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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Programs to help the hard to employ move into jobs and become self-sufficient have become
increasingly important in the context of time-limited public assistance under the welfare reforms
of 1996. The Welfare-to-Work (WtW) grants program provided states and local areas with
flexible funding for programs to help the hard to employ move into employment. This report
examines two programs that were central components of the overall WtW strategy in
Philadelphia—the Regional Service Centers (RSCs) and the Transitional Work Corporation
(TWC). These programs differed in their approaches to serving the hard to employ and in their
target populations. The RSCs offered 30 days of basic job search assistance services to the broad
WtW-eligible population, while TWC provided paid work experience for up to six months and
targeted WtW-eligible people who had little or no work experience.
The main objective of this study was to examine the employment, earnings, and TANF
receipt outcomes of participants in these two WtW programs. Since the study is not based on the
random assignment of clients to these programs, differences in the outcomes for RSC and TWC
participants do not provide evidence of program impacts or the relative effectiveness of these
two program models. The study does, however, provide an overall description of Philadelphia’s
WtW participants’ outcomes after program entry and a comparison of the outcomes for different
populations served with different program approaches.
A. HOW DID THE RSC AND TWC PROGRAMS OPERATE?
• The RSC and TWC programs differed in the populations they targeted and in the
intensity and duration of their service approaches.
The RSCs were designed to serve the broad population of WtW-eligible clients in
Philadelphia. They operated in seven locations across the city and provided clients with up to 30
days of direct job search and placement assistance. Clients attended job search readiness
sessions, conducted directed job search, and met regularly with an employment adviser. After
job placement, employment advisers followed up with clients for up to one year to promote job
retention.
In contrast, the TWC program provided services to the hardest-to-employ among the WtWeligible population: those who had little or no work experience and faced difficulties becoming
employed. TWC provided clients with 25 hours a week of paid transitional employment for up
to six months, followed by placement in unsubsidized jobs. TWC career advisers monitored
clients’ progress and helped resolve problems at the transitional positions. In addition, TWC
clients attended 10 hours a week of wraparound training, which included such topics as GED
preparation, basic skills, job readiness, and life skills. After clients obtained unsubsidized
employment, TWC offered up to $800 in job retention bonuses and two quarters of retentionfocused case management.
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• The programs were sequenced to concentrate the more intensive TWC services on
the hardest-to-employ WtW-eligible clients.
The RSC and TWC programs were intentionally sequenced so that harder-to-serve clients
would receive TWC services. Initially, staff from the city welfare agency referred WtW-eligible
clients to the RSCs, which then identified clients for referral to TWC. If clients were not jobready or were unable to find employment after the 30 days of services the RSCs provided, the
RSCs referred them to the more intensive TWC program. RSC staff also had the discretion to
identify people entering RSC services who were likely to need more intensive services and refer
them directly to the TWC program. However, early underenrollment in the TWC program led
TWC, in 2001, to begin conducting its own direct outreach targeting the hardest-to-serve clients.
Some participants thus entered TWC services without having enrolled at an RSC.
B. WHAT WERE RSC AND TWC PARTICIPANTS’ OUTCOMES?
• RSC and TWC participants’ employment increased.
Participants in both programs had immediate increases in employment upon program entry,
due to the programs’ design emphasis on quick placement into permanent or transitional jobs.
(At TWC, much of the immediate increase in employment was associated with placement in
subsidized jobs as part of the TWC program.) These immediate increases were followed by
declines in employment in the quarters after program entry (Exhibit 1).1 Even after these
declines, four quarters after program entry, participants from both programs had higher
employment rates than they had four quarters before program entry. Despite these gains,
participants’ employment tended to be unstable over the year after program entry; nearly all RSC
and TWC participants (90 and 95 percent) reported that they had at least one spell without
employment in the year after program entry.
• Participants’ earnings increased.
Participants in both programs had steady increases in their earnings over time after program
entry (Exhibit 2). Average quarterly earnings for RSC and TWC participants one year after
program entry ($1,232 and $842) were twice the earnings of participants a year before entry
($520 and $429). Higher earnings were due, in part, to movement to new jobs with higher wages
and more hours. Mean hourly wages in the most recent job, as reported by RSC participants in
their follow-up interviews, were higher than in their first job ($7.72 versus $7.15). A similar
pattern was observed for TWC participants ($7.09 versus $6.28). Average hours worked per
week also increased for RSC participants (32.9 to 33.7) and for TWC participants (29.6 to 31.6),
from their first job to the most recent.
1

The data are restricted to quarters in which data are available for most sample members.
Eight quarters of postenrollment data are available for the RSC sample, and six quarters are
available for the TWC sample.
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EXHIBIT 1
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EMPLOYMENT RATES OVER TIME
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Source: Administrative data from state of Pennsylvania.

EXHIBIT 2
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EARNINGS OVER TIME
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• Participants’ TANF receipt declined steadily.
In the quarters after program entry, RSC and TWC participants’ TANF receipt steadily
declined (Exhibit 3). By the sixth quarter after program entry, slightly more than half the
participants remained on TANF. In addition, many fewer RSC and TWC participants received
TANF in all four quarters after program entry (47 and 64 percent) than in all four quarters before
program entry (70 and 80 percent).

EXHIBIT 3
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
RATE OF TANF RECEIPT OVER TIME
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Source: Administrative data from state of Pennsylvania.

• Consistent with the targeting and sequencing of the programs, RSC and TWC
participants differed in their outcomes over time.
One and a half years after program entry, RSC participants had higher rates of employment,
higher earnings, and lower rates of TANF receipt than TWC participants (Exhibits 1, 2, and 3).
However, RSC and TWC participants also differed in their employment, earnings, and TANF
receipt before program entry. The more positive outcomes achieved by RSC participants could
thus reflect the Philadelphia WtW program strategy, with the RSCs offering a more basic
intervention for the general WtW population and TWC offering a more intensive service for
people facing greater employment challenges.
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C. WHAT FACTORS WERE ASSOCIATED WITH DIFFERENCES IN RSC AND
TWC OUTCOMES?
• Observable factors, including background characteristics, economic conditions,
and program completion, are likely to be associated with outcomes.
RSC and TWC participants had statistically significant differences in their background
characteristics. These differences were generally small, however, suggesting that both programs
worked with very disadvantaged populations. The RSCs and TWC enrolled the participants
whose outcomes we examined over different periods, so changes in economic conditions could
have affected observed employment success as well. Finally, there were differences in the rate at
which RSC and TWC participants completed their prescribed programs and were placed in jobs.
This divergence could reflect differences in observable and unobservable participant
characteristics, as well as differences in the nature of RSC and TWC program services, both of
which could affect longer-term job success.
We used multivariate statistical techniques to control for the effect of differences between
RSC and TWC participants (other than program services) on observed outcomes. To identify
the factors that contributed to differences in outcomes, we regressed key outcomes on
participants’ demographic characteristics, prior work experience, prior TANF receipt, economic
conditions after program entry, and an indicator of RSC/TWC status.
• Observable factors explained most of the difference in RSC and TWC participants’
employment and about half their differences in earnings and TANF receipt.
Controlling for demographic characteristics, prior work experience, prior TANF receipt, and
economic conditions accounts for the differences in the percentage of RSC and TWC
participants employed one and a half years after program entry. TWC-RSC differences in
earnings and TANF receipt remained, however, with about half the difference explained by
these observable factors. These differences in earnings and TANF receipt may diminish over
time, if TWC participants gain more work experience in unsubsidized jobs and “catch up” to
RSC participants.
• Educational attainment, prior earnings, and prior TANF receipt were key factors
related to outcomes.
Both educational attainment and prior earnings provide a good indication of people’s skills
and prior workplace performance and, thus, their ability to succeed in the labor market. Not
surprisingly, having a high school diploma or a GED was a highly significant factor affecting
employment, earnings, and TANF receipt. Average earnings in the four quarters before
program entry were also significantly related to both postprogram employment and earnings.
Similarly, TANF receipt in all four quarters before program enrollment was significantly related
to TANF receipt six quarters after program enrollment.
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• The effects of unobserved factors remain important and can be disentangled only
with more rigorous research.
While regression adjustments reduced the TWC-RSC differences in employment, earnings,
and TANF receipt, they did not completely erase them. Taking into account whether
participants completed their program (by reaching the point of job placement) further reduced
the difference in outcomes. “Program completion,” however, can be a signal of unobserved
participant characteristics (such as motivation or effort), program service design, or both.
After all observable factors are taken into account, important differences remain in
regression-adjusted outcomes. TWC participants overall and RSC noncompleters had similar
observed characteristics and achieved similar outcomes. When comparing TWC completers and
TWC noncompleters to RSC noncompleters, however, we find important differences in
outcomes, which suggests that unmeasured differences remain. TWC completers perform better
than RSC noncompleters, while TWC noncompleters perform worse than RSC noncompleters.
Given the modest aims and design of this study, we cannot reach definitive conclusions about the
extent to which such differences are due to differences in the programs versus unobserved
differences among program participants or other factors. The potential benefits of subsidized
work experience relative to direct placement in unsubsidized employment for the hard to employ
can be assessed only through a randomized trial of such programs.
D. WHAT CAN WE CONCLUDE FROM THIS STUDY?
• Intensive services can target the most disadvantaged.
The design and sequencing of the RSC and TWC programs represented an innovative
approach to program development. Allowing staff to identify people who need more intensive
services and refer them directly to the TWC program could let participants unlikely to succeed in
less intensive services bypass such services and perhaps shorten the time for them to enter
employment and move off TANF. Such a strategy can also avoid the potential discouragement
participants might feel if they have to fail at one program before accessing more intensive
services. Our finding that TWC participants, in general, were similar along observable
characteristics to RSC noncompleters suggests that the intended targeting was both feasible and
successful in these programs; TWC served people who looked like the participants the RSCs
failed to place in jobs.
• Services related to retention and advancement may help participants build on their
employment experience and achieve further gains.
Those who maintain employment continue to build on these experiences and increase their
earnings over time. RSC and TWC participants tended to move to jobs with better wages, hours,
and benefits when they switched jobs. Both job retention and advancement services, including
ongoing job search and placement services, are potentially important components to help
participants build a strong employment record that could help lead them to further employment
success.
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• Further research is needed to clarify how programs like the RSCs and TWC
contribute to participant outcomes.
Program enrollment shortfalls made it impossible to implement the original randomassignment design planned for the evaluation of TWC as part of the overall national WtW
evaluation. The results of this special study on TWC and RSC outcomes, however, suggest that
the intensive TWC intervention might have partially, but not completely, made up for the greater
employment challenges TWC participants faced. The study, however, leaves questions that only
a more rigorous evaluation can answer. Further research could determine the most appropriate
targeting of programs like TWC and the RSCs, the best way to pair them in a combined strategy,
and the programs’ actual contributions to participant outcomes.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The five-year time limits that the 1996 federal welfare reforms placed on cash assistance, or
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), heightened the need for programs to help the
hardest-to-employ people move into jobs and become self-sufficient. To address this need,
Congress authorized the Welfare-to-Work (WtW) grants program as part of the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997. Because the WtW grants program gave states and local areas much flexibility in
how they could use these funds, WtW grantees developed a variety of program approaches to
help hard-to-employ TANF recipients move to work.
This report examines the outcomes for participants in two WtW programs in Philadelphia:
(1) the Regional Service Centers (RSCs), and (2) the Transitional Work Corporation (TWC).
These programs represent an important contrast in approaches to serving the hard to employ and
in target populations. The RSCs offered 30 days of basic job search assistance services to the
broad WtW-eligible population, while the TWC provided paid work experience for up to six
months and targeted WtW-eligible people who had little or no work experience. The main
objective of this study was to examine the employment, earnings, and TANF receipt outcomes of
enrollees in these two WtW programs. Table I.1 summarizes our main findings.
In this chapter, we first describe the national WtW grants program, Philadelphia’s WtW
program, and the local context of welfare reform in Philadelphia. We then provide background
information on this study—its research questions, sample, and data sources. In subsequent
chapters, we describe the outcomes of RSC and TWC participants, as well as potential factors
associated with these outcomes, and give an interpretation of findings and study conclusions.
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TABLE I.1
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
KEY FINDINGS

TWC and RSC participants worked more, earned more, and
received less TANF after program entry.
Participants in both programs had increases in employment immediately after program
entry, followed by declines. At TWC, some of this increase, in the short term, was
associated with placement in a subsidized job as part of the program intervention. In the
longer term, one and a half years after program entry, participants from both programs
still had higher employment rates than before program entry. They also had higher
earnings and lower rates of TANF receipt than before program entry.
Consistent with the targeting and sequencing of the programs,
RSC and TWC participants differed in their outcomes over time.
RSC participants had higher rates of employment, higher earnings, and lower rates of
TANF receipt than TWC participants one and a half years after program entry. However,
RSC and TWC participants also differed in their employment, earnings, and TANF
receipt prior to program entry. Hence, this finding could reflect the way the two programs
were created, with the RSCs offering a basic intervention for the general WtW population
and TWC offering more intensive services for people facing greater employment
challenges.
Observable factors explained RSC and TWC participants’ difference in
employment and some of their differences in earnings and TANF receipt.
Controlling for demographic characteristics, prior work and TANF receipt, and economic
conditions accounts for the simple observed differences in the percentage of RSC and
TWC participants employed one and a half years after program entry. Differences in
earnings and TANF receipt remained, with about half the difference explained by these
observable factors.
Further research is needed to clarify how programs like the
RSCs and TWC contribute to participant outcomes.
The results offer a hint that the intensive TWC intervention might have partially made up
for the greater employment challenges faced by TWC participants. However, the study
raises questions that only a more rigorous random assignment evaluation can answer—
most notably, how did TWC participants’ outcomes compare to how they would have
fared in the absence of this intervention? Further research could determine the most
appropriate targeting and cost-effective pairing of similar interventions.
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A. PROGRAM BACKGROUND
WtW programs operated based on federal guidelines that the WtW legislation specified.
These guidelines allowed Philadelphia to develop WtW programs that addressed the particular
needs of its WtW-eligible population and that operated alongside the city’s welfare reform
initiatives.
1.

