 1991, p. 168.
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Table 7.12


Five-Year Estimated Net Gains and Losses per MFIP Group Member for Two-Parent

 Family Sample Groups, by Accounting Perspective (in 1996 Dollars)


Perspective 
Welfare Government 
Sample Budget Taxpayers Society 

Component (A) (B) (C) (D) 

Two-parent recipient families 
Financial effects 

Transfer payments, administrative 
costs, and support service paymentsa 13,038 -17,060 -17,060 -4,022 

Employment and training servicesb 0 -598 -598 -598 
Earnings and fringe benefits -7,194 0 0 -7,194 
Taxes and credits 1,011 -1,488 -1,011 0 

Net dollar effects 6,855 -19,147 -18,669 -11,814 
Nonfinancial effects 

Work, welfare, and income per quarter 
Percentage with income below povertyc + n/a + + 
Percentage working 0 0 0 0 
Welfare use 

Percentage receiving welfare - n/a - -
Percentage relying solely on welfare 0 0 0 0 

Other family outcomes 
Continuous health insurance coveraged 0 0 0 0 
Homeownershipe + n/a + + 
Mother currently married and living with spousef + n/a + + 
Time spent out of the homeg 0 0 0 0 

Child environment and child well-beingh 

(measured for families with children age 2-9) n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Two-parent applicant families 
Financial effects 

Transfer payments, administrative 
costs, and support service paymentsa 6,832 -9,220 -9,220 -2,388 

Employment and training servicesb 0 -381 -381 -381 
Earnings and fringe benefits -8,884 0 0 -8,884 
Taxes and credits 2,572 -3,162 -2,572 0 

Net dollar effects 521 -12,762 -12,173 -11,652 
Nonfinancial effects 

Work, welfare, and income per quarter 
Percentage with income below povertyc 0 0 0 0 
Percentage working 0 0 0 0 
Welfare use 

Percentage receiving welfare - n/a - -
Percentage relying solely on welfare 0 0 0 0 

Other family outcomes 
Continuous health insurance coveraged n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Homeownershipe n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Mother currently married and living with spousef n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Time spent out of the homeg n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Child environment and child well-beingh 

(measured for families with children age 2-9) n/a n/a n/a n/a 

(continued) 
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Table 7.12 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public 
assistance benefit records, state and federal tax codes, aggregate fiscal data, and county child care payment 
records. Refer to Tables 6.1, 6.8, 6.9, 6.11; and, in Volume 2, Tables 4.7 and 4.8. 

NOTES: The pluses and minuses on this table are based on nonfinancial gains and losses from components. 
Outcomes indicated as n/a are not measured. A more in-depth explanation from these components can be found in 
previous chapters of this report and in Volume 2.

 Child care costs for sample members in rural counties were estimated using aggregate data from the urban 
counties. Data from the 36-month survey showed no rural-urban differences in utilization of subsidized child care 
services. 

aIncludes transfer payments and administrative costs of welfare (MFIP, AFDC, Food Stamps, and Family 
General Assistance) and Medicaid/MinnCare and support service costs of child care and other support services 
(client transportation and employment-related expenses, child care funded with either case management or 
employment and training funds, school-related expenditures for self-initiated training, and other incidental direct 
client costs). 

bIn addition to activities shown in Table 7.3, employment and training costs for two-parent families include a 
cost for operation and monitoring the Community Work Experience Program (CWEP). Except for costs of case 
management and CWEP, length of stays for two-parent recipient families were used to approximate the stays for 
two-parent applicant families, due to small sample sizes for applicants. 

cMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below 
the official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. 
Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not 
include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official 
poverty rate. For recipient families, the impact is based on adjusted poverty estimates from Table 6.8. 

dPercentage who had continuous health insurance coverage during the follow-up period. Actual impact for 
recipients is 6 percent. 

ePercentage who owned their home at the time of the 36-month survey. 
fPercentage married and living with spouse at the time of the 36-month survey. The benefit-cost tables place 

a different value on changes in marital status for single parents than for two-parent families. Because the empirical 
evidence is mixed on the long-term effects on children of entering into a stepfamily, increases in marriage for 
single-parent families are valued with a (?). In contrast, because there is a growing consensus that the average 
effect of divorce on children is negative (except in the case of high-conflict marriages), increases in marital 
stability for two-parent families are valued with a (+) (Cherlin, 1992; McLanahan and Sandefur, 1994). 

gMeasured as average hours worked per week in current or most recent job. For two-parent families this 
outcome was measured for the respondent, who was usually the mother. 

hIncludes measures of domestic abuse, home environment (HOME), problem behavior (BPI), performance in 
school, and health. 
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that follows summarizes MFIP’s benefits and costs for each group of families. 

For single-parent long-term recipients, the MFIP program increased employment, reduced total 
reliance on welfare, and reduced poverty. For single-parent families in urban counties, the program also 
increased earnings and produced important improvements in family and child well-being. MFIP has 
achieved a real breakthrough, showing that a well-designed and well-implemented combination of finan­
cial incentives and mandatory services can achieve these three goals simultaneously and can move be­
yond the traditional tradeoffs among work, welfare dependence, and poverty. 

Moreover, for single-parent long-term recipients in urban counties, increases in employment and 
earnings were accompanied by increases in income that also brought improvements in the well-being of 
families and children. Specifically, MFIP reduced domestic abuse and improved child outcomes. To 
produce this sequence of effects for this group of families, the government spent about $1,700 per year 
($8,500 over five years) more per family than it would have spent for the AFDC and Food Stamp pro­
grams. 

For single-parent long-term recipients in rural counties, MFIP did not lead to increased earn­
ings, and it increased government costs by more than in the urban counties. Costs per family in rural 
counties exceeded costs under the AFDC and Food Stamp programs by about $2,400 per year, over 
five years. 

For single-parent recent applicant families, MFIP increased income, modestly increased work, 
and, in the urban counties, reduced total dependence on welfare. Single-parent recent applicants were 
expected to respond less dramatically to MFIP than long-term recipients, both because they were more 
likely to work in the absence of the program and because a large proportion of them were never subject 
to the program’s mandates. For those recent applicants in urban counties who were included in the child 
study, MFIP had few effects on child outcomes, which is consistent with its limited effects on their finan­
cial outcomes. The added cost of MFIP to the government for recent applicants, relative to the AFDC 
and Food Stamp programs, was remarkably similar to the added cost for long-term recipients — about 
$1,600 per family per year in urban counties and about $2,400 per family per year in rural counties, 
over five years. 

For two-parent families, MFIP produced gains in income among recipients, no effect on em­
ployment and welfare dependence, some reductions in earnings due to reduced work effort by second 
wage-earners, and dramatic improvements in marital stability. That MFIP’s effects on two-parent fami­
lies’ employment and welfare dependence were different than its effects on single-parent families was to 
be expected, given that two-parent families were the group most likely to work in the absence of the 
program. However, the improvements in marital stability are an important effect of MFIP’s changed 
eligibility rules for two-parent families and of its support for working families. MFIP also cost more for 
two-parent families than for other groups — an increase of about $3,800 per family per year over five 
years, compared with the cost of the AFDC and Food Stamp programs. For two-parent applicant 
families, who were the group most likely to leave welfare completely, the increased cost to government 
was $2,500 per year per family, over five years. 

What is the bottom line? Did MFIP achieve its goals? The answer depends in part on the weight 
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that is placed on the results for each type of family included in the evaluation. It seems appropriate to 
place substantial weight on the positive results for long-term recipients, the group of families who have 
been of greatest concern to policymakers in Minnesota and elsewhere, and toward whom the most in­
tensive MFIP services were therefore targeted.41 For other types of families, who represent a much 
smaller portion of the caseload at any given time and who are less likely to be primarily dependent on 
welfare, the judgment that Minnesotans make about MFIP’s success depends on how much they value 
the increased financial well-being of families and the important nonfinancial benefits that the program 
produced. 

Importantly, Minnesota’s public officials have not declared welfare reform a finished task but in­
stead have continued to revise the MFIP program in response to earlier research results and their ex­
perience in operating the MFIP field trials. In moving to a statewide program (MFIP-S) in 1998, Min­
nesota’s officials adjusted the program with changes aimed at reducing costs and increasing the likeli­
hood that MFIP-S would increase employment among new applicants. The hope is that this final 
evaluation report on the MFIP field trials will provide Minnesotans with information they need to con­
tinue weighing the program’s benefits and costs against their expectations about what welfare reform 
should achieve in their state. 

41The relative importance of urban long-term recipients is even greater today than when the program began in 
1994, because the caseload in Minnesota and many other states has become increasingly concentrated with long-
term urban recipients. These families represent nearly two-thirds of the total caseload in counties that make up the 
Twin Cities metropolitan area (Kvamme, 2000). 
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Appendix A


Evaluation of STRIDE in Hennepin County 
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The evaluation design for the Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) included a fourth 
research group whose members received Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) but were 
not eligible to volunteer for STRIDE services. This aspect of the design allowed for an evaluation of 
Minnesota’s voluntary Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program, which is STRIDE. 
This appendix presents findings on the effects for single parents of the STRIDE program that operated 
in Hennepin County, which includes Minneapolis. It presents STRIDE’s impacts on participation in 
employment and training activities and its impacts on employment, earnings, and welfare receipt. 

I. A Description of STRIDE 

Minnesota’s STRIDE program provided employment, training, and educational services to 
welfare recipients. If assigned to the AFDC system, nonexempt, single-parent applicants received an 
orientation to STRIDE.1 After the orientation, those in a STRIDE “target group” were eligible to 
volunteer for STRIDE services. Included in the target group were the following individuals: single 
parents who had received welfare for 36 of the past 60 months, custodial parents under age 24 who 
either lacked a high school diploma or had limited work experience, and parents who were within two 
years of losing eligibility for aid because their youngest child was age 16 or older. 

As was the case with MFIP services, the first step for a STRIDE participant was to develop a 
plan for self-sufficiency, or for eventually securing employment. STRIDE differed from MFIP, however, 
in that most volunteers entered the program to gain further education. Thus, STRIDE provided a more 
long-term approach to leaving welfare. However, as discussed in Chapter 1 of this report, STRIDE was 
changed in mid-1995 to make it more employment-focused. 

Evaluating the effectiveness of STRIDE services involves comparing outcomes for the AFDC 
group with those for the AFDC/No Services group. The latter group was created as part of the 
evaluation design in Hennepin County. Upon applying or reapplying for AFDC, single parents assigned 
to this group were not given information about the STRIDE program, but they were given information 
about other services available in the community. The extent to which clients were encouraged to take 
advantage of outside services depended in part on their individual case manager. Field research 
suggested that Hennepin County has a fairly large number of organizations providing employment and 
training services. 

If a recipient in the No Services group was already receiving STRIDE services at the time of 
random assignment, she was allowed to complete her current STRIDE component but not allowed to 
begin a new component. Data from the Baseline Information Form (BIF) indicate that among single 
parents who were participating in an activity at random assignment, 21 percent were participating as 
part of a STRIDE plan. 

1Examples of exemption criteria include providing care for a child under age 3 and working at least 30 hours per 
week. 
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II. Participation in Employment and Training Activities 

Although many services were available in the community, the availability of STRIDE services 
may have increased single-parent recipients’ participation in education and training services. Tables A.1 
and A.2 present estimates of long-term recipients’ and recent applicants’ participation in employment 
and training activities during the 36 months after random assignment. Because the sample sizes are 
relatively small, the impacts were estimated using the full samples, rather than only those within each 
group who were eligible to volunteer for STRIDE — the target groups. Table 2.2 of the report shows 
that, at random assignment, 84 percent of long-term recipients and 32 percent of recent applicants were 
eligible to volunteer for STRIDE. 

Table A.1 shows that, in Hennepin County, the ability to volunteer for STRIDE services did not 
increase single-parent long-term recipients’ overall participation rates, either in employment-related or 
education-related activities, but it did affect the types of activities in which they participated. Compared 
with members of the AFDC/No Services group, recipients in the AFDC group were more likely to 
participate in basic education and less likely to participate in post-secondary education. They were also 
somewhat more likely to participate in vocational training, although this difference is not statistically 
significant. Thus, although STRIDE did not affect overall participation rates, it appears to have steered 
some recipients into different activities (basic education) than they would have chosen if they had sought 
out services on their own. 

For single-parent recent applicants in Hennepin County, STRIDE had similar effects. Members 
of the AFDC group were somewhat less likely than members of the AFDC/No Services group to 
participate in any education and training activity, although the impact of 7.6 percentage points is not 
statistically significant. The impacts that appear to have driven this overall impact are a reduction in post­
secondary education (although not statistically significant) and a reduction in vocational training (6.4 
percentage points). The impacts on education and training were matched by a similar-size increase in 
rates of participation in employment-related activities, although this impact of 5.7 percentage points is 
not statistically significant. Thus, although not many of the impacts are statistically significant, STRIDE 
appears to have caused some individuals who would have participated in education-focused activities to 
instead participate in employment-related activities. 

III. Effects on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt 

This section presents impacts of STRIDE on single parents’ employment, earnings, and welfare 
receipt in Hennepin County. Table A.3 presents impacts for long-term recipients, and Table A.4 
presents impacts for recent applicants. The impacts are estimated only for those within each group who 
were eligible to volunteer for STRIDE, or those in the target groups. 

Compared with the AFDC/No Services group, the availability of STRIDE services reduced 
employment and earnings among long-term recipients in the AFDC group, at least during the early 
quarters of follow-up (Table A.3). Employment rates increased gradually for the AFDC/No Services 
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Table A.1


Impacts of STRIDE on Participation in Employment and Training Activities and Educational 

Attainment for Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Hennepin County


AFDC/ Impact 
Outcome (%) AFDC No Services (Difference) 

Employment and training activities 

Ever participated in any employment 
or training activity 60.2 61.1 -0.9 

Short-term employment-related activities 36.9 35.6 1.4 
Career workshop 22.4 21.9 0.5 
Group job search 22.0 23.2 -1.2 
Individual job search 11.9 9.9 2.0 

Any education and training activity 46.5 47.7 -1.2 
Basic education 23.4 16.8 6.5 * 
Post-secondary education 21.3 28.8 -7.4 * 
Vocational training 13.3 8.2 5.1 

On-the-job training/work experience 3.8 4.3 -0.5 

Sample size (total = 417) 279 138 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding 
the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table A.2


Impacts of STRIDE on Participation in Employment and Training Activities and Educational

Attainment for Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Hennepin County


AFDC/ Impact 
Outcome (%) AFDC No Services (Difference) 

Employment and training activities 

Ever participated in any employment 
or training activity 60.1 59.8 0.3 

Short-term employment-related activities 29.6 23.9 5.7 
Career workshop 13.9 16.6 -2.7 
Group job search 15.5 15.7 -0.2 
Individual job search 11.7 7.0 4.6 

Any education and training activity 44.8 52.4 -7.6 
Basic education 15.8 18.4 -2.6 
Post-secondary education 24.7 30.5 -5.8 
Vocational training 9.7 16.1 -6.4 * 

On-the-job training/work experience 0.9 2.1 -1.2 

Sample size (total = 412) 325 87 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding 
the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table A.3


Impacts of STRIDE on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt for 

Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Hennepin County


AFDC/ Impact 
Outcome AFDC No Services (Difference) 

Employment (%) 

Quarter 1 27.5 28.7 -1.2 
Quarter 2 30.0 35.6 -5.6 ** 
Quarter 3 33.7 36.2 -2.5 
Quarter 4 30.0 36.3 -6.3 *** 
Quarter 5 31.3 39.3 -7.9 *** 
Quarter 6 34.4 39.2 -4.8 * 
Quarter 7 35.6 38.8 -3.2 
Quarter 8 39.5 41.5 -2.0 
Quarter 9 40.5 41.0 -0.5 
Quarter 10 41.6 46.7 -5.2 * 

Earnings ($) 

Quarter 1 305 319 -15 
Quarter 2 340 483 -143 *** 
Quarter 3 463 583 -120 ** 
Quarter 4 507 713 -206 *** 
Quarter 5 577 752 -175 ** 
Quarter 6 641 813 -172 ** 
Quarter 7 746 911 -165 * 
Quarter 8 827 957 -130 
Quarter 9 997 1,026 -29 
Quarter 10 1,109 1,251 -142 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 97.4 97.4 0.0 
Quarter 2 97.0 96.4 0.6 
Quarter 3 93.0 90.6 2.4 
Quarter 4 89.4 86.5 2.8 
Quarter 5 85.9 85.0 0.9 
Quarter 6 81.0 81.5 -0.5 
Quarter 7 79.5 79.9 -0.4 
Quarter 8 76.0 77.5 -1.5 
Quarter 9 74.5 74.1 0.4 
Quarter 10 68.8 70.7 -1.8 

Welfare benefits ($) 

Quarter 1 1,922 1,940 -18 
Quarter 2 2,002 1,980 22 
Quarter 3 1,901 1,829 72 * 
Quarter 4 1,830 1,761 69 
Quarter 5 1,709 1,671 38 
Quarter 6 1,641 1,619 22 
Quarter 7 1,587 1,578 9 
Quarter 8 1,537 1,502 34 
Quarter 9 1,447 1,446 1 
Quarter 10 1,383 1,367 16 

Sample size (total = 1,277) 635 642 
(continued) 
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Table A.3 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and 
public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the 
small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated 
as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General 
Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources. 
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Table A.4


Impacts of STRIDE on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt for 

Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Hennepin County


AFDC/ Impact 
Outcome AFDC No Services (Difference) 

Employment (%) 

Quarter 1 51.0 46.7 4.3 
Quarter 2 41.7 36.3 5.4 
Quarter 3 44.7 34.4 10.2 *** 
Quarter 4 42.5 38.3 4.2 
Quarter 5 45.8 40.8 5.0 
Quarter 6 47.4 40.7 6.7 * 
Quarter 7 48.6 38.7 9.9 ** 
Quarter 8 48.6 42.1 6.5 * 
Quarter 9 51.7 45.2 6.5 * 
Quarter 10 52.3 47.8 4.5 

Earnings ($) 

Quarter 1 607 565 42 
Quarter 2 574 512 62 
Quarter 3 758 606 152 
Quarter 4 841 664 178 * 
Quarter 5 939 791 148 
Quarter 6 1,013 850 163 
Quarter 7 1,151 966 185 
Quarter 8 1,160 1,047 113 
Quarter 9 1,325 1,152 173 
Quarter 10 1,510 1,188 323 ** 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 80.4 85.3 -4.9 * 
Quarter 2 83.1 87.6 -4.5 
Quarter 3 77.4 82.9 -5.5 * 
Quarter 4 72.0 78.2 -6.2 * 
Quarter 5 65.9 71.8 -5.8 
Quarter 6 61.9 65.6 -3.7 
Quarter 7 58.3 63.1 -4.8 
Quarter 8 56.9 63.2 -6.3 * 
Quarter 9 54.3 60.1 -5.8 
Quarter 10 49.9 59.0 -9.1 ** 

Welfare benefits ($) 

Quarter 1 774 825 -52 
Quarter 2 1,278 1,366 -88 
Quarter 3 1,234 1,407 -173 *** 
Quarter 4 1,127 1,347 -220 *** 
Quarter 5 1,045 1,209 -164 ** 
Quarter 6 996 1,126 -130 * 
Quarter 7 959 1,102 -143 ** 
Quarter 8 932 1,089 -156 ** 
Quarter 9 920 978 -59 
Quarter 10 844 991 -147 ** 

Sample size (total = 784) 488 296 
(continued) 
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Table A.4 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and 
public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the 
small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated 
as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General 
Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources. 
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group, from 28.7 percent in quarter 1 to 46.7 in quarter 10. However, employment rates increased less 
rapidly for the AFDC group, for a reduction in employment in several early quarters. The impacts on 
earnings follow a similar pattern. STRIDE services had no effects on welfare receipt, as shown in the 
lower half of the table. 

Table A.4 presents STRIDE’s impacts for single-parent recent applicants in Hennepin County. 
The majority of these individuals eligible to volunteer for STRIDE were young parents with little 
education or work experience and parents whose youngest child was within two years of age 18. 
Employment rates for both groups fell after quarter 1, although the decrease was somewhat less 
dramatic for the AFDC group. Recent applicants in the AFDC group had higher employment rates than 
those in the AFDC/No Services group in several later quarters; in quarter 7, for example, 48.6 percent 
of them worked, compared with 38.7 percent of the AFDC/No Services group. Average earnings were 
also higher for the AFDC group throughout the period, although only two of these impacts are 
statistically significant. Consistent with STRIDE’s impacts on employment and earnings for recent 
applicants, single parents in the AFDC group were less likely than those in the AFDC/No Services 
group to receive welfare in several quarters of follow-up, and, on average, they received fewer benefits. 

IV. Conclusion 

In Hennepin County, the ability to volunteer for STRIDE services generally increased 
employment among recent applicants and reduced it among long-term recipients. The impacts on 
participation suggest that these effects may reflect differences in the types of activities in which single 
parents participated. For long-term recipients, STRIDE increased the number participating in basic 
education. For recent applicants, it increased participation in employment-related activities but reduced 
participation in education-related activities. It should be noted, however, that many of these impacts are 
not statistically significant. In addition, the effects of STRIDE may be underestimated, given that single 
parents in the AFDC/No Services group had access to a wide range of services in Hennepin County. 
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Appendix B


Participants’ Knowledge of Programs and 

Perception of Benefit Time Limit 
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Table B.1


Knowledge of MFIP and AFDC Programs and Perception of Benefit Time Limit 

Reported by Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients, in All Counties


Outcome MFIP AFDC 
Impact 

(Difference) 

Knowledge of program requirements 

Would sample member be required to look 
for work or get help looking for work? 

Yes 
No 

83.4 
13.0 

71.0 
26.8 

12.4 
-13.8 

*** 
*** 

Don't know 3.6 2.1 1.4 

Would sample member have to go to 
work, school, or training in order to 
continued receiving income assistance? 

Yes 78.2 68.5 9.7 *** 
No 
Don't know 

15.5 
6.2 

26.4 
5.1 

-10.9 
1.2 

*** 

Knowledge of work incentives 

If sample member left welfare for work, 
could she receive medical benefits and 
child care for one year? 

Yes 
No 

84.8 
6.5 

74.4 
12.0 

10.4 
-5.5 

*** 
*** 

Don't know 8.7 13.6 -4.9 ** 
If sample member had a full-time 
job, would the she lose all of her 
income assistance benefits? 

Yes 
No 

37.7 
54.2 

59.8 
31.9 

-22.1 
22.3 

*** 
*** 

Don't know 8.1 8.3 -0.2 
Perception of benefit time limit 

Is there a time limit on how long you 
can receive income assistance benefits? 

Yes 
No 

76.4 
12.2 

72.6 
18.7 

3.8 
-6.5 *** 

Don't know 11.4 8.6 2.8 
Is there a time limit on how long 
you can receive Food Stamps? 