National WtW Grants Program
The WtW grants program allocated a total of $2.85 billion in federal funds through formula

and competitive grants. WtW formula funds were allocated to states based on their share of the
national poverty population and TANF caseload.1 States, in turn, distributed these funds to local
areas. WtW competitive funds were available directly to states and local areas that applied for
funds for specific projects. The WtW funds could be used for a range of program approaches, as
long as the program emphasized employment.
The WtW legislation contained strict guidelines for program eligibility that initially slowed
enrollment. The legislation required that 70 percent of funds be used for long-term TANF
recipients who had two of three employment barriers: (1) no high school diploma or GED and
low reading or math skills, (2) a substance abuse problem, and (3) a poor work history. The
remaining 30 percent of funds could be used for recipients who had characteristics typical of
long-term TANF recipients but did not meet the 70 percent criteria. In 2000, Congress relaxed
the eligibility criteria, allowing WtW programs to serve more flexibly those long-term TANF
recipients who faced barriers that were likely to make their transition to employment difficult.

1

In January 2004, Congress rescinded unspent fiscal year 1999 WtW state formula funds.
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2.

Philadelphia’s WtW Program
The Philadelphia Workforce Development Corporation (PWDC) was the local recipient of

some of Pennsylvania’s formula WtW funds. PWDC used WtW funds to launch a citywide
initiative called Greater Philadelphia Works (GPW) to serve the needs of the hardest-to-employ
TANF recipients in Philadelphia. The central components of GPW were the RSC and TWC
programs.

GPW also included support services and programs that targeted teenagers,

noncustodial parents, and homeless people. PWDC used $15.8 million in WtW formula funding
to operate the RSCs and TWC. In addition, the Pew Foundation provided $4.3 million to cover
TWC’s administrative costs. PWDC also received $4.3 million in WtW competitive funding to
operate WtW programs for teenage and noncustodial parents.
As originally designed, the RSC and TWC programs were expected to differ in the
populations they targeted and the intensity and duration of their service approaches. The RSCs,
designed to serve the broad population of WtW-eligible clients, operated in seven locations
across the city, providing clients with up to 30 days of job search and placement assistance.
Clients attended job search readiness sessions, conducted directed job search, and met regularly
with an employment adviser. To promote clients’ job retention after placement, employment
advisers followed up with them regularly for up to one year. RSC contractors received bonuses
for their participants’ continuous employment at 30, 60, and 90 days and at six months.
In contrast, the TWC program was designed to provide services to the hardest-to-employ
among the WtW-eligible population: those who had little or no work experience. The TWC
provided clients with 25 hours a week of paid transitional employment for up to six months,
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followed by placement in unsubsidized jobs.2 TWC career advisers monitored clients’ progress
and helped resolve problems at work. In addition, TWC clients attended 10 hours a week of
wraparound training, which included such topics as GED preparation, basic skills, job readiness,
and life skills. After clients obtained unsubsidized employment, the TWC offered up to $800 in
job retention bonuses and six to nine months of retention-focused case management. Table I.2
provides more information on the services of the RSC and TWC programs.
The relationship and client flow between the RSC and TWC evolved over time. First, the
referral process for the TWC changed in order to address underenrollment in the TWC program.
Initially, staff from the County Assistance Office (CAO)—the welfare agency in Philadelphia—
referred WtW-eligible clients to the RSCs, and the RSCs identified appropriate clients for
referral to TWC. If clients were determined not to be job-ready or were unable to find a job after
the 30 days of services the RSCs provided, the RSCs referred them to the more intensive TWC
program. In 2000, because enrollment in TWC was low, the program began to conduct its own
direct outreach, and the CAO began to refer WtW-eligible clients directly to TWC. Thus, the
program evolved to serve a somewhat more general WtW-eligible population, rather than the
hardest-to-serve, as originally intended.
Second, the process for placing TWC participants in unsubsidized work changed.
Originally, TWC referred participants back to the RSC for placement after they had completed
their TWC experience.

In an effort to focus more attention on the placement of TWC

participants, program operations changed in 2001 so that the TWC handles the placement of its
participants in unsubsidized jobs after they complete their transitional work.

2

Throughout the report we use the terms paid transitional work experience and paid work
experience interchangeably.
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TABLE I.2
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
RSC AND TWC PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Regional Service Centers: Program Description
Program Structure

Provided short-term work readiness and job search assistance services. Provided
job placement and retention services for 12 months after placement.

Target Population

The RSCs served long-term welfare clients who were nearing, or who had reached,
two years of TANF receipt. RSC services targeted more job-ready WtW-eligible
TANF clients.

Employment-Related Services

After attending a brief general orientation, clients participated in job readiness
workshops and directed job search activities. The program’s objective was for
clients to find unsubsidized jobs within 30 days. Each RSC had job developers
who identified work opportunities by working directly with employers. RSC
participants who failed to secure employment within 30 days from enrollment were
placed in paid community service positions (while continuing to search for work).
Alternatively, they could be referred to the TWC program or back to their County
Assistance Office (CAO) caseworker for reevaluation and assignment to another
program or exemption from work requirements (as appropriate).
Transitional Work Corporation: Program Description

Program Structure

Provides up to six months of subsidized work experience employment, followed by
assistance securing unsubsidized employment and job retention services for six to
nine months after placement.

Target Population

Targets hard-to-serve WtW-eligible TANF recipients who have participated in a
mandatory job search required by the TANF agency but did not find a job after
basic employment assistance at the RSCs; have limited educational attainment and
also lack work experience and work history; or are otherwise considered hard to
place. The TWC typically serves long-term welfare clients who are nearing, or who
have reached, two years of TANF receipt.

Employment-Related Services

Referred individuals are immediately placed on TWC’s payroll, receiving
minimum wage ($5.15 per hour) for 25 hours per week for up to six months.
Program participation begins with a two-week orientation, which provides an
overview of TWC and covers job readiness and behavioral topics. During the
second week of orientation, participants interview for, and are placed in,
transitional work assignments at government agencies or nonprofit organizations.
While in transitional work, TWC participants must attend 10 hours of career
development training each week, including modules on literacy, math skills,
computer skills, GED preparation, job readiness, and general life skills. While in
transitional work, participants receive intensive supervision and support from onsite “work partners” and their TWC career advisers. The work partner is a regular
employee, who mentors and supervises the TWC participant daily and provides
assessments of the participant’s job performance to TWC career advisers every
other week. When TWC participants are judged work-ready (based on their work
partners’ assessments) or are close to completing their six months of transitional
employment, TWC placement staff help them obtain an unsubsidized job.
Participants are offered up to $800 in job-retention bonuses and 12 months of
retention-focused case management.
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Since WtW funds were time-limited, these WtW initiatives could not continue without
additional sources of support and funding. In September 2001, the RSCs ceased operations as
their funding ended. The TWC operations continued with ongoing support from state WtW
funds through February 2004. State TANF funds support the TWC operations for the rest of the
2004 fiscal year.
3.

Welfare Reform in Philadelphia
Two distinct features of Pennsylvania’s welfare reform initiative set it apart from those of

other states and thus created a unique context for the operation of Philadelphia’s WtW program.
First, Pennsylvania has a two-year “work-trigger” time limit that requires TANF recipients to
participate in work-related activities for a minimum of 20 hours a week by the time they have
been receiving TANF for two years, or face a full family sanction. In anticipation of the first
cohort of TANF recipients to reach this time limit in March 1999, PWDC developed programs,
including the WtW programs, to help work-mandatory persons meet this requirement.
Second, in keeping with the state’s “client choice” philosophy, the CAO offered workmandatory clients a broad menu of programs and allowed them to decide where to participate.
The city offered at least six work activity programs that would meet the two-year work
requirement. In addition to the WtW-funded programs, the Philadelphia CAO administered
several TANF-funded programs offering similar services.3 TANF recipients could choose to
enroll in any of the programs, and welfare staff did not usually conduct an assessment or
recommend which program to attend. In this context, the TWC and RSC programs were just two

3

Participants in the RSC and TWC programs could receive support services funded through
TANF; however, these programs did not initially receive TANF funding.
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options among a wide range of choices available to work-mandatory TANF recipients.4 Because
clients could move easily between the work activity programs the CAO and GPW offered, their
outcomes over time may have been affected by services they received from more than one
program.
B. THE PHILADELPHIA OUTCOMES STUDY
The WtW Philadelphia outcomes study is part of a congressionally mandated, national
evaluation of the WtW grants program, conducted by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR),
the Urban Institute, and Support Services International under a contract to the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services (DHHS). The main evaluation includes three key components:
(1) a descriptive assessment of grantees based on two surveys of all WtW grantees nationwide,
(2) a process analysis based on visits to 11 in-depth study sites and a program cost analysis in
most of these sites, and (3) participant outcomes analysis in most of the in-depth study sites.5 In
addition to these three components in the core evaluation, a special process and implementation
study focuses on programs operated by American Indian tribes and Alaska Native villages.
The WtW Philadelphia outcomes study builds on and expands an examination of outcomes
for the TWC program, which is included as an in-depth study site in the national WtW
evaluation (Fraker et al. 2004). However, the examination of the TWC alone does not provide a
full understanding of Philadelphia’s WtW strategy, since the RSCs were an important part of that

4

To participate in the RSC or TWC programs, participants had to be eligible for WtW.
However, not all WtW-eligible people were necessarily referred to the RSCs or the TWC.
5

The evaluation originally planned to use an experimental design to examine the net
impacts of the WtW grants program on participants and to analyze the program’s costs and
benefits. Because of low enrollment in WtW programs, however, it was not feasible to randomly
assign participants to treatment and control groups. As a result, MPR revised the study design to
an outcomes analysis.
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strategy. To document more fully the outcomes of Philadelphia’s WtW efforts, MPR conducted
this study to examine the employment experience of both RSC and TWC participants. Findings
from the larger evaluation illustrate the employment experiences of participants in the 11 indepth study sites. These sites offered similar kinds of services to a similar range of populations
as the TWC and RSC programs. Thus, the larger evaluation findings provide a broader context
in which to view these findings.
1.

Study Design and Research Questions
This study is designed to describe the outcomes for RSC and TWC participants. Since it is

not based on the random assignment of clients to these programs, differences in the outcomes for
RSC and TWC participants do not provide evidence of program impacts or the relative
effectiveness of these two program models.

The study does, however, provide an overall

description of Philadelphia’s WtW participants’ outcomes after program entry and a comparison
of the outcomes for different populations served with different program approaches.
The study examines RSC and TWC participant outcomes—employment, earnings, and
TANF receipt over time—and addresses two sets of related questions:
• What were the outcomes of RSC and TWC enrollees? Were they able to find
employment? To what extent did they retain and advance in their employment?
What were their earnings over time? Were they able to move off TANF? How
different were these outcomes for enrollees in the RSCs and TWC?
• What factors were associated with RSC and TWC enrollees’ outcomes? Were there
notable differences in the characteristics of enrollees in the RSC and TWC programs
before and at program enrollment? To what extent were such factors as enrollees’
characteristics before and at program enrollment, enrollees’ program participation,
and economic conditions after program enrollment associated with their outcomes?
2.