Yes 50.7 57.8 -7.1 ** 
No 
Don't know 

22.8 
26.4 

27.1 
15.1 

-4.3 
11.4 *** 

Sample size (total = 976) 488 488 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, 
excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

aA higher fraction of the caseload in the rural counties than the urban counties was randomly assigned 
into the evaluation, meaning that the rural counties are over represented in the full evaluation sample. To 
account for this when estimating impacts for urban and rural counties combined, long-term recipients in rural 
counties were weighted down by a factor of .56, and recent applicants in rural counties were weighted down 
by a factor of .66 . 
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Table B.2


Knowledge of MFIP and AFDC Programs and Perception of Benefit Time Limit 

Reported by Single-Parent Recent Applicants, in All Counties


Impact 
Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Knowledge of program requirements 
Would sample member be required to look 
for work or get help looking for work? 

Yes 81.0 75.3 5.7 ** 
No 13.4 18.8 -5.4 *** 
Don't know 5.5 5.7 -0.2 

Would sample member have to go to 
work, school, or training in order to 
continued receiving income assistance? 

Yes 73.5 66.3 7.2 *** 
No 16.7 22.8 -6.1 *** 
Don't know 9.8 11.0 -1.2 

Knowledge of work incentives 
If sample member left welfare for work, 
could she receive medical benefits and 
child care for one year? 

Yes 79.8 69.1 10.8 *** 
No 10.4 13.8 -3.5 * 
Don't know 9.8 17.1 -7.3 *** 

If sample member had a full-time 
job, would she lose all of her 
income assistance benefits? 

Yes 46.4 60.9 -14.5 *** 
No 41.8 27.6 14.2 *** 
Don't know 11.8 11.5 0.2 

Perception of benefit time limit 
Is there a time limit on how long you 
can receive income assistance benefits? 

Yes 69.0 64.0 5.0 * 
No 16.2 19.1 -2.9 
Don't know 14.8 16.7 -1.9 

Is there a time limit on how long 
you can receive Food Stamps? 

Yes 49.7 47.0 2.7 
No 24.7 28.3 -3.6 
Don't know 25.6 24.6 1.0 

Sample size (total = 1,278) 665 613 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, 
excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aA higher fraction of the caseload in the rural counties than the urban counties was randomly assigned 

into the evaluation, meaning that the rural counties are over represented in the full evaluation sample. To 
account for this when estimating impacts for urban and rural counties combined, long-term recipients in rural 
counties were weighted down by a factor of .56, and recent applicants in rural counties were weighted down 
by a factor of .66. 
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This appendix presents the effects of the Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) on 
samples of single- and two-parent families in the rural counties who were receiving or applying only for 
Food Stamps when they entered the evaluation. Results are presented for recipients only, given the 
small size of the applicant samples. 

I. Effects for Single-Parent Families 
Table C.1 presents impacts for the Food Stamps Only group of single-parent recipients in rural 

counties. Families who were applying or reapplying only for Food Stamps were randomly assigned to 
either the MFIP group (subject to the rules of MFIP) or the control group (subject to the rules of the 
Food Stamp system). Although the families were only applying for or receiving Food Stamps at the time 
of random assignment, some of those in the control group may have received AFDC at some point after 
that. Impacts are calculated as the difference in outcomes between the MFIP group and the control 
group. Employment rates were fairly high for this sample, relative to long-term recipients in rural 
counties (shown in Chapter 4). MFIP produced no significant effects on employment or earnings during 
the follow-up period. Employment and earnings tended to be lower for the MFIP group, relative to the 
group receiving Food Stamps, although none of these impacts is statistically significant. Note that a given 
impact is less likely to be statistically significant when the samples are small. 

Single parents in the MFIP group were significantly more likely than those in the control group 
to receive welfare throughout the follow-up period (recall that some portion of the MFIP grant 
represented the cash-out of Food Stamp benefits). Parents in the control group left welfare more rapidly 
than MFIP parents, so that, by quarter 10, 51.6 percent of the MFIP group received benefits, 
compared with 37.5 percent of the control group, for a statistically significant impact of 14.1 percentage 
points.2 This is not an unexpected result, because MFIP allowed families to earn more and still qualify 
for some benefits. Average payments were also higher in each quarter for the MFIP group. By quarter 
10, MFIP families received an average of $671 in payments, compared with $315 for control group 
families. 

The significant increase in welfare benefits, in turn, increased income and reduced poverty 
during the follow-up period. During the first year of follow-up, for example, MFIP families had, on 
average, a quarterly income that was $514 higher than their control group counterparts, and they were 
much less likely to have income below the poverty line. 

II. Effects for Two-Parent Families 

Table C.2 presents impacts for the Food Stamps Only group of two-parent families in rural 
counties. As shown in the report, MFIP, when compared with AFDC, tended to reduce family earnings 
for two-parent families. The results shown here are somewhat consistent with that story, but only for the 

2During most of the follow-up months, over 70 percent of the control group families who received welfare were 
receiving Food Stamps only. 
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Table C.1 

Quarterly Impacts on Employment, Earnings, Welfare Receipt, and Income for
 the Food Stamps Only Group of Single-Parent Recipients in Rural Counties 

Impact 
Outcome MFIP Control (Difference) 

Employment (%) 

Quarter 1 66.4 65.9 0.5 
Quarter 2 68.2 68.2 0.1 
Quarter 3 66.3 70.8 -4.5 
Quarter 4 65.5 68.3 -2.8 
Quarter 5 63.4 66.3 -2.9 
Quarter 6 60.6 68.9 -8.3 
Quarter 7 60.2 68.4 -8.3 
Quarter 8 65.4 70.0 -4.7 
Quarter 9 63.5 71.0 -7.5 
Quarter 10 63.9 66.6 -2.7 

Earnings ($) 

Quarter 1 1,572 1,601 -29 
Quarter 2 1,521 1,624 -103 
Quarter 3 1,590 1,821 -232 
Quarter 4 1,685 1,713 -28 
Quarter 5 1,664 1,734 -70 
Quarter 6 1,708 1,902 -195 
Quarter 7 1,803 1,898 -95 
Quarter 8 1,749 2,024 -274 
Quarter 9 2,084 2,047 37 
Quarter 10 1,904 2,077 -172 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 87.1 89.4 -2.3 
Quarter 2 88.1 79.5 8.7 * 
Quarter 3 80.6 67.9 12.7 ** 
Quarter 4 74.4 57.5 16.8 *** 
Quarter 5 71.0 52.6 18.4 *** 
Quarter 6 65.5 44.7 20.8 *** 
Quarter 7 59.6 38.9 20.6 *** 
Quarter 8 57.5 41.7 15.8 ** 
Quarter 9 53.1 43.5 9.6 
Quarter 10 51.6 37.5 14.1 ** 

Welfare benefits ($) 

Quarter 1 744 528 216 *** 
Quarter 2 1,216 537 679 *** 
Quarter 3 1,092 514 578 *** 
Quarter 4 1,098 457 641 *** 
Quarter 5 998 406 592 *** 
Quarter 6 846 379 467 *** 
Quarter 7 823 350 473 *** 
Quarter 8 773 329 445 *** 
Quarter 9 659 326 333 *** 
Quarter 10 671 315 356 *** 

(continued) 
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Table C.1 (continued) 

Outcome MFIP Control 
Impact 

(Difference) 

Income and povertya 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 
Year 2 

2,716 
2,611 

2,202 
2,314 

514 *** 
298 

Measured poverty in year 1 (%) 
Measured poverty in year 2 (%) 

53.3 
57.5 

76.6 
72.6 

-23.3 *** 
-15.0 ** 

Sample size (total = 239 ) 116 123 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings 
records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, who 
were receiving only Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels 
are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences.
 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, 

Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these 
sources. 

aMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are 
below the official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children 
in the family. Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp 
benefits but does not include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not 
comparable with the official poverty rate. 
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Table C.2


Quarterly Impacts on Employment, Earnings, Welfare Receipt, and Income for the

 Food Stamps Only Group of Two-Parent Recipients in Rural Counties
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Women Men Families 

Outcome MFIP Control 
Impact 

(Difference) MFIP Control 
Impact 

(Difference) MFIP Control 
Impact 

(Difference) 

Employment (%) 

Quarter 1 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 
Quarter 6 
Quarter 7 
Quarter 8 
Quarter 9 
Quarter 10 

45.1 
45.6 
48.1 
47.5 
43.6 
47.3 
53.6 
52.0 
53.3 
55.0 

42.7 
42.2 
41.4 
45.1 
47.2 
46.8 
47.0 
48.5 
45.7 
51.0 

2.4 
3.4 
6.7 
2.4 

-3.6 
0.5 
6.6 
3.6 
7.5 
4.0 

53.2 
52.8 
48.1 
52.2 
53.0 
51.4 
52.9 
50.5 
51.3 
50.5 

55.8 
53.9 
57.6 
61.4 
55.3 
56.0 
56.1 
59.1 
56.1 
52.2 

-2.6 
-1.2 
-9.5 * 
-9.3 * 
-2.3 
-4.6 
-3.2 
-8.7 * 
-4.7 
-1.7 

75.3 
75.4 
73.1 
73.9 
70.3 
70.3 
75.9 
72.6 
74.0 
76.0 

73.4 
74.1 
75.4 
77.7 
75.8 
76.6 
75.9 
79.0 
75.4 
75.8 

1.9 
1.3 

-2.3 
-3.8 
-5.6 
-6.2 
0.1 

-6.5 
-1.5 
0.2 

Earnings ($) 

Quarter 1 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 
Quarter 6 
Quarter 7 
Quarter 8 
Quarter 9 
Quarter 10 

967 
1,124 
1,067 
1,154 
1,167 
1,271 
1,421 
1,459 
1,547 
1,508 

921 
946 
995 

1,064 
1,068 
1,018 
1,083 
1,036 
1,187 
1,215 

46 
178 

72 
90 
98 

253 
338 * 
423 ** 
360 * 
294 

1,861 
1,818 
1,849 
2,186 
2,003 
2,118 
2,360 
2,297 
2,232 
2,480 

1,857 
2,109 
2,464 
2,473 
2,299 
2,401 
2,610 
2,797 
2,451 
2,455 

4 
-290 
-615 ** 
-287 
-296 
-283 
-250 
-499 * 
-220 

25 

2,828 
2,943 
2,916 
3,340 
3,170 
3,389 
3,781 
3,756 
3,779 
3,988 

2,778 
3,055 
3,459 
3,537 
3,367 
3,419 
3,693 
3,832 
3,638 
3,669 

50 
-112 
-542 * 
-197 
-198 
-30 
88 

-76 
141 
319 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 
Quarter 6 
Quarter 7 
Quarter 8 
Quarter 9 
Quarter 10 

88.5 
85.2 
78.6 
72.3 
68.4 
62.1 
60.7 
51.9 
51.4 
51.3 

88.6 
80.2 
67.9 
63.1 
52.2 
46.7 
41.1 
37.0 
37.5 
34.5 

-0.2 
5.0 

10.7 ** 
9.2 

16.2 ** 
15.4 ** 
19.6 *** 
14.9 ** 
13.9 ** 
16.8 ** 

(continued) 



Table C.2 (continued) 

Women Men Families 
Impact Impact Impact 

Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) MFIP AFDC (Difference) MFIP AFDC (Difference) 
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Welfare benefit ($) 

Quarter 1 752 611 141 ** 
Quarter 2 1,155 654 501 *** 
Quarter 3 1,142 583 559 *** 
Quarter 4 1,034 506 528 *** 
Quarter 5 965 473 491 *** 
Quarter 6 888 461 427 *** 
Quarter 7 827 412 416 *** 
Quarter 8 774 363 411 *** 
Quarter 9 788 349 439 *** 
Quarter 10 701 353 348 *** 

Income and povertya 

Average quarterly income 
from welfare and earnings ($) 

Year 1 4,166 3,909 258 
Year 2 4,496 4,042 454 

Measured poverty in year 1 (%) 50.3 54.7 -4.4 
Measured poverty in year 2 (%) 49.7 55.3 -5.5 

Sample size (total = 253) 123 130 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit 
records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, who were only receiving Food Stamps at 
random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** 
= 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences.
 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. 

Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources. 
aMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below the official poverty threshold. 

The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, 
cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not 
comparable with the official poverty rate. 



early quarters. MFIP families had lower combined earnings than control group families in the first 
several quarters of follow-up, although only one of these impacts is statistically significant. In addition, 
most of the reduction in earnings reflects reduced employment and earnings among the men in these 
families. In quarter 3, for example, 57.6 percent of men in control group families worked, compared 
with 48.1 percent of men in MFIP families. The MFIP women, in contrast, had higher earnings than 
their control group counterparts during the later quarters of follow-up. 

Two-parent families in MFIP were more likely than control group families to receive welfare 
during the follow-up period; 51.3 percent of the MFIP group received benefits in quarter 10, compared 
with 34.5 percent of control group families. They also had higher incomes than control group families, 
although the impacts are not significant at conventional levels. The average quarterly income increase of 
$454 in year 2, for example, is significant at the 11 percent level. 

III. Conclusion 

Among families in rural counties who entered the study while they were receiving Food Stamps 
only, MFIP significantly increased welfare benefits and, for single-parent families, reduced measured 
poverty. MFIP did not have many significant effects on earnings or employment, although both tended 
to be lower for the MFIP group, suggesting that single parents may have reduced their hours of work in 
response to MFIP’s more generous benefits. A reduction in hours worked may also explain the lower 
combined earnings for two-parent families, although these effects were observed only during the early 
quarters of follow-up. 
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Appendix D


Data Issues and Survey Response Analysis
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This appendix assesses the inferential integrity of the evaluation of the Minnesota Family 
Investment Program (MFIP) at two levels. First, it describes the implementation of random assignment 
and evaluates the demographic comparability of the three research groups. Second, it addresses the 
representativeness of the 36-month client survey information by reviewing sample sizes and response 
rates, by comparing respondents and nonrespondents, and by comparing respondents across research 
groups to ensure that individual survey response decisions have not undermined the demographic 
equivalence among those groups. It also uses administrative records available for all sample members to 
compare four critical outcomes for respondents and for the total sample to determine the extent to 
which the outcomes and impacts observed for survey respondents are representative of the total 
sample. 

I. Random Assignment 

Random assignment research designs offer the best available means of assessing the causal 
impacts of an intervention. But the practical implementation of random assignment is probabilistic, and it 
often happens that some characteristics differ significantly across research groups by chance. This 
section offers a standard assessment of the baseline comparability of research groups and explains the 
covariates used to control for residual differences. 

Between April 1994 and March 1996, over 14,000 families were assigned at random to each 
of the research groups. Because families were assigned randomly, there should be no systematic 
demographic differences among research groups prior to the intervention, and the differences in post-
program outcomes for the groups should be reliable estimates of MFIP’s effects. 

Because there might nevertheless be a few random differences in baseline characteristics among 
the groups, all impacts are regression-adjusted to control for a range of characteristics. The models also 
adjust for changes in the proportions of the caseload that entered the evaluation over time. In the three 
urban counties, the proportions of families from the full caseload that were assigned to each of the 
research groups changed over the course of the evaluation and in different ways across the counties. To 
the extent that families entering the evaluation at a particular time in a particular county differed in 
unmeasured ways from those entering at another time or in one of the other urban counties, this change 
could reduce the comparability among the research groups. To control for these potential differences, 
the regression-adjustment models include dummy variables for each county, indicating the time of this 
change in assignment proportions. Each of these variables is also interacted with the full set of baseline 
covariates included in the model. 

The models also control for the fact that the proportion of individuals from the full caseload 
assigned to each research group differed slightly in one urban county compared with the other two 
urban counties. Again, if parents differed across counties, this has the potential to reduce the 
comparability of the research groups when compared across all urban counties. To control for this, the 
models include a dummy variable to denote the county and group for which the proportions differed (in 
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this case, new applicants in Hennepin County), and this variable interacted with the full set of baseline 
covariates. 

To assess the comparability of the research groups in the total sample, an indicator of research 
group status was regressed on a full range of pre-random assignment demographic characteristics 
including: the incidence and duration of past public assistance receipt, current receipt status, age, county, 
race/ethnicity, employment status and work history, gender, marital status, education, number and age 
of children, quarter of random assignment, and the amounts of earnings and assistance received in the 
prior year. 

Table D.1 reports the F-statistics and associated p-values indicating the strength of baseline 
differences among members of different research groups, after controlling for the variables indicating the 
random assignment ratio change. These can be interpreted as an indication of whether the differences 
among the research groups are statistically significant. Within most subgroups, the three research groups 
are quite similar in all pre-random assignment demographic characteristics. Except for comparisons 
involving recent applicants of the MFIP Incentives Only group, none of the F-statistics is statistically 
significant. Comparisons involving urban single parents in the MFIP Incentives Only group did evidence 
significant but modest baseline differences. For example, compared with their counterparts in the AFDC 
group, recent applicants in the MFIP Incentives Only group were more likely to live in Hennepin 
County, more likely to have young children, more reliant on welfare, and less likely to have been 
employed in the quarter prior to random assignment. (See Table D.2.) Most of the differences, although 
statistically significant, are small in magnitude. As mentioned, all the impacts presented in this report 
were regression-adjusted to control for these differences. 

Table D.3 presents unadjusted impacts on key outcomes for long-term recipients and recent 
applicants in urban counties. A comparison of this table with data from the report shows that the 
unadjusted impacts are fairly similar to the adjusted impacts, suggesting that the regression adjustments 
used to control for residual differences across research groups were relatively minor. 

This implementation of random assignment successfully created comparable research groups, 
ensuring that any significant differences in outcomes among research groups can reliably be interpreted 
as program impacts. The next set of questions concern whether impacts observed for the survey sample 
can be generalized to the full sample. 

II. Survey Response Rates 

As discussed in Chapter 2, of the 4,586 people in the fielded sample, 3,720 are respondents, 
and 866 are nonrespondents. This appendix assesses the extent of representativeness between the 
respondent sample and the fielded sample. 

Table D.4 shows the response rates for each of the subgroups discussed in this report. 
Response rates were reasonably high for each of the research groups — above 80 percent for most 
groups. Response rates in this range for samples of this size support generalizations from survey 
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Table D.1


Baseline Differences, by Research Group, for the Total Sample
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MFIP Incentives Only MFIP vs. 
MFIP vs. AFDC vs. AFDC MFIP Incentives Only Sample Size 

MFIP 
p-Value of p-Value of p-Value of Incentives 

F-Statistic F-Statistic F-Statistic F-Statistic F-Statistic F-Statistic MFIP Only AFDC 

Single-parent urban families 

Long-term recipients 1.120 0.241 0.979 0.526 1.234 0.107 846 835 934


Recent applicants 0.866 0.881 1.364 0.002 ** 1.452 0.001 ** 1,916 980 2,133


Single-parent rural families 

Long-term recipients 1.011 0.453 295 298


Recent applicants 1.013 0.450 497 483


Two-parent urban and rural families 

Recipients 0.952 0.559 773 779


Applicants 1.089 0.329 355 390


SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, public assistance benefit records, and the 36­
month survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 The F-statistic is taken from a regression of research group status on a range of baseline characteristics.
 Other variables included in the model are quarter of random assignment, dummy variables for missing information, and variables accounting for changes 

in the proportion of individuals assigned to the research groups. 



Table D.2


Baseline Differences, by Research Group, Among Single-Parent Recent 

Applicants in Urban Counties, in the Total Sample


MFIP Incentives MFIP vs. MFIP 
Parameter Estimate MFIP vs. AFDC Only vs. AFDC Incentives Only 

Received AFDC 2 to 5 years 0.01 0.01 -0.01 
Received AFDC 5 years or more -0.02 0.10 * -0.12 ** 
Ever received AFDC -0.05 0.09 ** -0.12 ** 
Receiving assistance at random assignment 0.16 ** 0.09 0.05 
Number of months of AFDC receipt 

in year prior to random assignment -0.01 -0.01 0.00 
Received AFDC in quarter prior 

to random assignment 0.06 0.13 * -0.03 
Received AFDC in year prior 

to random assignment 0.09 0.07 0.02 
Employed at random assignment -0.01 0.06 -0.06 
Employed in quarter prior to random assignment -0.05 -0.09 * 0.01 
Employed in year prior to random assignment 0.02 -0.01 0.03 
25-34 years old 0.00 -0.02 0.00 
35 years old or older 0.02 -0.04 0.03 
Resident of Anoka County -0.05 -0.10 ** 0.04 
Resident of Dakota County -0.03 -0.08 ** 0.06 
Black, non-Hispanic -0.07 -0.05 -0.04 
White -0.02 0.00 -0.03 
Male -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 
Never married 0.03 -0.04 0.06 * 
Number of children 0.03 0.01 0.02 
Child less than 6 years old 0.05 0.08 * -0.03 
No high school diploma or GED 0.04 0.03 0.03 

Adjusted R-square 0.004 0.057 0.084 
F-statistic 0.866 1.364 1.452 
P-value of F-statistic 0.881 0.002 ** 0.001 ** 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, 
public assistance benefit records, and the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the 
small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 The F-statistic is taken from a regression of research group status on a range of baseline characteristics.
 Other variables included in the model are quarter of random assignment, dummy variables for missing 

information, and variables accounting for changes in the proportion of individuals assigned to the research groups. 
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Table D.3 

Summary of MFIP's Unadjusted Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Welfare 
for Single-Parent Families in Urban Counties 
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Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome (%) MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Long-Term Recipients 

Employment, earnings, 
and welfare in year 3 
Employed (%) 
Average earnings ($) 
Receiving welfare (%) 
Average welfare benefit ($) 

Sample size (total = 2,615) 

55.4 
1,419 
70.8 

1,376 

846 

48.4 
1,251 

74.3 
1,525 

835 

45.3 
1,319 

63.7 
1,225 

934 

10.1 
100 
7.2 
150 

*** 

*** 
*** 

3.1 
-68 

10.7 *** 
300 *** 

7.0 *** 
168 * 
-3.5 * 

-149 *** 

Recent Applicants 

Employment, earnings, 
and welfare in year 3 
Employed (%) 
Average earnings ($) 
Receiving welfare (%) 
Average welfare benefit ($) 

Sample size (total = 5,029) 

58.8 
2,067 
43.2 
705 

1,916 

54.1 
1,800 

48.6 
877 

980 

55.2 
2,022 

35.8 
545 

2,133 

3.6 
45 

7.4 
160 

** 

*** 
*** 

-1.2 
-222 ** 
12.8 *** 
332 *** 

4.7 *** 
267 *** 
-5.4 *** 

-172 *** 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit 
records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were 
receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 
percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. 
Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 



Table D.4


Survey Response Rates and Sample Sizes for Research

 Groups of the MFIP Adult Evaluation


Response Rates Total Sample Sizes 
MFIP MFIP 

Incentives Incentives 
AFDC MFIP Only AFDC MFIP Only 

Single-parent families 

Long-term recipients 82.4 83.3 83.9 592 586 436


Recent applicants 76.1 82.7 ** 74.8 806 804 290


Two-parent families 

Recipients 80.7 83.7 181 172


Applicants 87.7 80.6 73 67


SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, 
excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random 
assignment.