Study Sample and Data Sources
The study sample included people enrolled from September 1999 to January 2001 at the

RSCs and from September 1999 to April 2001 at TWC. Sample members were enrolled in the
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study upon their entry into either the RSC or the TWC program during these periods. To enter
either program, clients typically were referred by the CAO after screening for WtW eligibility.
They could also be referred to the TWC by the RSCs. The TWC sample enrollment period was
longer than the RSC one because of TWC’s initially slow enrollment and smaller scale. The
final study samples for the RSCs and the TWC are substantial, including more than 2,300 RSC
program enrollees and more than 2,500 TWC program enrollees.6
Study sample members were identified in different ways. All enrollees who entered the
TWC at some point in the sample enrollment period were considered part of the TWC sample.
However, if a study sample member enrolled in the RSC study sample but later enrolled in the
TWC study sample or was found in the TWC program database, that person was coded as a
TWC sample member only, regardless of the person’s participation in the RSC program.
Constructing the analysis sample required a substantial effort to sort out which sample members
were enrolled in the TWC. Because this study focuses on how the different populations were
served differently based on their identified needs, all sample members who received the TWC’s
intensive services are considered TWC sample members. About half of those in the TWC
sample participated in both the RSC and the TWC. The RSC sample is limited to enrollees who
entered only the RSC program.
The study draws on data from four main sources, documented in Table I.3:
1. A baseline information form (BIF) completed at sample enrollment
2. A follow-up survey conducted 12 months after sample enrollment

6

Since the programs were newly created because of the WtW funding and evolved over
time based on their experiences in serving the WtW-eligible population, they were not in a
steady state of operations over the course of the study. Thus, the outcomes observed in this
study may not be representative of the true potential of the programs, but rather reflect the
outcomes achieved during this initial experimental stage.
10

TABLE I.3
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
MAIN DATA SOURCES

Sample Definition

TWC
Sample
Sizea

Data Source

Timing of Data

Baseline
Information
Forms (BIFs)

Program enrollment:
September 1999 to
January 2001 (for
RSCs) and September
1999 to April 2001
(for TWC)

- Demographics
- Household structure
- Health problems
- Education
- Employment history
- Public assistance receipt

Program enrollees
who completed
a BIF

1,109

1,279

12-Month
Follow-up
Survey

12 months after
program enrollment

- Household structure
- Income
- Employment history
- Child care
- Employment barriers
- Education/training
- Criminal activity
- Material well-being

Program enrollees
who completed a
BIF and responded
to follow-up survey

944

1,110

Administrative
Data

Four quarters before
and up to eight
quarters after program
enrollment

- Employment
- Earnings
- TANF receipt

Program enrollees
who completed a
BIF or were in MIS

2,338

2,543

Management
Information
System (MIS)
Data

Ongoing after-program
enrollment

Full program participation

Program enrollees
in MIS with
enrollment date
during sample
enrollment period

2,248

2,320

a

Key Measures

RSC
Sample
Size

Enrollees who participated in both RSC and TWC programs are included in the TWC sample only.
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3. State administrative data on earnings and TANF
4. Management information systems (MIS) data containing information about program
participation
Because of lapses in sample enrollment procedures at the program sites, BIF data are not
available for all program enrollees during the sample enrollment time period. To compensate for
these missing data, and to capture data on all enrollees during the sample enrollment period,
MPR collected administrative data either on those who completed a BIF or who were in the MIS
data with an enrollment date during the sample enrollment period. Since the follow-up survey
sample included only enrollees who had completed BIFs, we weighted survey data using MIS
data to adjust for differences among enrollees who completed and did not complete BIFs.
We collected administrative data on TANF receipt and earnings on sample members for four
quarters before, and up to eight quarters after, program entry. Because participants entered the
programs over time, the number of quarters of data available varies by individual; data for later
quarters are available for fewer sample members. The data in the report are restricted to quarters
in which data are available for the most sample members. Eight quarters of postenrollment data
are available for the RSC sample, and six quarters are available for the TWC sample, because
TWC participants enrolled later on average.
This report is organized into four chapters. Chapter II describes RSC and TWC enrollees’
employment, earnings, and TANF receipt over time. Chapter III discusses factors that may be
related to the differences in RSC and TWC outcomes, such as enrollees’ characteristics, program
participation, and economic conditions. Chapter IV discusses the study findings and presents
study conclusions and implications.
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II. OUTCOMES

The main goal of Philadelphia’s WtW programs was to help the hardest-to-employ TANF
recipients become self-sufficient through increased employment, increased earnings, and reduced
TANF receipt. This study examines RSC and TWC participants’ outcomes over time after WtW
enrollment.

Because the study was not experimental, differences between RSC and TWC

participants should not be interpreted as relative impacts of the programs; they have differences
other than the program services they received. Rather, this study is designed to provide an
overall description of Philadelphia’s WtW program participants’ outcomes. While we cannot
determine whether, or to what extent, the WtW programs are responsible for the outcomes
observed over time, we can examine the extent to which the programs’ intended outcomes were
being achieved. In this chapter, we examine outcomes for RSC and TWC participants over time
after program entry. We first discuss participants’ employment patterns, then their earnings, and
finally their TANF receipt.
Trends in employment and TANF receipt for the Philadelphia TANF caseload at the time
study sample enrollment began provide context for the examination of outcomes for RSC and
TWC participants. To provide this context, we used the entire Philadelphia TANF caseload as of
September 1999 as a reference sample. This is the month when sample enrollment began at the
RSCs and TWC. Administrative records data for the September 1999 Philadelphia TANF
caseload indicate that, over time, TANF receipt declined sharply, while employment increased
only slightly (Figure II.1).

However, although TANF receipt did decline, nearly half the

September 1999 TANF caseload (48 percent) was still receiving TANF two years later. In
addition, the majority of the caseload were not employed two years later—only 43 percent were
employed in September 2001, a slight increase from 39 percent in September 1999.
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FIGURE II.1
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
TRENDS IN OUTCOMES FOR TANF CASELOAD
IN PHILADELPHIA, AS OF SEPTEMBER 1999
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Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.

While these overall trends provide a context in which to place the RSC and TWC
participants, the September 1999 TANF caseload is different from the RSC and TWC study
samples in two important ways. First, the September 1999 TANF caseload includes a mix of
people with different patterns of TANF receipt and program participation, such as short-term
TANF recipients, long-term TANF recipients enrolled in WtW or other programs, and long-term
TANF recipients with deferrals (who were not required to participate in work activities). In
contrast, the RSC and TWC study samples included only long-term TANF recipients enrolled in
these WtW programs. Second, the September 1999 caseload included TANF recipients at one
point in time, whereas the study sample were enrolled over a period of time. Therefore, study
sample outcomes may reflect differences from September 1999 in economic or other conditions
at the time of enrollment and during the follow-up period.
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A. EMPLOYMENT
While their approaches differed, a central goal of both the RSC and the TWC programs was
to help participants become employed.

To help participants find jobs quickly, the RSCs

emphasized short-term job search and placement.

In contrast, TWC sought to enhance

participants’ overall employability by providing them with work experience in paid transitional
jobs for up to six months before helping them find permanent, unsubsidized jobs. Here, we
examine the trends over time in employment for RSC and TWC participants.
Employment rates initially increased.

The participants in both programs had sharp

increases in employment soon after program entry (Figure II.2). TWC participants’ employment
rates rose to a high of 79 percent during the quarter of program enrollment, reflecting their
immediate placement in paid transitional work positions.1 RSC participants’ employment rate
rose to a high of 59 percent in the first quarter after program enrollment, as they quickly obtained
jobs through the program’s job search and placement services or through their own efforts.
Nevertheless, because participants in both programs were likely to be at a relatively low point in
their employment just before program enrollment, their postenrollment outcomes are likely to
reflect some natural recovery from these lows.2
After these initial increases, employment declined steadily over time. By six quarters after
program enrollment, only 39 percent of TWC participants, and 49 percent of RSC participants,
were employed (Figure II.2).

TWC participants experienced a markedly steep decline in

employment within the first three quarters of program enrollment, suggesting that many did not

1

Some TWC participants may have dropped out of the program very soon after enrollment,
before placement in transitional work.
2

This pattern of recovery from a preprogram low is typically referred to as “Ashenfelter’s
dip,” for his observation that adult participants in job training programs often have a dip in
earnings prior to their decision to participate (Ashenfelter and Card 1985).
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FIGURE II.2
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EMPLOYMENT RATES OVER TIME
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Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.

complete their transitional employment or move into unsubsidized employment. RSC
participants experienced a smaller, yet consistent, decline in employment over the quarters after
program entry.3
Because TWC participants primarily held transitional jobs in the first quarters after program
enrollment while RSC participants held unsubsidized jobs, we do not focus on comparisons
across these early quarters. The administrative data do not provide information on whether the
employment was subsidized or not. Instead, we examine outcomes at least four quarters after
program enrollment, when both TWC and RSC participants could have completed the program

3

The declines in the employment rate could be due in part to participants’ taking out-ofstate jobs, which would not be captured in the state wage data (Corson 1989).
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and reached unsubsidized employment (this is also true of subsequent analyses of earnings and
TANF receipt).4
Despite these declines, overall employment success improved after program entry. In
general, for both RSC and TWC participants, employment rates six quarters after program entry
were higher than the highest preenrollment rates. Moreover, a higher proportion of both RSC
and TWC participants were employed consistently during all four of the quarters after program
entry (31 and 25 percent), compared to the four quarters before entry (15 and 10 percent;
Table II.1). Further, RSC and TWC participants were more likely to be at least somewhat
engaged in the labor market after program entry. More than three-quarters of RSC and TWC
participants (76 and 84 percent, respectively) were employed at some point in the four quarters
after program entry, compared with about two-thirds (65 and 64 percent, respectively) in the four
quarters prior to program entry (Table II.1).5
Nevertheless, employment was unstable. Most RSC and TWC participants surveyed 12
months after sample enrollment reported that they had had at least one spell without employment
in the year after program entry (90 and 95 percent, respectively; Table II.2). Their spells without
employment made up a substantial proportion of the year after program entry. RSC and TWC
participants who worked at some time in the year after program entry reported that, on average,
they worked for only 61 and 49 percent of the year, respectively (Table II.2).

4

To account for differences in participants’ entry into unsubsidized employment, we
compared RSC participant outcomes to “lagged” outcomes for TWC participants (see
Appendix). That is, we compared TWC participants’ outcomes from quarter three after program
entry to RSC participants’ outcomes from quarter one after program entry. At these quarters,
participants from both programs should have exited the program and entered unsubsidized work.
This examination of outcomes reveals that the overall pattern does not change.
5

The percentage of TWC participants who worked after program entry is particularly high
because they participated in paid transitional work positions.
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TABLE II.1
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
CONSISTENCY OF EMPLOYMENT AND AVERAGE ANNUAL
EARNINGS, BEFORE AND AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
(Percentages, Unless Otherwise Indicated)

RSC

TWC

Significance

Four Quarters Before Program Entry
Ever employed
Employed in all four quarters
Employed in at least one quarter
Never employed
Average annual earnings (dollars)

65.4
15.4
50.0
34.6
2,204

64.1
10.0
54.1
35.9
1,561

***
***
***

Four Quarters After Program Entry
Ever employed
Employed in all four quarters
Employed in at least one quarter
Never employed
Average annual earnings (dollars)

75.5
31.3
44.2
24.5
4,501

84.0
25.4
58.6
16.0
3,389

***
***
***
***
***

Sample Size

2,338

2,543

Source:

***

Administrative records data from state of Pennsylvania.

*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01
level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE II.2
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EMPLOYMENT OF WELFARE-TO-WORK ENROLLEES
DURING THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
(Percentages, Unless Otherwise Indicated)

Employment Measure

RSC

TWC

Significance

Number of Employment Spells
0
1
2
3 or more

22.6
52.4
20.1
4.9

26.2
51.2
17.3
5.3

*

Number of Spells Without Employment
0
1
2
3 or more

10.3
53.9
27.6
8.2

5.4
56.1
31.3
7.2

***

Proportion of Year After Program Entry Employed
All enrollees
If employed sometime during year

47.0
61.0

36.0
49.0

***
***

944

1,110

Sample Size

*

Source: 2001-2003 12-month follow-up survey of Welfare-to-Work enrollees.
Note 1: The survey data have been weighted to be representative of all WtW enrollees in the
respective sites. Survey item nonresponse may cause the sample sizes for specific
variables to be smaller than those shown. Rounding may cause percentages to sum to
something other than 100.
*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01
level, two-tailed test.
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For TWC participants, some instability is likely to reflect movement from transitional jobs
to unsubsidized jobs. The employment rate of TWC participants declines most sharply in the
first three quarters after program entry, when they would be leaving their transitional jobs to look
for unsubsidized work. In the follow-up survey, more than one-third of TWC participants
reported that they left their first job because the work period ended (Table II.3).6
The employment instability among Philadelphia WtW participants is typical of that of
similar groups. The employment instability observed for the RSC and TWC participants is
consistent with findings of other research on the employment of former TANF recipients.
Andersson et al. (2003) indicate that the retail and service industries—where RSC and TWC
participants most commonly worked (Table II.4)—provided unstable employment. Moreover,
an analysis of the Philadelphia caseload from 1997 to 1999 indicates that, while employment
increased, much of it was short-term and unstable (Michalopoulos 2003).
RSC participants were more likely to move successfully from one job to another. Most
RSC and TWC participants who found a job in the year after program enrollment left that job
within the year (60 and 73 percent, respectively; Table II.5). Among those who left their first
job, RSC participants were more likely than TWC participants to find another job by one year
after program enrollment (63 versus 53 percent, respectively).7

However, because their

transitional jobs ended, more TWC participants had to search for another job during the year
following program entry.