 A t-test is applied to each difference in response rates between research groups. Statistical 
significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 The only significant differences are those among the MFIP, AFDC, and MFIP Incentives Only 
recent applicants. 
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responses to the fielded sample. They suggest that the survey has captured the experiences of enough 
people within each research group to offer a fair and accurate representation not only of those who 
responded but also of those who did not. 

Response rates should also be similar across research groups. Comparisons between a representative 
sample of one group and a less representative sample of another may yield biased estimates of program 
impacts. Among the research groups compared in this evaluation, recent applicants in the MFIP group 
evidenced a significantly higher response rate (82.7 percent) than their counterparts in the AFDC (76.1 
percent) and MFIP Incentives Only (74.8 percent) groups. The final section of this appendix discusses 
the implications of this difference for estimating program impacts. 

III.	 A Comparison of Survey Respondents and Nonrespondents 

To assess whether respondents differ from nonrespondents, an indicator of survey response 
status was regressed on pre-random assignment demographic characteristics including: the incidence 
and duration of past public assistance receipt, current receipt status, age, county, race/ethnicity, 
employment status and work history, gender, marital status, education, number and age of children, 
quarter of random assignment, and the amounts of earnings and assistance received in the previous year. 

Table D.5 reports the overall significance of the relationship between the full set of baseline 
characteristics and the probability of survey response. The F-statistic can be interpreted as an indication 
of whether the differences in baseline characteristics between respondents and nonrespondents are 
statistically significant. As expected, significant but modest differences were found between respondents 
and nonrespondents. These types of differences — between individuals who can be located and who 
agree to respond to the survey and those who cannot be located or do not respond — are common in 
survey research. 

For example, among long-term recipients, respondents had younger children than 
nonrespondents and were more likely to be receiving assistance at random assignment. Males were 
slightly less likely to respond than females, and Anoka and Dakota County residents were less likely to 
respond than Hennepin County residents. Sample members of the MFIP group were also slightly more 
likely to respond than members of the other research groups. Compared with nonrespondents, recent 
applicant respondents had more children, were less likely to be male, and were more likely to be white. 
Although significant, variables included in the model explained less than 30 percent of the variation in 
individual response behavior for long-term recipients and recent applicants. 

IV.	 Assessing the Comparability of the Research Groups Among Survey 
Respondents 

To ensure that survey response decisions have not undermined the baseline equivalence among 
research groups, an indicator of research group status was regressed on pre-random assignment 
demographic characteristics including: the incidence and duration of past public assistance receipt, 
current receipt status, age, county, race/ethnicity, employment status and work history, gender, marital 
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Table D.5


Significance of the Relationship Between Baseline

Characteristics and Survey Response


p-Value of Sample 
F-Statistic F-Statistic Size 

Single parents in urban counties 

Long-term recipients 3.361 0.000 *** 2,591 

Recent applicants 2.220 0.000 *** 4,996 

Two-parent families 

Recipients 1.794 0.003 ** 1,485 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 
1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at 
random assignment.

 The F-statistic is taken from a regression of response status on a range of baseline 
characteristics. 
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Table D.6


Baseline Differences Among Respondents, by Research Group
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MFIP vs. AFDC vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP Incentives Only 
MFIP vs. 

Sample Size 
MFIP 

F-Statistic 
p-Value of 
F-Statistic F-Statistic 

p-Value of 
F-Statistic F-Statistic 

p-Value of 
F-Statistic MFIP 

Incentives 
Only AFDC 

Single-parent urban families 

Long-term recipients 0.929 0.587 0.816 0.763 0.716 0.885 372 366 352


Recent applicants 0.722 0.881 1.113 0.305 1.407 0.064 * 514 217 492


Two-parent urban and rural families 

Recipients 0.688 0.905 144 146


Applicants 0.725 0.845 54 64


SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to October 31, 1994, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 The F-statistic is taken from a regression of research group status on a range of baseline characteristics. 



status, education, number and age of children, quarter of random assignment, and the amounts of 
earnings and assistance received in the previous year. Table D.6 reports the F-statistics and associated 
p-values indicating the strength of baseline differences among members of different research groups. 
Across research groups, most respondents were similar in all pre-random assignment demographic 
characteristics, with the exception of single-parent recent applicants of the MFIP Incentives Only group. 

As in the total sample, comparisons involving urban single-parents in the MFIP Incentives Only group 
did evidence significant but modest baseline differences. Compared with the AFDC group, recent 
applicants in the MFIP Incentives Only group evidenced longer histories of welfare receipt prior to 
random assignment. But they were more likely to have been employed prior to random assignment than 
their counterparts in the MFIP program. Most of the differences, although statistically significant, were 
minor and addressed with standard regression adjustments. 

V. Impacts for the Respondent Sample Versus Impacts for the Full 
Sample 

Given the differences between respondents and nonrespondents, and between recent applicants 
in the MFIP Incentives Only group and the other research groups, it is important to assess whether 
findings for the survey sample can be generalized to the full sample. One way to examine this is to 
compare impacts for the respondent sample and the full sample using administrative records data 
available for all sample members. Table D.7 compares regression-adjusted impacts for the respondent 
sample and the full sample. Impacts for the full sample are reproduced from Chapters 4 and 5. If 
impacts are similar for the respondent sample and the full sample, it seems reasonable to trust that 
impacts measured using the survey data are also relevant to the full sample. 

The impacts for the two groups are fairly consistent, suggesting that impacts observed for the 
survey sample often apply to the full sample. This is especially true for estimates judged statistically 
significant (p-value < 0.1) in either sample. Impacts are more consistent for long-term recipients than for 
recent applicants, which is expected, given the higher response rates among long-term recipients. 
Differences between either of the two experimental groups and AFDC were estimated more 
consistently than the differential impacts of the two MFIP programs. 

Taken together, the assessments presented in this appendix support the validity of the research 
comparisons and survey impacts presented in this evaluation. This implementation of random assignment 
achieved sufficient comparability across research groups in all pre-random assignment characteristics. 
The survey respondent sample is reliably representative of the full sample. Response rates are similar 
across research groups, and administrative records impacts available for all sample members evidence 
consistent employment, earnings, and public assistance outcomes for the respondent sample and the full 
sample. Among those who responded to the survey, there are few significant differences by research 
group status. These differences were accounted for through regression adjustments. 
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Table D.7


Comparison of Four Critical Impacts for the Full Sample and the Respondent Sample


MFIP vs. 
Total Sample 

MFIP Incentives MFIP vs. MFIP MFIP vs. 
Respondent Sample 

MFIP Incentives MFIP vs. MFIP 
Outcome AFDC Only vs. AFDC Incentives Only AFDC Only vs. AFDC Incentives Only 

Long-term recipients 

Average quarterly employment rate (%) 
Adjusted impacts 
p-value 

13.4 
0.000 

4.9 
0.002 

8.5 
0.000 

16.4 
0.000 

8.5 
0.001 

7.9 
0.001 

Average annual earnings ($) 
Adjusted impacts 
p-value 

187 
0.000 

-14 
0.790 

201 
0.000 

275 
0.001 

70 
0.382 

206 
0.010 

Average quarterly receipt rate (%) 
Adjusted impacts 
p-value 

4.0 
0.001 

5.9 
0.000 

-1.8 
0.141 

4.6 
0.007 

6.9 
0.000 

-2.3 
0.188 

Average annual benefit ($) 
Adjusted impacts 
p-value 

149 
0.000 

262 
0.000 

-113 
0.001 

118 
0.019 

277 
0.000 

-159 
0.001 

Recent applicants 

Average quarterly employment rate (%) 
Adjusted impacts 
p-value 

3.3 
0.002 

1.3 
0.340 

2.0 
0.148 

6.7 
0.002 

1.9 
0.515 

4.9 
0.092 

Average annual earnings ($) 
Adjusted impacts 
p-value 

-36 
0.462 

-93 
0.126 

57 
0.358 

19 
0.842 

-99 
0.461 

118 
0.374 

Average quarterly receipt rate (%) 
Adjusted impacts 
p-value 

8.1 
0.000 

9.2 
0.000 

-1.1 
0.427 

9.7 
0.000 

9.9 
0.001 

-0.3 
0.934 

Average annual benefit ($) 
Adjusted impacts 
p-value 

217 
0.000 

280 
0.000 

-64 
0.031 

202 
0.000 

229 
0.000 

-26 
0.673 
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Table D.7 (continued) 

Sample Sizes Total Sample Respondent Sample 
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Long-term recipients 

MFIP 846 372 
MFIP Incentives Only 835 366 
AFDC 934 352 

Recent applicants 

MFIP 1,916 514 
MFIP Incentives Only 980 217 
AFDC 2,133 492 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records, public 
assistance benefit records, and the 36-month client survey. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small 
percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable. 



Appendix E 

Quarterly Impacts on Employment, Earnings, 
and Welfare Benefits 
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Table E.1


MFIP's Impacts on Quarterly Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt for

Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Urban Counties


MFIP Incentives Only MFIP vs. 
Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC vs. AFDC MFIP Incentives Only 

Impacts of Impacts of Adding 
MFIP Impacts of Financial Mandatory Services 

Incentives Full MFIP Incentives and Reinforced 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Employment (%) 

Quarter 1 31.5 31.6 27.8 3.7 ** 3.8 ** -0.1 
Quarter 2 42.1 37.7 31.5 10.6 *** 6.2 *** 4.4 ** 
Quarter 3 47.2 39.4 34.4 12.8 *** 5.1 ** 7.8 *** 
Quarter 4 45.2 41.3 32.1 13.1 *** 9.2 *** 3.9 * 
Quarter 5 49.6 40.6 33.1 16.5 *** 7.5 *** 9.0 *** 
Quarter 6 52.7 41.4 36.0 16.7 *** 5.4 ** 11.4 *** 
Quarter 7 52.4 43.2 37.6 14.8 *** 5.6 ** 9.2 *** 
Quarter 8 53.4 42.3 41.2 12.2 *** 1.1 11.1 *** 
Quarter 9 54.1 44.8 42.3 11.8 *** 2.5 9.3 *** 
Quarter 10 56.2 45.5 44.1 12.1 *** 1.4 10.7 *** 
Quarter 11 55.5 48.1 45.3 10.2 *** 2.8 7.5 *** 
Quarter 12 56.9 51.3 44.7 12.2 *** 6.6 *** 5.6 ** 

Earnings ($) 

Quarter 1 327 354 313 14 41 -27 
Quarter 2 476 450 399 77 ** 52 26 
Quarter 3 658 561 520 138 *** 41 97 * 
Quarter 4 762 645 567 195 *** 77 118 ** 
Quarter 5 900 688 660 240 *** 28 212 *** 
Quarter 6 996 751 752 244 *** 0 245 *** 
Quarter 7 1,076 826 858 217 *** -32 249 *** 
Quarter 8 1,156 903 929 228 *** -25 253 *** 
Quarter 9 1,288 970 1,112 176 ** -142 * 318 *** 
Quarter 10 1,387 1,097 1,222 165 * -125 290 *** 
Quarter 11 1,450 1,273 1,304 146 -31 177 * 
Quarter 12 1,486 1,382 1,370 117 12 105 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 97.5 98.1 97.4 0.0 0.7 -0.7 
Quarter 2 96.8 97.6 97.1 -0.3 0.5 -0.8 
Quarter 3 94.2 95.2 92.8 1.4 2.4 ** -1.0 
Quarter 4 90.7 91.6 88.6 2.1 3.0 ** -0.9 
Quarter 5 88.1 89.6 84.4 3.7 ** 5.2 *** -1.5 
Quarter 6 84.0 87.0 79.4 4.6 *** 7.6 *** -3.0 * 
Quarter 7 82.2 84.8 77.3 4.9 *** 7.5 *** -2.6 
Quarter 8 80.0 82.3 74.3 5.7 *** 8.0 *** -2.3 
Quarter 9 78.0 80.6 71.8 6.2 *** 8.8 *** -2.6 
Quarter 10 74.4 76.3 66.6 7.8 *** 9.7 *** -1.9 
Quarter 11 71.3 74.0 63.8 7.5 *** 10.1 *** -2.7 
Quarter 12 -269­67.8 72.1 60.3 7.4 *** 11.8 *** -4.4 * 