6

The survey was designed as a broad instrument to collect data over all WtW programs
included in the outcomes analysis for the national evaluation. Thus, it does not identify TWC
participants’ first unsubsidized job.
7

We calculated these percentages by dividing the percentage who left their first job after
program entry and were employed at another job one year after program entry by the percentage
who left their first job after program entry.
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TABLE II.3
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
CIRCUMSTANCES OF DEPARTURE FROM THE FIRST JOB
HELD AFTER ENROLLING IN WELFARE-TO-WORK
(Percentages)

Circumstance of Departure

RSC

TWC

Reason for Departure from Job
Quit
Laid off
Fired
Work period ended
Self-employed job ended
Other reason

44.7
12.7
13.3
15.0
9.5
4.9

31.9
8.4
10.2
35.2
6.0
8.4

Sample Size

439

605

Significance

***
**
***
**
**

Source:

2001-2003 12-month follow-up survey of Welfare-to-Work enrollees.

Notes:

The survey data have been weighted to be representative of all WtW enrollees in the
respective sites. Survey item nonresponse may cause the sample sizes for specific
variables to be smaller than those shown. Rounding may cause percentages to sum to
something other than 100.
The statistics presented in this table are for WtW enrollees who left the first job that
they held on or following their entry into WtW. If there was more than one first job,
then the principal job—the job with the most hours worked in a typical week—was
selected. In the event of a tie on hours worked, several additional criteria were applied
in sequence.

*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01
level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE II.4
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
INDUSTRY OF WELFARE-TO-WORK ENROLLEES WHO
WORKED ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
(Percentages)

Industry

RSC

TWC

Significance

Services

58.0

67.2

**

Retail Trade

21.0

17.7

Manufacturing

4.7

2.2

*

Transportation and Utilities

6.5

2.7

***

Wholesale Trade

1.7

0.2

**

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

3.7

4.1

Public Administration

3.4

4.8

Other

1.2

1.2

Sample Size

476

420

Source:

2001-2003 12-month follow-up survey of Welfare-to-Work enrollees.

Notes:

The survey data have been weighted to be representative of all WtW enrollees in the
respective sites. Survey item nonresponse may cause the sample sizes for specific
variables to be smaller than those shown. Rounding may cause percentages to sum to
something other than 100.
The statistics presented in this table pertain to the principal job held by a sample
member at the time of the survey interview. If the sample member held more than one
job at that time, then the principal job was identified as the job on which the most
hours were worked in a typical week. In the event of a tie on hours worked, the job
with the earliest starting date.

*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01
level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE II.5
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
WORK STATUS ONE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
(Percentages)

Work Status

RSC

TWC

Significance

39.9
60.1

27.4
72.5

***
***

Employed During Year After Program Entry
Still employed at first job 1 year after program entry
Left first job during year after program entry
Left first job during year after program entry,
employed at another job 1 year after program entry
Left first job during year after program entry, not
employed 1 year after program entry

37.9

38.2

22.2

34.3

Sample Size

733

826

***

Source:

2001-2003 12-month follow-up survey of Welfare-to-Work enrollees.

Notes:

The survey data have been weighted to be representative of all WtW enrollees in the
respective sites. Survey item nonresponse may cause the sample sizes for specific variables
to be smaller than those shown. Rounding may cause percentages to sum to something
other than 100.
The statistics presented in this table pertain to the principal job a sample member held at the
time of the survey interview. If the sample member held more than one job at that time,
then the principal job was identified as the job on which the most hours were worked in a
typical week. In the event of a tie on hours worked, the job with the earliest starting date.

*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 level,
two-tailed test.
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B. EARNINGS
While helping participants become employed was a central goal of the WtW programs, the
ultimate goal was to help participants become self-sufficient.

To the extent that WtW

participants were employed and had increased their earnings, they moved closer to selfsufficiency. Next, we describe the earnings of RSC and TWC participants after program entry.
Earnings improved over time after program enrollment. The average quarterly earnings
across all RSC and TWC participants (including those with no earnings) increased after program
entry and remained substantially higher than those of preprogram levels (Figure II.3).8 One year
after program enrollment, both RSC and TWC participants had average quarterly earnings
($1,232 and $841, respectively) that were about two times higher than one year before program
enrollment ($520 and $429, respectively).9

Improved employment success, evident in the

increased employment rates in the quarters after program enrollment, is likely associated with
higher earnings.
Increases in wages and/or hours worked played a role in increased earnings. RSC and
TWC participants who changed jobs during the first year after program entry, on average,
reported higher hourly wages at their most recent job than at their first one (Table II.6). In
addition, TWC participants who changed jobs reported working more hours each week. Hours
worked and wage rates may also have increased for participants who stayed in the first job over
the year after program entry; however, the follow-up survey data do not provide this information
for these participants.

8

To make consistent comparisons across quarters, we include the full sample in these
estimates, not just those with earnings who are working.
9

In addition, participants in both programs had higher employment rates one year after
program entry compared to one year before program entry.
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FIGURE II.3
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EARNINGS OVER TIME
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Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.

In addition, benefits improved over time. As RSC and TWC participants moved into jobs
with increased wages and hours worked, they also received better benefits. Both RSC and TWC
participants who switched jobs were more likely to report receiving such benefits in their most
recent job as participation in their employers’ health or dental insurance plan, availability of a
pension plan, and receipt of sick leave, vacation leave, or paid holidays (Table II.6).
C. TANF RECEIPT
WtW programs ultimately sought to help participants move off TANF. Time limits on
TANF receipt encouraged participants to leave TANF. At the same time, Pennsylvania offers
generous earnings disregards to TANF recipients that would allow WtW participants who
became employed to continue to receive TANF up to a certain earnings threshold. Here, we
discuss RSC and TWC participants’ TANF receipt before and after program entry, as well as the
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TABLE II.6
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
COMPARISON OF THE FIRST JOB AND THE MOST RECENT JOB HELD DURING THE
YEAR AFTER ENROLLING IN WELFARE-TO-WORK: HOURS OF WORK AND WAGE RATES
(Percentages, Unless Otherwise Indicated)

RSC
Job Characteristic
Hours Worked per Week
Less than 20 hours
20 to 29 hours
30 hours or more
Mean hours per week

First

Most
Recent

TWC
Sig.

Most
Recent

Sig.

4.0
44.2
51.9
29.6

3.9
31.9
64.1
31.6

***
***
***

7.3
60.0
24.0
8.7
$7.09

***
***
**
***

First

7.0
23.5
69.5
32.9

4.3
21.2
74.5
33.7

6.2
62.0
22.0
9.8
$7.15

6.0
53.1
23.7
17.2
$7.72

***
***

8.6
73.8
13.4
4.2
$6.28

5.7
4.7

12.8
11.5

***
***

3.5
2.0

8.6
7.2

***
***

Other Benefits on Job
Paid sick leave available
Paid vacation leave available
Paid holidays available
Pension plan available

14.5
18.4
23.9
15.8

32.7
35.4
36.4
26.6

***
***
***
***

11.2
13.3
16.9
7.6

25.0
28.9
34.3
21.0

***
***
***
***

Sample Size

280

280

331

331

Hourly Wage
Less than $5.15 (min. wage)
$5.15 to $7.99
$8.00 to $9.99
$10.00 or more
Mean wage (dollars)
Insurance Benefits on Job
Participates in health insurance plan
Participates in dental insurance plan

**

Source:

2000-2003 12-month follow-up survey of Welfare-to-Work enrollees.

Notes:

The survey data have been weighted to be representative of all WtW enrollees in the respective sites.
Survey item nonresponse may cause the sample sizes for specific variables to be smaller than those
shown. Rounding may cause percentages to sum to something other than 100.
The statistics presented in this table pertain to the principal job held by a sample member at the time of
the survey interview. If the sample member had more than one job at that time, then the principal job was
identified as the job on which the most hours were worked in a typical week. In the event of a tie on
hours worked, the job with the earliest starting date.

*/**/*** Difference between the first job and the most recent job is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 level,
two-tailed test.
a

The hourly wage is likely less than minimum wage for some participants because of errors in how the data are
reported and imputed. Participants reported their monthly wage or provided a range of their monthly wage as well
as the number of hours they worked. These estimates are thus based on self reported data and may reflect some
measurement error.

26

extent to which program participants combined employment and TANF receipt after program
entry.
TANF receipt declined steadily. Four quarters before program entry, most RSC and TWC
participants received TANF (81 and 89 percent, respectively; Figure II.4). By six quarters after
program entry, the rate of TANF receipt among RSC and TWC participants had declined to 49
and 64 percent, respectively. Given that WtW-eligible participants were all long-term TANF
recipients, these declines represent a major reduction in TANF receipt, although about half of
them continued to receive TANF. Fewer TWC and RSC participants received TANF during all
four quarters after program entry (47 and 64 percent, respectively) than received TANF during
all four quarters before program entry (70 and 80 percent, respectively; Table II.7).

FIGURE II.4
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
RATE OF TANF RECEIPT OVER TIME
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Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.
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TABLE II.7
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
CONSISTENCY OF TANF RECEIPT, BEFORE AND AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY
(Percentages, Unless Otherwise Indicated)

RSC

TWC

Significance

Four Quarters Before Program Entry
Ever on TANF
On TANF in all four quarters
On TANF in at least one quarter
Never employed

92.3
70.0
22.3
7.7

97.6
80.2
17.4
2.4

***
***
***
***

Four Quarters After Program Entry
Ever on TANF
On TANF in all four quarters
On TANF in at least one quarter
Never employed

89.1
47.3
41.8
11.0

68.4
63.7
31.7
4.6

***
***
***
***

2,338

2,543

Sample Size
Source:

Administrative records data from State of Pennsylvania.

*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01
level, two-tailed test.
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TWC participants were more likely to remain on TANF, regardless of their employment
status. TWC participants were more likely than RSC participants to combine work with TANF
receipt after program entry (Figures II.5 and II.6). Since most TWC participants were placed in
transitional jobs that paid minimum wage, the earnings disregard would likely allow them to
continue receiving TANF. Over the quarters after program entry, the percentage of TWC
participants who combined work and TANF receipt declined, while the percentage of TWC
participants who received TANF and did not work increased. As TWC participants completed or
dropped out of their transitional jobs, many continued to receive TANF but did not find another
job.
In contrast, RSC participants were more likely to use employment to move off TANF. The
percentage of both TWC and RSC participants who worked and did not receive TANF (white
portion of bar graphs) increased over time. However, a higher proportion of RSC participants
than TWC participants worked and did not receive TANF after program entry. At the same time,
the proportion of RSC participants who received TANF and worked declined over time; the
proportion who received TANF and did not work remained fairly stable.
Over time, an increasing percentage of TWC and RSC participants neither received
TANF nor worked. During the quarters after program entry, the proportion of both TWC and
RSC participants not on TANF and not employed increased (black portion of bar graphs). Some
of this population may have been living on sources of support, such as supplemental security
income, unemployment insurance, saved earnings, or partners’ income (Wood and Rangarajan
2003).10 Others, however, may have been among the least stable, with no formal source of
income.

10

Some of these people may be employed outside the state.
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FIGURE II.5
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
RSC—COMBINATION OF WORK AND TANF
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Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.

FIGURE II.6
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
TWC—COMBINATION OF WORK AND TANF
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Work and TANF

Work, No TANF

6

D. SUMMARY
Employment and earnings for RSC and TWC participants increased over time after program
entry, while TANF receipt declined. Although participants’ employment success improved after
program entry, their employment often was unstable. Ultimately, RSC participants were more
able than TWC participants to move from one job to another during the year after program entry.
However, both RSC and TWC participants experienced increased earnings over time after
program entry. At the same time, both RSC and TWC participants’ receipt of TANF declined
overall. RSC participants were more likely to leave TANF for work, whereas TWC participants
were more likely to continue to receive TANF.

Several factors—including participant

characteristics upon program entry, program services, and economic conditions—may be related
to these RSC and TWC participants’ outcomes, as well as to the differences in outcomes. In
Chapter III, we discuss these factors in detail.
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III. FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH DIFFERENCES
IN RSC AND TWC OUTCOMES

The employment rates, average earnings, and rates of TANF receipt for RSC and TWC
participants are likely to reflect a wide range of influences. Individual, family, and social factors
all influence whether people work and whether they are able to keep their jobs over time, as well
as whether they use public assistance and how long they remain on it. Differences in observable
characteristics (such as educational attainment, prior work experience, and household structure)
and unobservable characteristics (such as personal motivation or innate ability) of RSC and
TWC participants could also be reflected in their outcomes. Since RSC and TWC participants
were enrolled in these programs over a 20-month period, trends in economic conditions could
have influenced participant outcomes. In their design, the RSC and TWC programs reflected
different philosophies about how best to support transitions to employment for the hard to
employ.

The services the programs offered—and how intensely or completely people

participated in those services—also could have played a role in participant outcomes.
In this chapter, we explore three sets of factors that may have influenced the outcomes of
RSC and TWC participants: (1) individual characteristics, (2) economic conditions, and (3) the
intensity of program participation. This exploration is intended to help us identify factors we
should control for as we examine RSC and TWC outcomes further. That is, once we identify
substantive differences of statistical significance among RSC and TWC participants, we can
control for these differences in multivariate models and explore the extent to which they help
explain the differences in outcomes for these two groups.
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A. CHARACTERISTICS OF RSC AND TWC PARTICIPANTS
The RSC and TWC programs were designed to serve different groups of WtW-eligible
people.