(continued) 



Table E.1 (continued) 

Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Welfare benefits ($) 

Quarter 1 2,021 2,004 1,903 119 *** 102 *** 17 
Quarter 2 2,166 2,182 1,969 197 *** 213 *** -16 
Quarter 3 2,006 2,058 1,864 142 *** 193 *** -51 
Quarter 4 1,888 1,987 1,761 127 *** 226 *** -99 ** 
Quarter 5 1,794 1,913 1,644 149 *** 269 *** -120 *** 
Quarter 6 1,729 1,867 1,576 153 *** 291 *** -138 *** 
Quarter 7 1,651 1,818 1,526 125 *** 292 *** -167 *** 
Quarter 8 1,600 1,736 1,465 135 *** 271 *** -136 *** 
Quarter 9 1,529 1,673 1,368 161 *** 305 *** -144 *** 
Quarter 10 1,442 1,588 1,295 147 *** 293 *** -146 *** 
Quarter 11 1,377 1,513 1,220 157 *** 293 *** -136 *** 
Quarter 12 1,322 1,453 1,166 157 *** 288 *** -131 ** 

Sample size (total = 2,615) 846 835 934 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public 
assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small 
percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** 
= 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General 
Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.2


MFIP's Impacts on Quarterly Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt for

Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Urban Counties


Outcome 

Employment (%) 

Quarter 1 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 
Quarter 6 
Quarter 7 
Quarter 8 
Quarter 9 
Quarter 10 
Quarter 11 
Quarter 12 

Earnings ($) 

Quarter 1 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 
Quarter 6 
Quarter 7 
Quarter 8 
Quarter 9 
Quarter 10 
Quarter 11 
Quarter 12 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 
Quarter 6 
Quarter 7 
Quarter 8 
Quarter 9 
Quarter 10 
Quarter 11 
Quarter 12 

Average Outcome Levels 

MFIP 
Incentives 

MFIP Only AFDC 

54.4 52.6 53.8 
48.1 49.8 46.3 
51.6 51.3 47.7 
52.4 51.7 49.3 
54.9 53.1 51.9 
55.9 52.0 51.8 
56.2 53.2 52.9 
58.1 53.1 53.9 
57.0 55.1 53.9 
57.7 54.9 55.0 
58.2 55.9 55.7 
58.4 55.1 55.3 

875 878 881 
848 908 937 

1,112 1,163 1,169 
1,242 1,237 1,320 
1,381 1,290 1,437 
1,510 1,457 1,515 
1,647 1,526 1,645 
1,701 1,568 1,712 
1,762 1,656 1,791 
1,932 1,813 1,932 
2,077 1,890 2,025 
2,086 1,940 2,095 

84.1 82.7 77.4 
84.7 84.6 77.9 
77.8 76.7 68.4 
70.3 70.1 61.9 
64.1 65.5 54.9 
59.1 59.7 49.9 
55.6 56.9 46.6 
52.5 54.8 44.8 
49.3 52.0 42.3 
45.7 49.1 39.5 
42.7 47.8 36.7 
40.9 44.0 33.8 

MFIP Incentives Only MFIP vs. 
MFIP vs. AFDC vs. AFDC MFIP Incentives Only 

Impacts of Impacts of Adding 
Impacts of Financial Mandatory Services 
Full MFIP Incentives and Reinforced 

Program Alone Incentive Messages 

0.6 -1.2 1.8 
1.9 3.5 ** -1.6 
3.9 *** 3.6 ** 0.3 
3.1 ** 2.4 0.7 
3.0 ** 1.1 1.8 
4.1 *** 0.2 3.9 ** 
3.3 ** 0.3 3.0 
4.2 *** -0.9 5.0 *** 
3.1 ** 1.3 1.8 
2.8 * -0.1 2.9 
2.5 * 0.2 2.3 
3.2 ** -0.1 3.3 * 

-7 -4 -3 
-90 ** -29 -61 
-58 -6 -51 
-78 -82 5 
-55 -147 ** 91 

-5 -59 54 
1 -119 120 

-11 -144 * 134 
-30 -136 106 

0 -119 119 
53 -135 187 * 
-8 -155 146 

6.7 *** 5.3 *** 1.4 
6.8 *** 6.6 *** 0.1 
9.3 *** 8.3 *** 1.0 
8.4 *** 8.1 *** 0.3 
9.2 *** 10.6 *** -1.4 
9.3 *** 9.8 *** -0.6 
9.1 *** 10.4 *** -1.3 
7.7 *** 10.0 *** -2.3 
7.0 *** 9.6 *** -2.6 
6.3 *** 9.6 *** -3.3 * 
5.9 *** 11.1 *** -5.2 *** 
7.1 *** 10.2 *** -3.2 * 

(continued) 
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Table E.2 (continued) 

Average Outcome Levels MFIP vs. AFDC 
MFIP Incentives Only 

vs. AFDC 
MFIP vs. 

MFIP Incentives Only 

MFIP 
Incentives 

Impacts of 
Full MFIP 

Impacts of 
Financial 
Incentives 

Impacts of Adding 
Mandatory Services 

and Reinforced 
Outcome MFIP Only AFDC Program Alone Incentive Messages 

Welfare benefits ($) 

Quarter 1 917 915 738 179 *** 177 *** 2 
Quarter 2 1,537 1,526 1,195 342 *** 331 *** 12 
Quarter 3 1,340 1,367 1,079 261 *** 288 *** -27 
Quarter 4 1,202 1,245 970 231 *** 275 *** -43 
Quarter 5 1,076 1,130 850 226 *** 280 *** -54 
Quarter 6 985 1,066 788 197 *** 278 *** -81 ** 
Quarter 7 940 1,008 735 205 *** 273 *** -68 * 
Quarter 8 886 969 698 189 *** 271 *** -83 ** 
Quarter 9 815 937 667 148 *** 270 *** -122 *** 
Quarter 10 763 868 611 151 *** 257 *** -106 *** 
Quarter 11 698 852 563 136 *** 290 *** -154 *** 
Quarter 12 665 784 510 155 *** 274 *** -119 *** 

Sample size (total = 5,029) 1,916 980 2,133 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public 
assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small 
percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** 
= 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from AFDC, Family General 
Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.3


MFIP's Impacts on Quarterly Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt for

Single-Parent Long-Term Recipients in Rural Counties


Impact 
Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Employment (%) 

Quarter 1 30.8 29.6 1.2 
Quarter 2 37.9 31.0 6.9 ** 
Quarter 3 41.8 31.4 10.4 *** 
Quarter 4 47.7 29.3 18.3 *** 
Quarter 5 47.8 36.3 11.5 *** 
Quarter 6 47.9 42.1 5.8 
Quarter 7 49.0 43.8 5.3 
Quarter 8 50.6 43.9 6.7 
Quarter 9 53.6 48.3 5.3 
Quarter 10 53.6 46.9 6.7 

Earnings ($) 

Quarter 1 315 343 -27 
Quarter 2 423 410 12 
Quarter 3 703 494 209 ** 
Quarter 4 766 519 246 ** 
Quarter 5 766 721 45 
Quarter 6 892 857 36 
Quarter 7 950 1,017 -67 
Quarter 8 1,061 1,025 36 
Quarter 9 1,103 1,177 -75 
Quarter 10 1,218 1,160 58 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 98.9 97.1 1.8 * 
Quarter 2 98.5 93.5 5.0 *** 
Quarter 3 93.9 88.9 5.0 ** 
Quarter 4 89.6 86.2 3.4 
Quarter 5 89.4 82.0 7.5 ** 
Quarter 6 85.6 76.7 8.9 *** 
Quarter 7 82.9 71.7 11.2 *** 
Quarter 8 81.6 65.9 15.7 *** 
Quarter 9 77.7 63.7 14.0 *** 
Quarter 10 74.1 59.2 14.9 *** 

Welfare benefits ($) 

Quarter 1 1,903 1,791 112 *** 
Quarter 2 2,129 1,791 338 *** 
Quarter 3 1,952 1,704 248 *** 
Quarter 4 1,810 1,599 211 *** 
Quarter 5 1,769 1,490 279 *** 
Quarter 6 1,695 1,341 354 *** 
Quarter 7 1,620 1,252 368 *** 
Quarter 8 1,562 1,133 429 *** 
Quarter 9 1,454 1,042 412 *** 
Quarter 10 1,345 983 362 *** 

Sample size (total = 593) 295 298 
(continued) 
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Table E.3 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) 
earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 
1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at 
random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance 
levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from 
AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits 
from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.4


MFIP's Impacts on Quarterly Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt for

Single-Parent Recent Applicants in Rural Counties


Impact 
Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Employment (%) 

Quarter 1 54.6 55.5 -0.9 
Quarter 2 52.8 51.0 1.8 
Quarter 3 55.9 53.2 2.7 
Quarter 4 58.0 53.8 4.1 
Quarter 5 57.4 52.5 4.9 
Quarter 6 57.5 54.3 3.1 
Quarter 7 57.8 54.1 3.7 
Quarter 8 58.3 54.9 3.4 
Quarter 9 60.3 56.4 3.9 
Quarter 10 63.7 57.0 6.7 ** 

Earnings ($) 

Quarter 1 910 1,005 -95 * 
Quarter 2 961 1,072 -111 
Quarter 3 1,192 1,246 -54 
Quarter 4 1,336 1,347 -12 
Quarter 5 1,408 1,456 -48 
Quarter 6 1,488 1,555 -67 
Quarter 7 1,503 1,609 -106 
Quarter 8 1,580 1,633 -53 
Quarter 9 1,761 1,762 -2 
Quarter 10 1,953 1,746 208 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 88.3 82.2 6.1 *** 
Quarter 2 86.6 79.7 6.9 *** 
Quarter 3 79.1 67.7 11.5 *** 
Quarter 4 73.9 58.8 15.1 *** 
Quarter 5 69.4 53.0 16.5 *** 
Quarter 6 66.3 48.1 18.2 *** 
Quarter 7 63.1 44.4 18.8 *** 
Quarter 8 58.7 42.1 16.5 *** 
Quarter 9 55.4 39.2 16.2 *** 
Quarter 10 52.5 36.6 15.9 *** 

Welfare benefits ($) 

Quarter 1 1,121 895 226 *** 
Quarter 2 1,586 1,192 394 *** 
Quarter 3 1,368 1,007 361 *** 
Quarter 4 1,227 880 347 *** 
Quarter 5 1,139 766 373 *** 
Quarter 6 1,076 724 353 *** 
Quarter 7 1,042 669 372 *** 
Quarter 8 965 635 330 *** 
Quarter 9 918 564 354 *** 
Quarter 10 811 526 285 *** 

Sample size (total = 980) 497 483 
(continued) 
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Table E.4 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) 
earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 
1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at 
random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance 
levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from 
AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits 
from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.5


MFIP's Impacts on Quarterly Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt for

Two-Parent Recipient Families in All Counties


Impacta 

Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Either parent employed (%) 

Quarter 1 54.9 54.3 0.6 
Quarter 2 56.4 58.2 -1.9 
Quarter 3 59.6 60.3 -0.7 
Quarter 4 57.0 61.5 -4.6 ** 
Quarter 5 59.6 64.0 -4.4 * 
Quarter 6 59.1 62.9 -3.8 * 
Quarter 7 60.3 64.3 -4.0 * 
Quarter 8 61.8 62.6 -0.8 
Quarter 9 63.5 64.5 -1.0 
Quarter 10 64.2 64.1 0.1 

Earnings of both parents ($) 

Quarter 1 1,241 1,305 -64 
Quarter 2 1,470 1,763 -293 *** 
Quarter 3 1,730 2,156 -426 *** 
Quarter 4 1,964 2,353 -389 *** 
Quarter 5 2,041 2,563 -522 *** 
Quarter 6 2,150 2,851 -701 *** 
Quarter 7 2,321 2,916 -595 *** 
Quarter 8 2,509 3,056 -547 *** 
Quarter 9 2,663 3,160 -497 *** 
Quarter 10 2,887 3,315 -429 ** 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 94.7 91.5 3.2 *** 
Quarter 2 93.2 88.8 4.5 *** 
Quarter 3 86.2 80.0 6.2 *** 
Quarter 4 81.3 72.7 8.6 *** 
Quarter 5 78.0 70.0 8.0 *** 
Quarter 6 76.2 62.8 13.3 *** 
Quarter 7 71.4 58.5 12.9 *** 
Quarter 8 69.3 56.7 12.7 *** 
Quarter 9 67.4 53.9 13.5 *** 
Quarter 10 64.6 51.0 13.7 *** 

Welfare benefits ($) 

Quarter 1 2,080 1,803 277 *** 
Quarter 2 2,446 1,883 563 *** 
Quarter 3 2,194 1,681 513 *** 
Quarter 4 2,026 1,535 491 *** 
Quarter 5 1,914 1,394 520 *** 
Quarter 6 1,830 1,304 526 *** 
Quarter 7 1,755 1,210 545 *** 
Quarter 8 1,710 1,157 553 *** 
Quarter 9 1,613 1,094 519 *** 
Quarter 10 1,515 1,044 471 *** 

Sample size (total = 1,523) 761 762 
(continued) 
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Table E.5 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) 
earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 
1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at 
random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance 
levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from 
AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits 
from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced 

incentive messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 

-278­



Table E.6


MFIP's Impacts on Quarterly Employment, Earnings, and Welfare Receipt for

Two-Parent Applicant Families in All Counties


Impacta 

Outcome MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Either parent employed (%) 

Quarter 1 82.7 78.9 3.9 
Quarter 2 79.2 77.4 1.8 
Quarter 3 76.2 79.4 -3.2 
Quarter 4 78.4 77.6 0.8 
Quarter 5 79.3 77.9 1.4 
Quarter 6 81.5 79.5 2.0 
Quarter 7 77.3 77.7 -0.4 
Quarter 8 75.6 78.9 -3.3 
Quarter 9 78.5 79.7 -1.2 
Quarter 10 81.0 77.7 3.4 

Earnings of both parents ($) 

Quarter 1 2,727 2,771 -44 
Quarter 2 2,869 3,319 -450 ** 
Quarter 3 3,541 3,937 -396 * 
Quarter 4 3,823 3,998 -175 
Quarter 5 4,114 4,226 -112 
Quarter 6 4,300 4,618 -318 
Quarter 7 4,303 5,129 -826 *** 
Quarter 8 4,239 5,019 -780 *** 
Quarter 9 4,449 4,967 -519 * 
Quarter 10 4,873 5,210 -337 

Welfare receipt (%) 

Quarter 1 70.0 59.2 10.8 *** 
Quarter 2 71.7 55.3 16.3 *** 
Quarter 3 58.2 46.3 11.9 *** 
Quarter 4 51.1 38.4 12.7 *** 
Quarter 5 45.0 34.2 10.8 *** 
Quarter 6 39.4 29.8 9.6 *** 
Quarter 7 33.9 27.5 6.4 * 
Quarter 8 28.2 27.5 0.7 
Quarter 9 29.3 23.3 6.0 * 
Quarter 10 29.2 20.6 8.6 *** 

Welfare benefits ($) 

Quarter 1 774 467 307 *** 
Quarter 2 1,375 767 609 *** 
Quarter 3 1,043 581 462 *** 
Quarter 4 934 526 408 *** 
Quarter 5 804 448 356 *** 
Quarter 6 679 363 316 *** 
Quarter 7 604 326 278 *** 
Quarter 8 557 334 223 *** 
Quarter 9 548 304 244 *** 
Quarter 10 501 246 255 *** 

Sample size (total = 733) 348 385 
(continued) 



Table E.6 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) 
earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 
1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or applying only for Food Stamps at 
random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance 
levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 Welfare receipt is defined as receipt of either Food Stamp coupons or cash benefits from 
AFDC, Family General Assistance, or MFIP. Average welfare benefits are the sum of benefits 
from any of these sources.

 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the financial incentives, mandatory services, reinforced 

incentive messages, and elimination of the 100-hour rule and work history requirement. 
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Effects on Participation for Two-Parent Families
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Table F.1


Summary of MFIP's Impacts on Participation for Two-Parent Recipient Families
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Women Men Families 
Impacta Impacta Impacta 

Outcome (%) MFIP AFDC (Difference) MFIP AFDC (Difference) MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Ever participated in case management 34.6 24.2 10.3 *** 32.7 32.0 0.7 53.2 46.3 6.8 *** 

Any employment-related activity 46.0 37.9 8.1 *** 46.2 47.3 -1.1 67.8 66.6 1.2 

Short-term employment-
related activities 28.7 24.6 4.1 * 37.4 40.7 -3.2 53.6 54.2 -0.6 

Career job search 8.9 6.6 2.3 * 7.5 8.8 -1.4 13.2 13.1 0.1 
Any job search activity 24.7 20.3 4.4 ** 34.0 35.0 -1.0 48.8 45.9 2.8 

Any education or training 29.0 20.6 8.5 *** 16.6 12.9 3.7 ** 38.8 29.4 9.4 *** 
Basic education 20.4 12.9 7.6 *** 10.8 9.7 1.1 27.7 20.9 6.8 *** 
Post-secondary education 3.1 2.5 0.6 2.3 0.7 1.6 ** 4.7 2.8 1.9 * 
On-the-job or vocational training 8.8 8.4 0.3 4.4 3.7 0.7 12.6 11.1 1.5 

Unpaid work experience 1.6 3.3 -1.7 ** 1.7 6.2 -4.5 *** 3.7 8.6 -4.9 *** 

Services for employed persons 16.8 6.7 10.1 *** 14.2 10.1 4.1 ** 28.2 16.5 11.8 *** 

Ever sanctioned 7.6 -0.2 7.7 *** 4.4 0.0 4.5 *** 11.7 -0.2 12.0 *** 

Sample size (total = 1,523) 761 762 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * 
= 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

aThe difference is the impact of the elimination of the 100-hour rule, the elimination of the work history requirement, financial incentives, mandatory 
services, and reinforced incentive messages. 



Table F.2


Summary of MFIP's Impacts on Participation for Two-Parent Applicant Families
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Women Men Families 
Impacta Impacta Impacta 

Outcome (%) MFIP AFDC (Difference) MFIP AFDC (Difference) MFIP AFDC (Difference) 

Ever participated in case management 16.2 14.8 1.4 14.0 15.5 -1.5 27.6 27.8 -0.3 

Any employment-related activity 15.4 15.5 -0.1 15.6 18.2 -2.6 25.3 30.4 -5.1 

Short-term employment-
related activities 10.8 12.1 -1.3 12.8 16.5 -3.6 18.1 27.3 -9.1 *** 

Career job search 3.7 4.4 -0.7 3.3 2.9 0.4 4.5 6.6 -2.1 
Any job search activity 10.0 9.6 0.4 11.6 15.8 -4.1 16.9 24.2 -7.3 ** 

Any education or training 8.3 6.4 2.0 5.8 4.1 1.8 12.6 10.3 2.2 
Basic education 4.6 3.1 1.6 2.1 0.9 1.2 6.1 4.2 1.8 
Post-secondary education 0.7 0.3 0.4 1.4 0.8 0.5 2.6 1.2 1.4 
On-the-job or vocational training 3.7 4.0 -0.3 2.6 2.3 0.3 5.1 6.3 -1.2 

Unpaid work experience 0.0 1.5 -1.7 *** 0.0 3.2 -3.4 *** -0.2 3.8 -4.0 *** 

Services for employed persons 8.1 1.5 6.7 *** 7.3 4.1 3.2 * 16.1 6.6 9.5 *** 

Ever sanctioned 1.4 0.0 1.4 ** 2.9 0.1 2.8 *** 5.1 0.2 4.9 *** 

Sample size (total = 733) 348 385 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings records and public assistance benefit records. 

NOTES: The sample includes members randomly assigned from April 1, 1994, to March 31, 1996, excluding the small percentage who were receiving or 
applying only for Food Stamps at random assignment.

 A two-tailed t-test is applied to regression-adjusted impact estimates. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; 
* = 10 percent.

 Sample size may slightly vary for each outcome variable.
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aThe difference is the impact of the elimination of the 100-hour rule, the elimination of the work history requirement, financial incentives, mandatory 

services, and reinforced incentive messages. 



Appendix G


Summary of SIME/DIME and Comparison with MFIP




The question of the relationship between transfer programs and marriage was first tested in an 
experimental framework in the Negative Income Tax (NIT) experiments conducted in several sites in 
the United States and Canada in the 1960s and 1970s. The original marital analysis from the largest 
NIT experiment, the Seattle/Denver Income Maintenance Experiment (SIME/DIME), suggested that 
the program, which guaranteed a minimum income level, dramatically increased marital dissolution (by 
40 to 60 percent) among both white and black couples, relative to a control group, and that it 
decreased rates of marriage/remarriage among Hispanic single-parent families.3 The marital 
destabilization that came to be associated with the NIT fueled opposition to this general program 
approach.4 The experience of the NIT and the striking difference in impacts on marital stability in the 
Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) have led many to draw comparisons between the two 
programs. SIME/DIME significantly increased marital instability, whereas MFIP significantly enhanced 
marital stability (by 50 percent). This appendix provides some background on SIME/DIME and briefly 
compares it with MFIP. 

I. Overview of SIME/DIME 

The Seattle/Denver Income Maintenance Experiment was the last, largest, and longest-running 
experiment in a series of four large-scale income maintenance experiments that took place during the 
late 1960s and early 1970s.5 Female-headed and two-parent families were recruited from low-income 
census tracts in Seattle and Denver to be part of the NIT study. Families were randomly assigned to a 
three-year treatment or a five-year treatment.6 The families who were recruited included only household 
heads between 18 and 58 years of age, families with total annual earnings of less than 2.25 times the 
poverty level (if one head was employed) or total annual earnings of less than 3 times the poverty level 
(if both parents were employed). Both single-parent families with a dependent child and couples (two 
parents) were recruited. Couples did not have to be legally married and did not have to have a 
dependent child. Recruitment targeted groups by race/ethnicity to ensure a balanced sample of white, 
black, and Hispanic families. 