Under the original client-flow process, the RSCs provided basic reemployment

assistance to most WtW-eligible people in Philadelphia. The TWC program would then provide
more intensive assistance to those WtW-eligible people who, after a short time at the RSCs, were
found to have limited work experience or other notable barriers to employment or who had not
found a job after 30 days of RSC work search activities.1
We can examine a number of participant characteristics to clarify how different the RSC and
TWC participant populations ultimately were. These characteristics were not all necessarily
used to determine the appropriate program referral and evaluate participants’ employment needs.
Rather, they reflect the mix of participants who ultimately participated in each program (for
example, educational attainment and prior work experience were used, but marital status and
number of children were not). Because of Pennsylvania’s “client choice” orientation, even
though the programs were to focus on serving different populations, little formal assessment took
place to sort clients to the appropriate program.

Initially, the RSCs were to refer their

unsuccessful participants to the TWC, but because of underenrollment, TWC conducted its own
outreach. As a result, the differences in the characteristics of participants referred to each
program may be less clear than the original distinctions in program intent might have suggested.
Baseline information and administrative data for the preenrollment period suggest that,
while RSC and TWC participants were similar in many demographic characteristics, the average

1

As noted in Chapter I, because of insufficient referrals to the TWC program, this two-stage
client-flow process eventually was modified so that WtW-eligible TANF recipients could be
referred directly to TWC. To be referred directly to TWC, however, WtW-eligible clients still
had to have limited or no work experience or other severe barriers to employment.
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RSC participant was somewhat less disadvantaged. We found statistically significant differences
in the household structure, educational attainment, work history, and public assistance receipt of
RSC and TWC participants. In general, however, these differences were small, suggesting that
both programs served groups that were fairly disadvantaged.
Nearly all RSC and TWC participants were young, minority, single women.

Both

programs served primarily women, but the RSCs were more likely to serve some men (5 percent,
compared with 1 percent among TWC participants; see Table III.1). On average, participants in
both programs were 32 years old. The majority of both RSC and TWC participants were African
American, but RSC participants were somewhat more likely to be Hispanic (15 percent,
compared with 7 percent of TWC participants) or white (6 percent, compared with 2 percent of
TWC participants). Few participants in either the RSC or the TWC programs were married at
baseline, but TWC participants were more likely to have never been married (79 percent,
compared with 70 percent among RSC participants).
RSC participants had fewer young children. While the average number of minor children
living with RSC and TWC participants at baseline was similar (2.4 and 2.7 children,
respectively), TWC participants were more likely to have three or more minor children living
with them (46 percent, compared with 39 percent of RSC participants). The average age of the
youngest child in RSC and TWC participants’ households was similar (6 and 7 years old,
respectively), but TWC participants were significantly more likely to have a child under age 5
living with them (46 percent, compared with 39 percent of RSC participants). This suggests that,
on average, TWC participants had more minor children living with them and that these children
included children who were both younger and older than the children of RSC participants.
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TABLE III.1
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
BASELINE CHARACTERISTCS OF RSC AND TWC ENROLLEES

Baseline Characteristics

RSC Enrollees

TWC Enrollees

Significance

Demographic Characteristics
Age Category
Younger than 20 years
20 to 29 years
30 to 39 years
40 years or older

0
43
42
16

0
44
41
15

ns
ns
ns
ns

32.3

32.1

ns

Gender
Female

95

99

***

Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic
White non-Hispanic
Black non-Hispanic
Other non-Hispanic

15
6
78
2

7
2
89
2

***
***
***
ns

Marital Status
Married
Cohabiting
Separated/divorced/widowed
Never married

6
7
17
70

3
6
13
79

***
ns
***
***

Number of Children in Household
0
1 to 2
3 to 5
6 or more

5
56
35
4

5
49
41
5

ns
***
***
ns

Average Number of Children in Household

2.4

2.7

ns

Age of Youngest Child in Household
Younger than 3 years
Younger than 5 years

13
39

23
46

***
***

Average Age of Youngest Child in Household

6.0

6.8

ns

Educational Attainment
High school dropout
Still attending high school or GED program
GED
High school diploma
Postsecondary degree
Vocational/technical certificate

43
3
5
17
3
29

47
6
4
15
2
26

ns
***
ns
ns
ns
ns

At Least High School Diploma or GED

54

47

**

Average Age

Household Structure

Education
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TABLE III.1 (continued)
Baseline Characteristics

RSC Enrollees

TWC Enrollees

Significance

Employment History
Employment at Baseline
Currently employed
Employed within the past year
Employed more than a year ago
Never employed in the past

8
55
29
7

8
47
34
10

ns
***
**
**

TANF Receipt at Baseline
Currently receiving
Received in the past but not currently receiving
Never received

90
6
4

91
5
3

ns
ns
ns

Total Time on TANF or AFDC
Never on TANF or AFDC
1 to 24 months
25 to 60 months
More than 60 months

4
30
28
37

3
23
33
41

ns
***
**
*

21
12

20
13

ns
ns

9
3
4

10
2
5

ns
ns
ns

1,109

1,282

Welfare Receipt

Health Problems
Work-Limiting Problem
Own
Other household member
Type of Work-Limiting Problem (Own)
Medical condition
Physical disability
Mental health or substance abuse problem
Sample Size
Source:

Baseline information forms of Welfare-to-Work participants, MPR.

ns = not significant.
*/**/***Significantly different from zero at the .10/.05/.01 level, two-tailed test.
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RSC participants had higher educational attainment. RSC participants were more likely to
have at least a high school diploma or GED (54 percent, compared with 47 percent for TWC
participants). Further, RSC participants were somewhat more likely to have a postsecondary
degree or vocational/technical certificate (32 percent, compared with 28 percent for TWC
participants), although this difference was not statistically significant.
RSC participants were more likely to report some work history and to have worked
consistently during the year before program entry. At baseline, 7 percent of RSC enrollees
reported “never having worked at a job for pay,” compared with 10 percent of TWC enrollees.
In addition, RSC participants were more likely to report having been employed at some point in
the year before enrollment (55 percent, compared with 47 percent for TWC participants). TWC
participants were more likely to report that their last job had ended more than a year ago
(34 percent, compared with 29 percent for RSC participants).

Administrative data show

comparable proportions of RSC and TWC participants, with some earnings in the four quarters
before program enrollment (65 and 64 percent, respectively; Table II.1). Nevertheless, a larger
share of RSC participants (15 percent, compared with 10 percent for TWC participants) had
earnings in all four preenrollment quarters.
RSC participants were less likely to report long-term receipt of public assistance. Most
RSC and TWC participants (90 and 91 percent) reported receiving TANF at baseline. The
TANF administrative data show even higher rates of receipt of TANF at baseline among RSC
and TWC participants (94 and 98 percent).2 Both groups also displayed steady TANF receipt in
the year before enrolling in WtW—70 percent of RSC participants and 80 percent of TWC

2

The proportion of the sample who do not receive TANF are most likely noncustodial
parents, as males make up 5 percent of RSC participants and 1 percent of TWC participants.
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participants received TANF in all four quarters prior to the quarter of WtW enrollment, based on
administrative data (Table II.7). At baseline, however, slightly more TWC participants reported
having received public assistance for five or more years (41 percent, compared with 37 percent
for RSC participants).
Similar proportions of RSC and TWC participants reported having work-limiting health
problems. About one-fifth of both RSC and TWC participants reported having a health problem
that limited their ability to work, including medical conditions, physical disabilities, and mental
health or substance abuse problems (Table III.1). Another 12 percent of RSC participants and
13 percent of TWC participants reported that they were responsible for another household
member with a health problem and that this responsibility limited their ability to work. Hence,
although work-limiting health problems may have been an important factor in the employment
outcomes of RSC and TWC participants, they are likely to have influenced both groups
similarly.
B. ECONOMIC CONDITIONS
Since the RSC and TWC programs operated on different scales, and our study examines
outcomes for a similar number of participants for each program, the study includes participants
who enrolled in these programs over slightly different periods of time. The seven RSCs that
operated throughout the city of Philadelphia had the capacity to enroll as many as 1,400 new
WtW-eligible clients each month. In contrast, the TWC program was set up to serve about 1,500
clients each year. Because of these different scales of operation, the RSCs reached our sample
goal of 2,000 WtW participants sooner than the TWC program. As Figure III.1 shows, RSC
sample enrollment began in September 1999 and ended in January 2001, although most RSC
sample members had been enrolled by June 2000. In contrast, TWC sample enrollment also
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FIGURE III.1
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
CUMULATIVE ENROLLMENT INTO RSC
AND TWC STUDY SAMPLES
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Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.

began in September 1999 but progressed more gradually and continued until April 2001.3
Hence, differences in economic conditions at the time of enrollment and during the follow-up
period could have contributed to the differences for outcomes of RSC and TWC participants.
Rising unemployment may have contributed to poorer employment outcomes for TWC
participants. As Figure III.2 shows, unemployment rates for Philadelphia had a pronounced
upward trend from January 2001 through August or September 2002. Rising unemployment
could have made it more difficult for later sample enrollees—mostly TWC participants—to find

3

As already noted, the TWC program encountered enrollment challenges early in its
operations that affected enrollment into our study sample. This can be seen in the lower rate of
enrollment into our study through January 2000 (Figure III.1).
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FIGURE III.2
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
MONTHLY UNEMPLOYMENT FOR PHILADELPHIA
Monthly Unemployment Rate (Percentage)
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and keep jobs.4 To test this hypothesis, we divided our TWC study sample into two groups—
based on their date of enrollment—and compared their employment outcomes.

TWC

participants enrolled by June 30, 2000, were labeled “early” entrants, and TWC participants
enrolled on or after July 1, 2000, were labeled “late” entrants. As Figure III.3 shows, for early
TWC enrollees, employment rates after the subsidized-employment portion of the TWC program
(that is, in quarter 3 and beyond) are lower than for RSC enrollees but follow a similar pattern.

4

January 2001 was the month when TWC participants who were enrolled in the program in
June 2000 and later would typically be moving to unsubsidized employment (after their sixmonth subsidized work experience assignment). As noted, most RSC sample members had
enrolled in the program by June 2000.
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FIGURE III.3
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EMPLOYMENT RATES OVER TIME FOR RSC,
TWC-EARLY, AND TWC-LATE ENROLLEES
Percentage Employed
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Compared with early TWC enrollees, late TWC enrollees appeared to have more success during
the transitional work component of the program but poorer employment outcomes afterward.5
Since late enrollees make up about half our TWC participant sample, their poorer employment
outcomes during the unsubsidized portion of the program could have contributed to lower
average employment rates for TWC participants overall.
C. SERVICE RECEIPT AND PROGRAM COMPLETION
Differences in the services that the RSC and TWC programs offered and in how intensely or
completely participants engaged in these services could also have influenced participant
outcomes. Differences in RSC and TWC services were largely by design. That is, the RSC and
5

Higher employment rates during the first two quarters after program enrollment for the late
TWC enrollees suggest improved program success with placement in transitional work, possibly
due to maturation of the program. Worsening economic conditions could also have contributed
to this pattern, since qualifying employers may have become more receptive to hosting “free”
TWC workers.
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TWC programs targeted somewhat different groups of WtW-eligible clients and, consistent with
such targeting, emphasized different services (placement assistance versus work experience) and
offered different levels of services (30 days versus six months). In contrast, participants’ levels
of engagement and success in completing program services commonly reflect a combination of
both program and participant factors. For example, participants can become more or less
engaged in a program because of the types or convenience of services offered. The overall
duration and intensity of services offered can also influence participants’ likelihood of
completion. Program engagement levels can also reflect differences in both observable and
unobservable participant characteristics (that is, self-selection). That is, motivated clients usually
participate willingly and seek services, while harder-to-serve clients may avoid services or resist
participation requirements. Next, we examine the types and levels of services that RSC and
TWC participants received in the year after WtW enrollment, as well as the likelihood of their
completing the program.
Most RSC and TWC participants reported receiving some labor market services. At
followup, a majority of both RSC and TWC participants reported having received some type of
labor market service during the year after enrollment. These services included job readiness
training, job search or placement services, and life skills or self-management training. More
TWC participants (85 percent, compared with 79 percent of RSC participants) said they had
received labor market services (Table III.2).
Consistent with differences in program design, TWC participants reported receiving more
intensive labor market services. Based on survey responses, we estimated the median number of
days of job readiness training for TWC service recipients at 44 days, compared with 24 days for
RSC service recipients. TWC service recipients also reported receiving more job search or
placement assistance and more life skills or self-management training (Table III.2).
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TABLE III.2
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
RECEIPT OF EMPLOYMENT PREPARATION SERVICES
DURING THE YEAR AFTER ENROLLING IN WELFARE-TO-WORK

RSC Enrollees

TWC Enrollees

Significance

Receipt of Labor Market Services (Percentages)
Job readiness training
Job search or placement services
Life skills or self-management training

70.7
68.6
39.7

80.1
72.6
51.6

***
*
***

Any labor market service (any of the above)

78.7

85.1

***

Duration of Labor Market Services for Those Who
Received Them (Median Number of Days)
Job readiness training
Job search or placement services
Life skills or self-management training

23.8
3.5
14.0

44.0
5.5
23.8

NA
NA
NA

Source:

2001-2003 12-month follow-up survey of Welfare-to-Work participants, MPR.