Sample members were randomly assigned into one of four groups: NIT only, counseling/training 
only, NIT and counseling/training, and no treatment. Families in the NIT only group received a 
maximum benefit if the family had no other income. Otherwise, a benefit reduction rate was applied by 
which the maximum benefit was reduced as other income increased. These benefits varied with family 
size. The treatment varied for families within this group; three possible guaranteed income levels and four 
tax rates (two constant and two declining) produced 11 different income tax plans within this group. 

3Groeneveld, Tuma, and Hannan, 1977; SRI International, 1983. 
4Mich, 1978. 
5The first was the New Jersey experiment in New Jersey and Pennsylvania (1967); the second was the North 

Carolina and Iowa rural experiment (1968); the third was the Gary, Indiana, experiment (1971); and the last was 
SIME/DIME, which was launched in Seattle, Washington, in 1970 and was extended in 1972 to a second site in 
Denver, Colorado. A NIT experiment also took place in Manitoba, Canada. 

6Two years after the initial period of random assignment, a nonrandom subset of 169 families was followed for 20 
years. 



Families assigned to the counseling/training group may have experienced one of three variations: 
counseling only, counseling combined with a 50 percent subsidy for approved education or training 
courses, and counseling combined with a 100 percent subsidy for approved education or training. In this 
group, every family member age 16 or older was eligible for the counseling/training information or for 
subsidies. Families assigned to the NIT and counseling/training group received a combination of the first 
two groups’ described treatments. Finally, families who were assigned to the control, or no treatment, 
group — if eligible — could receive benefits from Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) or 
from AFDC-U (a more restrictive version of AFDC-UP, or Unemployed Parent). Note that members 
of the treatment group could receive either AFDC benefits or SIME/DIME benefits, but not both. 

In general, SIME/DIME significantly reduced hours worked among men and women, though 
reductions in hours worked were proportionally higher for women and significantly increased marital 
dissolution among both white and black two-parent families, by 40 to 60 percent.7 For black two-
parent families, the marital dissolution impact was concentrated among families with young children. For 
white two-parent families, the marital dissolution impact was strongest among childless families. With the 
exception of a relatively small dissolution effect found on a small sample in the New Jersey NIT 
experiment, these marital dissolution effects were not replicated in any of the other income maintenance 
experiments. 

Surprisingly, the marital dissolution effects were concentrated in the subgroup who received the 
least generous NIT plan, offering benefits that were approximately equal to those available from AFDC. 
Researchers explained this paradox by pointing to the nonpecuniary aspects of the NIT, such as lower 
transaction costs and less stigma compared with the AFDC system. More specifically, members of the 
treatment group had more information about the availability of benefits in the event of marital dissolution, 
and each parent in the treatment group automatically received the income guarantee even upon 
dissolution of the relationship, whereas members of the control group had to apply to receive AFDC 
benefits; SIME/DIME was independent of the welfare system, so its checks avoided the stigma 
associated with the receipt of welfare benefits. 

Cain and then Cain and Wissoker reanalyzed the SIME/DIME data and drew different 
conclusions about its effects on marital stability.8 The Cain reanalysis examined marital dissolution only 
for couples with children and measured rates of dissolution (since different rates of attrition may capture 
families at different rates of risk). He found that the NIT program, by itself, would not necessarily lead 
to an increase in marital breakups among married couples with children. He also found that a summary 
estimate that combined the 3-, 5-, and 20-year follow-up and all sites had an inconsistent sign and a 
small quantitative effect. In a response to this reanalysis, Hannan and Tuma noted that nonpecuniary 
factors did not affect response to treatments, and the fact remained that the joint effect of the NIT with 
counseling/training still significantly affected marital dissolution.9 Hannan and Tuma also noted that a 

7Groeneveld et al., 1983; Munnell, 1986.

8Cain, 1986; Cain and Wissoker, 1990.

9Hannan and Tuma, 1990.




number of the families without children at baseline did subsequently have children (during the follow-up) 
and that their original analyses accounted for this. 

II. SIME/DIME Versus MFIP 

Though a comparison of SIME/DIME and MFIP is useful in many respects, a number of 
differences between them need to be considered first. Most important is that the welfare system, 
society’s attitudes, the acceptance and incidence of divorce or separation, and female participation in 
the labor force are all dramatically different today than 30 years. In addition, other programmatic and 
population differences exist between SIME/DIME and MFIP. 

First, the target populations for each evaluation were very different. MFIP’s sample members 
were chosen and randomly assigned to an experimental or a control group at the time they appeared for 
recertification of welfare benefits. The majority of MFIP two-parent recipient families were white, long-
term welfare recipients with two or three children, on average. Two-parent families in SIME/DIME 
were recruited from low-income census tracts, and thus many of them had little experience on welfare. 
SIME/DIME two-parent families were a broader mix of black, white, and Hispanic families, and 12 
percent of them had no children. 

Second, the interventions were very different. The aim of the MFIP intervention was to 
encourage work and reduce poverty, that is, all financial incentives were tied to work. The aim of the 
NIT model was only to enhance income, or to reduce poverty. Though counseling or training and 
education subsidies were offered on a voluntary basis for participants in SIME/DIME, the primary goal 
of the evaluation was to test the employment response to a pure increase in income. 

Third, the interventions had different implications for two-parent families who might 
subsequently become single-parent families. If a two-parent family in MFIP split up, only one parent, 
most often the custodial parent, was eligible for MFIP benefits. In contrast, if a two-parent family in 
SIME/DIME split up, each parent retained some portion of a guaranteed income benefit (with 
adjustment accounting for family size) — although the noncustodial parent retained relatively lower 
guaranteed income benefits than the custodial parent, even adjusting for family size. Related to this, 
MFIP benefits were relatively neutral in terms of the effort involved to maintain welfare benefits, 
because it worked within the welfare system and all families were former welfare recipients. 
SIME/DIME operated outside the welfare system, and many families were not welfare recipients; thus, 
if a newly divorced or separated single parent was in financial need, that parent had to apply for welfare. 

Fourth, most two-parent families in the MFIP evaluation control group were on or eligible for 
AFDC-UP (and relatively easily became an AFDC case upon breakup), whereas members of the 
control group in SIME/DIME were generally low-income families who may not have been receiving 
public assistance. More important, during the time of the SIME/DIME intervention, prior to 1988, the 
AFDC-U program was relatively more restrictive than the later AFDC-UP. 



Finally, it appears that the two programs affected marital behavior in different ways. MFIP 
stabilized two-parent family relationships primarily through its financial incentives and streamlined 
eligibility rules for two-parent families. In contrast, in SIME/DIME, the marital dissolution impacts 
showed little relationship with the guaranteed income benefits offered. 



Appendix H 

Estimated Net Gains and Losses for Members of 
the Child Outcomes Sample 



Table H.1


Five-Year Estimated Net Gains and Losses per MFIP Group Member for

 Single-Parent Members of the Child Outcomes Study Sample,


 by Accounting Perspective (in 1996 Dollars)


Welfare 
Perspective 

Government 
Component Sample Budget Taxpayers Society 

Urban long-term recipients 

Financial effects 
Transfer payments, administrative 

costs, and support service paymentsa 

Employment and training servicesb 

Earnings and fringe benefits 
Taxes and credits 

5,028 
0 

3,613 
1,098 

-7,209 
-374 

0 
-859 

-7,209 
-374 

0 
-1,098 

-2,182 
-374 

3,613 
0 

Net dollar effects 9,739 -8,442 -8,682 1,058 

Nonfinancial effects 
Work, welfare, and income per quarter 

Percentage with income below povertyc 

Percentage working 
Welfare use 

Percentage receiving welfare 
Percentage relying solely on welfare 

Other family outcomes 
Continuous health insurance coveraged 

Homeownershipe 

Mother currently marriedf 

Time spent out of the homeg 

Child environment and child well-beingh 

(measured for families with children age 2 - 9) 

+ 
+ 

-
+ 

+ 
0 
? 
-

+ 

n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
0 

n/a 
n/a 

n/a 

+ 
+ 

-
+ 

+ 
0 
? 
? 

+ 

+ 
+ 

-
+ 

+ 
0 
? 
-

+ 

Urban recent applicants 

Financial effects 
Transfer payments, administrative 

costs, and support service paymentsa 

Employment and training servicesb 

Earnings and fringe benefits 
Taxes and credits 

7,348 
0 

-4,963 
1,645 

-9,318 
-204 

0 
-1,974 

-9,318 
-204 

0 
-1,645 

-1,970 
-204 

-4,963 
0 

Net dollar effects 4,031 -11,496 -11,167 -7,136 

Nonfinancial effects 
Work, welfare, and income per quarter 

Percentage with income below povertyc 

Percentage working 
Welfare usei 

0 
+ 

0 
n/a 

0 
+ 

0 
+ 

Percentage receiving welfare 
Percentage relying solely on welfare 

Other family outcomes 
Continuous health insurance coveraged 

Homeownershipe 

Mother currently marriedf 

Time spent out of the homeg 

Child environment and child well-beingh 

(measured for families with children age 2-9) 

-
+ 

+ 
0 
0 
-

0 

n/a 
n/a 

n/a 
0 
0 

n/a 

0 

-
+ 

+ 
0 
0 
? 

0 

-
+ 

+ 
0 
0 
-

0 

(continued) 



 

Table H.1 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from Minnesota's Unemployment Insurance (UI) and public 
assistance benefit records, state and federal tax codes, aggregate fiscal data and county child care payment 
records. Refer to Tables 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, and 5.1, 5.2, and 5.5 in Volume 2 (Gennetian and Miller, 
2000). 

NOTES: The pluses and minuses on this table are based on nonfinancial gains and losses from components. 
Outcomes indicated as n/a are not measured. A more in-depth explanation of these components can be found in 
previous chapters of this report and in Volume 2.

 Child care costs for sample members in rural counties were estimated by applying estimated utilization rates 
from urban counties to average cost per family who used child care in rural counties. Data from the 36-month 
survey suggested little rural-urban difference in utilization of subsidized child care services. 

aIncludes transfer payments (cash assistance, Food Stamps, and Medicaid/MinnCare); administrative costs 
of transfer programs; and costs of child care and other support services. 

bRural sample sizes are too small to estimate the average length of stay in employment and training services. 
Therefore, the length of stay for sample members in urban counties was used to approximate the stay in rural 
counties, and the employment and training cost estimates for rural counties should be interpreted with some 
caution. 

cMeasured poverty is defined as the percentage of families whose earnings plus welfare benefits are below 
the official poverty threshold. The appropriate threshold is determined by the number of children in the family. 
Because the measure of income used here includes earnings, cash welfare, and Food Stamp benefits but does not 
include income from other sources, the measured poverty rate presented here is not comparable with the official 
poverty rate. 

dPercentage who had continuous health insurance coverage during the follow-up period. 
ePercentage who owned their home at the time of the 36-month survey. 
fPercentage married and living with spouse at the time of the 36-month survey. The benefit-cost tables 

place a different value on changes in marital status for single parents than for two parent families. Because the 
empirical evidence is mixed on the long-term effects on children of entering into a stepfamily, increases in 
marriage for single parent families are valued with a (?). In contrast, because there is a growing consensus that 
the average effect of divorce on children is negative (except in the case of high conflict marriages), increases in 
marital stability for two parent families are valued with a (+). (Cherlin, 1992, McLanahan and Sandefur, 1994) 

gMeasured as average hours worked per week in current or most recent job. Actual impact for urban long-
term recipients is 3.5 hours per week and 2.9 hours for urban recent applicants. 

hIncludes measures of domestic abuse, home environment (HOME), problem behavior (BPI), performance 
in school, and health. 

iPercentage relying on welfare increased significantly increased by 14.3. Percentage relying solely on 
welfare decreased significantly by 5.7, averaged over 12 quarters. 
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