NA = not available.
*/**/***Significantly different from zero at the .10/.05/.01 level, two-tailed test.

Placement success serves as a proxy for completion. We used program MIS records to
examine the proportions of RSC and TWC participants who were successfully placed in
unsubsidized employment through the programs and, hence, appeared to complete program
services.

Our approach was driven largely by limitations in the available MIS data.6

Nevertheless, this seemed a reasonable approach in the context of the RSC and TWC programs,
since neither terminated clients because staff determined they could not be successfully placed in
unsubsidized employment. That is, both programs were committed to placing all enrolled WtW
participants in unsubsidized jobs and would terminate a client only if he or she stopped

6

Neither the RSC nor the TWC data contained information on completion of specific
program components. The programs defined completion as a participant obtaining an
unsubsidized job and retaining employment for their stipulated retention support period.
However, the available data did not include information that would allow the definition of
program completion in this way.
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participating. Moreover, lack of placement success through the programs does not necessarily
predict poorer outcomes for RSC or TWC participants. The participants who were terminated
from either program without being placed in unsubsidized employment could have been more
motivated and committed to finding employment on their own, they could have been the hardestto-serve, or they could have been a combination of these two types.
TWC participants were less likely to reach the point of unsubsidized job placement. About
36 percent of TWC participants were placed in unsubsidized employment through the program,
compared with 59 percent of RSC participants (Figure III.4).7 This finding is not surprising,
given the longer duration and higher intensity of the TWC program. TWC participants may have
faced a higher “bar” for program completion, that is, reaching placement in an unsubsidized job
after successfully completing their transitional position.

In contrast, RSC participants

immediately focused on securing placement in unsubsidized work.

Given their somewhat

greater disadvantage, this objective may have been hard for TWC participants to achieve.
Outcomes varied by participants’ completion of either program. People who complete
program interventions typically have better outcomes than those who do not, and, as discussed,
differences in program completion tend to reflect both participant and program factors. To
explore whether the different rates of completion observed for the RSC and TWC programs
could have made a difference in participant outcomes, we examined separately the employment

7

The placement rate we estimate for the TWC program is somewhat lower than those
reported in other reports, including a cost analysis of WtW programs (48 percent, Perez-Johnson
et al. 2002) and a study of transitional employment programs (48.5 percent, Kirby et al. 2002).
These differences mainly reflect differences in the participant samples examined. Both earlier
studies examined outcomes for TWC participants enrolled through December 2000, while this
study includes participants enrolled as late as May 2002. The placement rate we estimate could
be lower because of (1) some truncation of employment records for participants enrolled later in
the program, and (2) weakening economic conditions over time.
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FIGURE III.4
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
RATES OF COMPLETION OF THE RSC
AND TWC PROGRAMS
Percentage
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TWC
Completed Program

Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.

rates, quarterly earnings, and rates of TANF receipt for RSC and TWC participants placed in
unsubsidized jobs through the programs (“program completers”) and for RSC and TWC
participants who had no program record of unsubsidized job placement (“noncompleters”).
Completers in both the RSC and TWC programs had higher employment rates, higher quarterly
earnings, and lower rates of TANF receipt than their noncompleter counterparts (Figures III.5,
III.6, and III.7). These findings suggest (not surprisingly) that remaining sufficiently engaged in
either program to reach the point of unsubsidized job placement may have benefited people more
than merely participating.

The findings also suggest that differences in rates of program

completion may have contributed to the observed differences in average RSC and TWC
outcomes.
For both programs, there were important differences in the characteristics of completers
versus noncompleters. Relative to RSC completers, RSC noncompleters were more likely to be

46

FIGURE III.5
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EMPLOYMENT RATES OVER TIME FOR RSC AND
TWC “COMPLETERS” VERSUS “NONCOMPLETERS”
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Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.

FIGURE III.6
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EARNINGS OVER TIME FOR RSC AND TWC
“COMPLETERS” VERSUS “NONCOMPLETERS”
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47

FIGURE III.7
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
RATES OF TANF RECEIPT OVER TIME FOR RSC AND
TWC “COMPLETERS” VERSUS “NONCOMPLETERS”
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African American and unmarried, have a child under age 3 in their household, lack a high school
diploma or GED, lack recent work experience (within the past year), be long-term recipients of
public assistance (60 months or more), and be responsible for another person with a health or
other condition that limits their ability to work (Table III.3). There were fewer significant
differences in the baseline characteristics of TWC completers versus noncompleters. Relative to
the completers, TWC noncompleters were more likely to lack a high school diploma or GED.8

8

We found other significant, yet counterintuitive, differences in the characteristics of TWC
completers versus noncompleters. Specifically, TWC completers were more likely to have six or
more children, to have a child under age 5, and to have been on TANF for more than 24 months.
Higher rates of program completion among TWC participants with six or more children and
participants with younger children could reflect special efforts on the part of TWC staff to attend
to the needs of such participants. Higher rates of program completion among people on TANF
for more than 24 months could reflect work participation requirements.
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TABLE III.3
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
BASELINE CHARACTERISTICS OF RSC AND TWC ENROLLEES,
BY PROGRAM COMPLETION

Baseline Characteristics

RSC
Completers

RSC
Noncompleters

Significance

TWC
Completers

TWC
Noncompleters

Significance

Demographic Characteristics
Age Category
Younger than 20 years
20 to 29 years
30 to 39 years
40 years or older

0
45
41
14

0
43
41
16

ns
ns
ns
ns

0
44
41
15

0
43
41
16

ns
ns
ns
ns

31.8

32.3

ns

32.4

32.2

ns

Gender
Female

96

98

***

98

97

ns

Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic
White non-Hispanic
Black non-Hispanic
Other non-Hispanic

12
6
79
3

10
3
85
2

ns
***
***
ns

9
2
88
1

12
4
82
2

ns
ns
**
ns

Marital Status
Married
Cohabiting
Separated/divorced/widowed
Never married

7
5
17
71

3
6
14
76

***
ns
*
**

3
6
14
77

5
6
15
74

*
ns
ns
ns

Number of Children in
Household
0
1 to 2
3 to 5
6 or more

4
57
33
5

5
50
40
5

ns
***
***
ns

4
48
40
8

5
54
37
4

ns
*
ns
***

Average Number of Children in
Household

2.4

2.6

ns

2.9

2.4

ns

Age of Youngest Child in
Household
Younger than 3 years
Younger than 5 years

13
42

20
43

***
ns

24
47

17
41

***
**

Average Age of Youngest Child
in Household

6.6

6.2

ns

6.0

6.5

ns

38

45

***

35

45

***

3

6

***

5

5

Average Age

Household Structure

Education
Educational Attainment
High school dropout
Still attending high school or
GED program

49

ns

TABLE III.3 (continued)

Baseline Characteristics
GED
High school diploma
Postsecondary degree
Vocational/technical
certificate
At Least High School Diploma
or GED

RSC
Completers

RSC
Noncompleters

Significance

TWC
Completers

TWC
Noncompleters

Significance

5
20
3

4
15
2

ns
**
ns

5
19
3

5
16
3

ns
ns
ns

32

28

*

34

27

**

59

49

***

60

50

***

9

8

7

8

ns

58

48

***

53

51

ns

28
5

33
10

***
***

33
8

32
9

ns
ns

92

91

ns

94

90

**

5
3

5
3

ns
ns

3
2

6
4

ns
*

3
33
29
35

3
24
31
41

ns
***
ns
**

2
22
35
40

4
28
30
39

*
*
**
ns

19
7

21
11

ns
**

18
12

22
13

ns
ns

7
4

11
2

**
*

8
2

10
3

ns
ns

3

5

*

5

5

ns

633

386

427

636

Employment History
Employment at Baseline
Currently employed
Employed within the past
year
Employed more than a year
ago
Never employed in the past

ns

Welfare Receipt
TANF Receipt at Baseline
Currently receiving
Received in the past but
not currently receiving
Never received
Total Time on TANF or AFDC
Never on TANF or AFDC
1 to 24 months
25 to 60 months
More than 60 months

Health Problems
Work-Limiting Problem
Own
Other household member
Type of Work-Limiting Problem
(Own)
Medical condition
Physical disability
Mental health or substance
abuse problem
Sample Size
Source:

Baseline information forms of Welfare-to-Work participants, Mathematica Policy Research.

ns = not significant.
*/**/***Significantly different from zero at the .10/.05/.01 level, two-tailed test.
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Both TWC completers and TWC noncompleters were similar to RSC noncompleters. As
noted, there were few observable differences of statistical significance among TWC completers
and noncompleters. In addition, we found that the average TWC participant—regardless of
program completion—was similar along observable characteristics to the average RSC
noncompleter. For instance, 43 percent of RSC noncompleters lacked recent work history (that
is, within the past year; Table III.3), compared with 44 percent of TWC participants overall
(Table III.1) and 41 percent of both TWC completers and TWC noncompleters (Table III.3).9
This suggests that the TWC program was well targeted—that it served people with a strong
likelihood of failure at the RSC intervention.
D. SUMMARY
In this chapter, we explored a variety of factors that could have contributed to the difference
in outcomes for RSC and TWC participants. We found some statistically significant differences
in the background characteristics of RSC and TWC participants.

These differences were

generally small, however, suggesting that both programs worked with fairly disadvantaged
populations. We also found differences in the periods of sample enrollment and in deteriorating
economic conditions over time, which could have played a role in the deteriorating employment
outcomes, especially for later TWC participants. Finally, we found important differences in the
rates of program completion among RSC and TWC participants, in the characteristics of
completers versus noncompleters of both programs, and in the outcomes of participants in either
program according to whether or not they completed the programs. These differences could
reflect differences in observable and unobservable participant characteristics, as well as
9

The difference in rates for TWC participants overall (44 percent) versus TWC completers
and noncompleters (41 percent) is due to missing data for participants who were still active in the
intervention at the time the program provided MIS records.
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differences in the services offered by, and received by participants from, the RSC and TWC
programs. In the next chapter, we examine the extent to which differences in observable
characteristics of RSC and TWC participants, economic conditions, and program completion
account for differences in the outcomes for RSC and TWC participants.
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IV. INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS AND STUDY CONCLUSIONS

The differences in overall characteristics of RSC and TWC participants, economic
conditions at the time of participation, and other observable factors discussed in the previous
chapter are likely to account—at least in part—for the differences in employment, earnings, and
TANF receipt outcomes found for participants in these two programs. We use multivariate
statistical analysis techniques to help explain the differences in the outcomes of RSC and TWC
participants. Only an experimental design evaluation could determine conclusively the extent to
which the RSC and TWC programs contribute to participant outcomes. Nevertheless, given the
evidence available from our analyses, we also discuss possible implications of our study findings
for future programs.
We have organized the discussions in this chapter around two broad sets of questions:
• What factors help explain the differences in RSC and TWC outcomes? What
factors are most important in explaining the differences in outcomes between RSC
and TWC participants? How much of the difference can be explained?
• How can our findings help inform future programs? What factors are associated
with program success? How might programs such as the TWC and RSCs better
identify and serve participants’ needs?
A. WHAT FACTORS HELP EXPLAIN RSC-TWC DIFFERENCES IN OUTCOMES?
To identify the factors that contributed to differences in RSC-TWC outcomes, we regressed
key outcomes on participants’ demographic characteristics, prior work experience, prior TANF
receipt, economic conditions after program entry, and an indicator of RSC/TWC status. The
primary goal of this analysis was to assess the extent to which the parameter estimate on the
RSC/TWC indicator variable could be reduced when the observable participant characteristics
and other factors were included as explanatory variables in the models.

53

We used three

multivariate statistical analysis techniques:

ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, fixed-

effects regression, and propensity scoring. Using these techniques, we examined participant
outcomes six quarters after the quarter of program enrollment—the latest point for which we
have consistent follow-up data for most RSC and TWC participants.
The results from these three techniques were fairly consistent (Table IV.1). For example,
the predicted difference in TWC-RSC employment rates six quarters after enrollment was –4.9
percent and insignificant in the OLS model, –6.7 percent and only marginally significant in the
fixed-effects model, and –3.8 percent and insignificant in the propensity scoring model. This
consistency across techniques suggests that the results are robust. To simplify the discussion,
Chapter IV focuses on the OLS regression results. Our main results can be summarized as
follows:
Observable factors account for most of the difference in TWC-RSC employment rates.
The simple difference (that is, before taking into account differences in observable factors) in
employment rates a year and a half after program enrollment for TWC and RSC participants was
a statistically significant 14 percentage points. After demographics, prior employment, and
economic conditions are taken into account in the OLS model, however, the predicted difference
in TWC-RSC employment rates becomes smaller (–4.9 percent) and statistically insignificant
(Table IV.1).
Even after observable factors are controlled for, however, about half the TWC-RSC
differences in earnings and TANF receipt remain. Six quarters after program enrollment,
TWC participants earned, on average, about $600 less than RSC participants (Table IV.1). After
observable factors are controlled for, the predicted difference in postprogram earnings between
TWC and RSC participants declines to $368 and remains statistically significant. Similarly, the
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TABLE IV.1
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
ESTIMATED DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TWC AND RSC
OUTCOMES SIX QUARTERS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Statistical Method
Simple Difference in Means

Employment

Earningsa

TANF Receipt

Difference in the
Percentage
Employed
(TWC-RSC)

Difference in
Dollars
(TWC-RSC)

Difference in the
Percentage
Receiving TANF
(TWC-RSC)

–14.1***

–598.24***

16.7***

OLS Regression

–4.9

–367.62***

11.6***

Fixed-Effects

–6.7*

–320.31***

11.7***

Propensity Scoring

–3.8

–347.93***

13.8***

Source:

Baseline information forms of Welfare-to-Work participants, Mathematica Policy
Research, Inc.; state administrative records data; and RSC and TWC Management
Information Systems data.

Note:

All models include demographics, prior work or prior TANF receipt, and
unemployment rate as explanatory variables. Prior work is included in employment
and earnings models; prior TANF receipt is included in TANF receipt model.

a

The earnings models include participants who were not employed and had zero earnings.

*/**/***Significantly different from zero at the .05/.01/.001 level, two-tailed test.
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difference in TANF receipt rates six quarters after enrollment between TWC and RSC
participants is reduced from 17 to 12 percent and remains statistically significant.
Thus, participation in TWC does not appear to lead to a full “catching up” to the
outcomes of RSC participants. Despite being about equally likely to be employed six quarters
after program enrollment, TWC participants had lower earnings and were more likely to receive
TANF than comparable RSC participants. These differences could be due to unobserved factors.
Another possible interpretation of this finding is that subsequent employers do not value the time
TWC participants spent in transitional work as highly as time spent in unsubsidized employment.
Thus, when TWC participants finally moved into unsubsidized jobs, they still entered jobs
comparable to those first entered by RSC participants.1 To the extent that TWC participation
delayed participants’ entry into unsubsidized employment, this would mean that, compared with
RSC participants, TWC participants may have been at an earlier point in the development of
their employment capabilities. They may have had less time to achieve gains in earnings due to
advancement within jobs or to progress to better-paying jobs.2 The lower earnings of TWC
participants, in turn, could have contributed to their higher rates of TANF receipt.
Educational attainment, prior earnings, and prior TANF receipt were key factors in
explaining outcomes. Both educational attainment and prior earnings provide a good indication
of people’s skills and prior workplace performance, and thus their ability to succeed in the labor
1

As supporting evidence for this explanation, note that the average earnings of TWC
participants three quarters after program entry—when they would have transitioned fully out of
unsubsidized employment—are comparable to the earnings of RSC participants one quarter after
program entry (Figure III.6).
2

This interpretation would be consistent with findings from our follow-up survey of WtW
participants. As discussed in Chapter II, survey results show that RSC and TWC participants
who changed jobs during the first year after program enrollment had higher earnings and worked
more hours, or both, and that these gains played a role in their increased earnings.
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market. Not surprisingly, having a high school diploma or a GED was a highly significant factor
related to employment, earnings, and TANF receipt (Table IV.2). Average earnings in the four
quarters before program entry were also significantly related to both postprogram employment
and earnings. Similarly, TANF receipt in all four quarters before program enrollment was
significantly related to TANF receipt six quarters after program enrollment.
Job placement success also was an important factor in explaining later employment,
earnings, and TANF receipt. In some analyses, we included as an explanatory variable an
indicator of program completion—that is, whether the RSC or TWC participant had successfully
reached the point of unsubsidized job placement through the program—to capture unmeasured
characteristics, such as greater motivation or a positive attitude, likely to have made participants
more job ready. When included in the final OLS regression model, program completion further
reduces the predicted difference in TWC-RSC participant outcomes. For example, the predicted
difference in earnings declines from –$368 to –$248. Similarly, the predicted difference in rates
of TANF receipt declines from 10.4 to 8.9 percent. Hence, differences between TWC and RSC
participants along the unmeasured characteristics captured by program completion may be
another factor contributing to their differences in outcomes.

At the same time, program

completion may also measure the programs’ ability to engage participants in activities and help
them find unsubsidized jobs.

Thus, its inclusion in our regression models may make the

remaining difference between RSC and TWC participant outcomes an understatement of real
differences in program effects.
RSC noncompleters offer a further comparison group for TWC participants. Failure to
complete the program was one way the RSCs identified participants likely to need the more
intensive services offered by the TWC program. It is unclear why some RSC noncompleters
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TABLE IV.2
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
FACTORS RELATED TO OUTCOMES SIX QUARTERS
AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY, BASED ON OLS REGRESSION RESULTS

Factor Associated with Outcomes

Employment

Earnings

TANF Receipt

–367.62***

.116***

45.46
98.77
–605.51*
–57.8
131.72
159.08
–19.17
20.01
67.57
513.64***
–120.50
–70.00

.073*
.016
.261***
–.099**
–.105*
–.120
.040
.027***
.048*
–.130***
.030
–.010

–.101***

–191.50*

–.016

–.051
–.029
.273***

–123.31
–29.50
763.01***

Program Status
Participated in TWC

–.05
Baseline Characteristics

Age Is Less than 30
Age Is Greater than 30 and Less than 40
Female
Hispanic
White
Other Race/Ethnicity
Married or Cohabiting
Number of Children
Age of Youngest Child Less than 5
Has High School Diploma or GED
Own Health Problem Limits Ability to Work
Family Member’s Health Problem Limits Ability to Work

.028
.015
–.038
–.049
.007
.043
–.021
.002
.033
.085***
–.066*
.019

Economic Conditions
Unemployment Rate in Quarter 6 After Program Entry
Prior Employment
Never Employed Before Program Entry
Employed in All Four Quarters Before Program Entry
Average Earnings in Four Quarters Before Program Entry

Prior TANF Receipt
Received TANF in All Four Quarters Before Program Entry
Received TANF Two to Five Years
Received TANF Five or More Years

.121***
–.000
–.020

Sources:

Baseline information forms of Welfare-to-Work participants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.; state
administrative records data; and RSC and TWC Management Information Systems data.

Note:

Missing values for race/ethnicity, health problem, family member’s health problem, and length of TANF
receipt were imputed. Dummy variables for imputed cases, included in the model, were not significant.

*/**/***Significant at the .05/.01/.001 level, two-tailed test.
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were not referred to TWC—in theory, all of them should have been—but, as discussed in
Chapter III, we do know that, consistent with the programs’ targeting, RSC noncompleters were
very similar in their overall characteristics to TWC participants.

To the extent that RSC

noncompleters truly resembled TWC participants (that is, along both observed and unobserved
characteristics), their outcomes offer some suggestion of the outcomes TWC participants might
have achieved without this intervention.3
On average, TWC participants had outcomes similar to those of RSC noncompleters.
After we control for observable factors, there are only small, insignificant differences in
employment, earnings, and TANF receipt between TWC participants (both completers and
noncompleters) and RSC noncompleters (Table IV.3). Therefore, regardless of which program
they were involved in, TWC participants (in general) and RSC noncompleters fared similarly
over time. As discussed in Chapter III, there were important differences in the outcomes of
TWC completers and TWC noncompleters (although their baseline characteristics are similar).
As a result, comparing the average outcomes of TWC completers and noncompleters to the
outcomes of RSC noncompleters is likely to mask important relationships. Thus, we compare
the RSC noncompleters to TWC completers and TWC noncompleters separately.
The postprogram outcomes of TWC completers are significantly better than the outcomes
of RSC noncompleters.

Six quarters after program enrollment, TWC completers were 11

3

There are several possible explanations for why RSC noncompleters were not referred to
the TWC program. As we noted in Chapter I, Pennsylvania is a client choice state. Hence, when
referred to the Philadelphia welfare agencies for referral to another program, RSC noncompleters
could have opted out of TWC (for example, because of location or other preferences) and chosen
a different employment program. They could also have been exempted from work requirements
or could have left TANF altogether. If RSC noncompleters tend to be people who were
systematically excluded from, or opted out of, participation in TWC, their outcomes would not
necessarily provide a good representation of the likely outcomes of TWC participants in the
absence of this intervention.
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percent more likely to be employed, earned about $470 more, and were 8 percent less likely to
receive TANF than comparable RSC noncompleters (Table IV.3). To the extent that TWC
served people unlikely to succeed in the RSC program, this suggests that the program may have
helped these participants achieve better outcomes. Because the original RSC-TWC referral
process eventually broke down, it is also possible that TWC completers include people who
enrolled directly in this program but could have succeeded in securing unsubsidized employment
through the RSCs. To the extent this happened, apparent differences between the outcomes of
TWC completers and RSC noncompleters would be an overstatement of TWC’s success. Given
the lack of an experimental design, we cannot determine which TWC completers may have
succeeded in getting unsubsidized jobs with the less intensive help of the RSC programs, nor the
extent to which TWC may have helped “convert” actual or potential RSC “failures” into
“successes.”
However, TWC noncompleters fared much worse than RSC noncompleters.

TWC

noncompleters were as likely as RSC noncompleters to be employed six quarters after program
referral, but they earned about $400 less and were 11 percent more likely to receive TANF
(Table IV.3). This suggests that TWC noncompleters may have been the most disadvantaged of
the WtW population—unable to complete either the TWC or the RSC program. Their poor
outcomes highlight the importance of identifying and addressing factors contributing to
participants’ lack of success in these types of programs. The marked differences in outcomes
between TWC noncompleters and RSC noncompleters further suggest that important,
unobserved differences among TWC and RSC participants remain unaccounted for in our study.
B. SUMMARY
We used multiple methods—OLS regression, fixed-effects regression, and propensity
scoring—to attempt to control for differences in the characteristics of TWC and RSC participants
60

TABLE IV.3
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
ESTIMATED DIFFERENCE IN OUTCOMES BETWEEN TWC PARTICIPANTS
AND RSC NONCOMPLETERS SIX QUARTERS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY

Earningsa

TANF Receipt

Difference in
Percentage
Employed

Difference in
Dollars

Difference in
Percentage
Receiving TANF

0.4
5.0

–93.23
20.1

6.6*
1.8

Employment

Statistical Method
All TWC Participants vs. RSC Noncompleters
Simple Difference in Means
OLS Regression

TWC Noncompleters vs. RSC Noncompleters
Simple Difference in Means
OLS Regression

11.3***
–1.8

–487.27***
–395.98***

11.7***
11.1**

460.30***
471.27***

12.4***
10.9**

TWC Completers vs. RSC Noncompleters
Simple Difference in Means
OLS Regression

–3.8
–7.9*

Source: Baseline information forms of Welfare-to-Work participants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.;
state administrative records data; and RSC and TWC Management Information Systems data.
Note:

All models include demographics, prior work or prior TANF receipt, and unemployment rate as
explanatory variables. Prior work is included in the employment and earnings models. Prior TANF
receipt is included in the TANF receipt models.

a

The earnings models include participants who were not employed and had zero earnings.
*/**/***Significantly different from zero at the .05/.01/.001 level, two-tailed test.
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(both observed and unobserved) and other factors likely to have contributed to their differences
in outcomes. These regression adjustments reduced the TWC-RSC differences in employment,
earnings, and TANF receipt but did not erase them completely. The inclusion of a program
completion term—to capture additional unobserved participant characteristics—further reduced
the difference in outcomes. In a strategy analogous to propensity scoring, we also restricted our
analysis to RSC noncompleters, who were very similar to TWC participants along observable
characteristics and who, in theory, should have been referred to the TWC. This analysis revealed
that, regardless of which program they were involved in, TWC participants (in general) and RSC
noncompleters fared similarly over time.

Marked differences in the regression-adjusted

outcomes of RSC noncompleters, TWC completers, and TWC noncompleters suggest, however,
that important, unmeasured differences remain unaccounted for in our study. Hence, we are
unable to reach definitive conclusions about the effects of these programs. The potential benefits
of subsidized work experience relative to direct placement in unsubsidized employment for the
hard to employ can be assessed only through a randomized trial of such programs.
C. IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE PROGRAMS AND STUDY CONCLUSIONS
Although our study of outcomes of RSC and TWC participants cannot offer definitive
conclusions, it suggests themes that could contribute to the further development of programs
aimed at helping the hard to employ succeed in their transition from welfare to work. This
section assembles these themes and presents our broad conclusions.
Intensive services can be targeted to the most disadvantaged. The original design of the
RSC and TWC programs and, in particular, their sequencing within the larger GPW initiative
represented an innovative, commendable approach to program development. Believing that
“failure” at the RSCs should not be the only way to secure referral to TWC, program developers
specified that staff would have discretion to identify people likely to need more intensive
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services and refer them directly to the TWC program. This would accomplish several important
objectives.

It would avert the costly waste of resources in delivering RSC services to

participants unlikely to succeed with their basic assistance, minimize the time participants spent
in services before successfully transitioning off time-limited TANF, and avoid the potential
discouragement of participants required to fail at one program before gaining access to more
appropriate services. We can reasonably assume that most of the TWC participants in our study
enrolled directly in the program, since enrollments increased markedly after direct TWC
outreach was allowed and RSC referrals had been limited to that point. Thus, our finding that
TWC participants, in general, were similar along observable characteristics to RSC
noncompleters suggests that the intended targeting was both feasible and successful in these
programs.
Programs targeting the hard to employ may be more effective if they devote attention to
identifying and addressing factors that contribute to participants’ lack of success.

As

discussed, TWC participants who did not achieve job placement through the TWC program fared
worse than any other RSC or TWC participants.

These people may have been the most

disadvantaged among the WtW-eligible population. Intensive programs aimed at serving this
population need to identify and address the barriers they face. One clue that our study offers
regarding factors that may contribute to lack of success is that TWC participants without a high
school diploma were less likely to complete the program.4

However, simply focusing on

education is unlikely to lead to improved outcomes for these people, since earlier studies have
shown that providing education services alone does not generally lead to improved employment

4

For further information on factors associated with program success, see Appendix
Table A.6.
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outcomes (Michalopoulos and Schwartz 2000; and Burghardt et al. 1992). Those who did not
succeed at TWC are likely to have a variety of complex barriers that, unfortunately, remain
unmeasured in our study.5
The hardest-to-employ participants in intensive programs like TWC may be especially
vulnerable during periods of high unemployment. The only other highly significant factor in
predicting program completion among TWC participants was economic conditions, as measured
by the local unemployment rate.6 This suggests that programs like TWC may need to offer even
more intensive placement help to participants in times when there is more competition for
available unsubsidized jobs. Because experience in transitional work may not be as highly
valued as unsubsidized work experience, transitional jobs may need to include more skill
building and training (to make participants more attractive to prospective employers), and
placements may need to be longer. In addition, program staff may need to take on an even more
active role in unsubsidized job placement than in a time of more favorable economic conditions.
Services related to retention and advancement remain important in helping participants
build on their employment experience and achieve further gains. Our study confirms that
those who maintain employment continue to build on these experiences and increase their
earnings over time. In addition, the RSC and TWC participants who switched jobs tended to
move to jobs with better wages, hours, and benefits. Thus, both job retention and advancement
services, including ongoing job search and placement services, are potentially important
5

For example, a study of barriers to completion in Philadelphia’s Single Point of Contact
program—one of the other employment assistance programs available to work-mandatory TANF
recipients in Philadelphia—suggests that noncompleters often faced many barriers, including
child care concerns, domestic violence, and low self-efficacy (Kinnevy et al. 2003).
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components to help participants build a strong employment history leading them to further
employment success.
Further research is needed to clarify how programs like the RSCs and the TWC
contribute to participant outcomes. Shortfalls in program enrollment made it impossible to
implement the original random-assignment design planned for this evaluation. Our results hint
that the intensive TWC intervention may have partially, but not completely, made up for the
greater employment challenges TWC participants faced.

Nevertheless, our study leaves

unanswered questions that only a more rigorous evaluation can answer. Large scale experiments
provide evidence that programs promoting rapid attachment while allowing for some education
and training are particularly effective in helping welfare recipients increase earnings and reduce
welfare receipt (Hamilton 2002). Transitional work programs, like the TWC, have a similar
approach in that they promote rapid entry to work while incorporating ongoing skill-building.
Further study is needed to determine the actual effects of transitional work on participants’
outcomes and the most appropriate targeting and sequencing of programs like the TWC and the
RSCs.

(continued)
6
Since most RSC participants enrolled before the economic downturn in 2000, they had
little variation in economic conditions. Therefore, an association with economic conditions was
less likely to emerge for these participants.
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APPENDIX A
APPENDIX TABLES AND FIGURES

TABLE A.1
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
TRENDS IN EMPLOYMENT RATES FOR RSC AND TWC PARTICIPANTS

Quarter Relative to
Program Entry
-4
-3
-2
-1
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Sample Size
Source:

RSC (Percentages)

TWC (Percentages)

37.7
39.4
43.7
40.3
47.8
58.6
54.4
51.3
52.1
50.3
49.4
47.3
45.5

35.2
35.2
36.2
33.7
78.8
71.3
55.8
45.6
44.7
41.6
38.9
NA
NA

2,338

2,543

Significance
*
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
n.a.
n.a.

State administrative records data.

NA = not available.
n.a. = not applicable.
*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01
level, two-tailed test.

A.3

TABLE A.2
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
AVERAGE EARNINGS

Quarter Relative to
Program Entry
-4
-3
-2
-1
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Sample Size
Source:

RSC (Dollars)

TWC (Dollars)

Significance

519.71
556.52
620.52
506.93
455.24
1,001.16
1,132.00
1,136.10
1,231.50
1,236.33
1,274.78
1,264.30
1,235.26

428.66
422.82
414.54
294.93
532.50
889.67
828.67
829.12
841.28
827.81
777.74
NA
NA

***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
n.a.
n.a.

2,338

2,543

State administrative records data.

NA = not available.
n.a. = not applicable.
*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01
level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE A.3
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
TANF PARTICIPATION RATE

Quarter Relative to
Program Entry
-4
-3
-2
-1
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Sample Size
Source:

RSC (Percentage)

TWC (Percentage)

Significance

81.2
81.5
82.3
86.0
94.3
85.6
68.9
60.8
56.1
52.7
49.3
46.9
45.4

88.5
88.8
90.1
93.7
98.2
93.3
84.2
75.9
71.1
66.4
64.0
NA
NA

***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
n.a.
n.a.

2,338

2,543

State administrative records data.

NA = not available.
n.a. = not applicable.
*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01
level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE A.4
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
COMBINATION OF EMPLOYMENT AND TANF RECEIPT

Employed on TANF
Quarter
RSC
TWC
Relative to
Program Entry (Percentages) (Percentages) Sig.

A.6

-4
-3
-2
-1
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Sample Size
Source:

28.8
29.7
34.1
33.2
45.9
50.1
33.9
26.4
24.8
20.4
18.4
16.7
15.0

29.0
29.1
31.0
30.6
78.2
67.4
45.8
30.8
27.4
23.4
22.7
NA
NA

2,338

2,543

**
*
***
***
***
***
**
**
***
n.a.
n.a.

Employed, Not on TANF

Not Employed, on TANF

Not Employed,
Not on TANF

RSC
TWC
(Percentages) (Percentages) Sig.

RSC
TWC
(Percentages) (Percentages) Sig.

RSC
TWC
(Percentages) (Percentages) Sig.

8.9
9.6
9.6
7.1
1.9
8.5
20.5
25.0
27.3
29.9
31.0
30.6
30.5

6.1
6.1
5.2
3.1
0.6
3.9
10.0
14.8
17.3
18.2
17.9
NA
NA

2,338

2,543

**
*
***
***
***
***
**
**
***
n.a.
n.a.

52.4
51.8
48.2
52.8
48.4
35.5
35.0
34.4
31.3
32.2
30.9
30.2
30.4

59.5
59.7
59.1
63.1
20.1
25.9
38.4
45.0
43.7
43.0
41.2
NA
NA

2,338

2,543

State administrative records data.

NA = Not Available.
n.a. = not applicable.
*/**/***Difference between RSC and TWC estimates is statistically significant at the .10/.05/.01 level, two-tailed test.

***
***
***
***
***
***
**
***
***
***
***
n.a.
n.a.

9.8
8.9
8.1
7.0
3.8
5.9
10.6
14.2
16.6
17.5
19.7
22.6
24.1

5.4
5.1
4.7
3.2
1.2
2.8
5.8
9.4
11.6
15.4
18.1
NA
NA

2,338

2,543

***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
*
n.a.
n.a.

TABLE A.5
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
ESTIMATED DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TWC AND RSC OUTCOMES SIX QUARTERS AFTER
PROGRAM ENTRY, INCLUDING PROGRAM COMPLETION STATUS AS EXPLANATORY VARIABLE

Statistical Method

Employment

Earningsa

TANF Receipt

Difference in the
Percentage Employed
(TWC-RSC)

Difference in
Dollars
(TWC-RSC)

Difference in the
Percentage
Receiving TANF
(TWC-RSC)

OLS Regression
Without program completion
With program completion

–4.9
–2.4

–367.62***
–247.62***

10.4***
8.9***

Fixed-Effects Regression
Without program completion
With program completion

–6.7*
–7.3*

–320.31***
–338.66***

11.7***
11.8***

Propensity Scoring Model
Without program completion
With program completion

–3.8
–5.0

–347.93***
–308.69***

13.8***
10.0***

Source:

Baseline information forms of Welfare-to-Work participants, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.; state
administrative records data; and RSC and TWC Management Information Systems data.

Note:

All models include demographics, prior work or prior TANF receipt, and unemployment rate as explanatory
variables. Prior work is included in employment and earnings models; prior TANF receipt is included in
TANF receipt model.

a

The earnings models include participants who were not employed and had zero earnings.

*/**/***Significantly different from zero at the .05/.01/.001 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE A.6
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH PLACEMENT SUCCESS,
BASED ON OLS REGRESSION RESULTS

Factors Associated with Placement Success

TWC

RSC

–.046
–.011
–.405*
.119*
.151
–.097
.049
.018*
.057
.168***
–.081
–.059

.042
.025
.007
–.110*
–.039
.152
–.029
–.002
.080*
.057
–.054
.035

–.457***

.125

Baseline Characteristics
Age Is Less than 30
Age Is Greater than 30 and Less than 40
Female
Hispanic
White
Other Race/Ethnicity
Married or Cohabiting
Number of Children
Age of Youngest Child Less than 5
Has High School Diploma or GED
Own Health Problem Limits Ability to Work
Family Member’s Health Problem Limits Ability to Work
Economic Conditions
Unemployment Rate in Quarter 6 After Program Entry
Prior Employment
Never Employed Before Program Entry
Employed in All Four Quarters Before Program Entry
Average Earnings in Four Quarters Before Program Entry

–.064
.012
.143*

–.146*
.112
–.086

–.041
.056
.064

–.092*
–.019
–.028

Prior TANF Receipt
Received TANF in All Four Quarters Before Program Entry
Received TANF Two to Five Years
Received TANF Five or More Years
Source:

Baseline information forms of Welfare-to-Work participants, Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc.; state administrative records data; and RSC and TWC Management Information Systems
data.

Note:

Missing values for race/ethnicity, health problem, family member’s health problem, and
length of TANF receipt were imputed. Dummy variables for imputed cases, included in the
model, were not significant.

*/**/***Significant at the .05/.01/.001 level, two-tailed test.
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FIGURE A.1
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EMPLOYMENT RATES OVER TIME AFTER
ESTIMATED PLACEMENT IN UNSUBSIDIZED WORK
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Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.

FIGURE A.2
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
EARNINGS OVER TIME AFTER ESTIMATED
PLACEMENT IN UNSUBSIDIZED WORK
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TWC

6

7

FIGURE A.3
PHILADELPHIA WTW OUTCOMES STUDY:
RATE OF TANF RECEIPT OVER TIME AFTER
ESTIMATED PLACEMENT IN UNSUBSIDIZED WORK
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Source: Administrative data from State of Pennsylvania.
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APPENDIX B
METHODOLOGY

We employed multiple analytic methods to estimate the regression models in order to test
the robustness of study findings. In particular, we used three statistical techniques to control for
differences between RSC and TWC participants when modeling their postprogram outcomes:
1. Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regressions. This method estimated the relationship
of each observable factor to outcomes while holding all other factors constant. The
basic form of the OLS model is: y = α0 + α1*TWC + xβ + µ, where y is the outcome
measure, TWC is an indicator variable that equals 1 for TWC participants and 0 for
RSC participants, x is a vector of observable participant characteristics measured at
baseline, the Greek letters are parameters to be estimated, and µ is a mean-zero error
term. In this formulation, the estimate of α1 represents the regression-adjusted TWCRSC difference. We then compare these estimates to the simple differences in mean
outcomes between the two participant groups.1
2. Fixed-Effects Regressions. This approach used longitudinal data on outcomes over
time to examine whether changes in outcomes between the post- and preintervention
periods differed across the TWC and RSC groups. This “difference-in-difference”
method attempts to correct for unobserved differences between the two participant
groups that remain constant over time and are captured by the preintervention
outcome measures. We estimated these models by stacking quarterly outcome data
and including time indicators and time*TWC interaction terms as explanatory
variables.
3. Propensity Scoring. This method “matched” RSC participants to TWC participants
using observable characteristics. The matching was performed in three stages. First,
we estimated a logit model where the dependent variable (equaling 1 for TWC
participants and 0 for RSC participants) was regressed on the full set of explanatory
variables. Second, using the logit results, we calculated a predicted probability of
being in the TWC group (that is, a propensity score) for each sample member.
Finally, we matched to each TWC sample member that RSC participant with the
closest propensity score. The matching was done with replacement, so that an RSC
participant could match to more than one TWC participant. We then compared mean
outcomes of TWC participants to those of their matched comparison group. This
method yielded a “comparison group” (from among RSC participants) that is very
similar to the “program group” (in this case, TWC participants) on a wide range of
characteristics. Thus, our hope is that the two groups also match on unobservables
that are correlated with outcomes. Some evidence suggests that this method may be
able to replicate experimental findings, but results can be biased to the extent that
participants’ motivation and interest in the program are not measured (Agodini and
Dynarski 2001).
1

Note that this simple difference is the estimate of α1 when no explanatory variables are
included in the models.
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