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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

II}. 1997, Ne~ J. er~e.y .1··.m. p.lem. e. ht,ed·.· it~ new.· w~l.far. e. :initia·t.·ive: W.·· ork ~ir.·st N~. w Je ... r.·sey (WFNJ), which mcludes five-year time hmits on cash assistance, immediate work 
requirements for most clients, and expanded support services. To learn how clients are 

faring under the newreforms,the New Jersey Department of Human.Services (NJDHS) has 
'contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc, (MPR) to conduct a comprehensive five-
year ~valuation of the initiative. This is the first in a series .of six reports that will track the 
progress of current and form~r WFNJ. clients overtime. It•focuses on four key.issues·: (1) 
clients' welfare and employment experiences after theye:gter WFNJ;,(2) their quality of life 
as measured by income, health, housing · arr~gemer1ts, and other outcomes; (3) their 
understanding of basic WFN J pro.visions, and ( 4) the· potential challenges they face to 
obtaining and sustaining employment · · · · · 

KEY QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS: IN BRIEF' 

Whatare ~lients' welfare a~d employment experiences? i 
jj 

. Welfare receipt fell steadily over time among WFNJ c;lients; and employment increased -::: 
steadily. Approximately a year and a half after entering WFNJ, more than one in three I 
clients were. offwelfare and working, just under one in three remained on T ANF and were " 
not working, and about one in four were n~ilher receiving T ANF nor working.' .1 

What is the overall life quality;ofclients and their families? ii 
i 

About a year and a half after WFNJ e~try,a third were rio longer in poverty'. 1 · 
Clients who were off TANFand working were considerably better off finandially than ii 
those who remained on TANFand were less tikely.to have experienced recent hardships; I 
such as a serious illness or a severe housing crisis'. However; many ciid not receive •. l] 
available post-TANF supports, such as food stamps aridTransitional Child Care.benefits. [ 

About half of clients who left T ANF and were networking had either recent earnings of 
. their own or a household member with current.earnings. ,The rest (about 12,percent of all 

WFNJ clients) had neither source of supporf and were at high risk of extreme poverty. 
J ,: 

Do clients understand the .basic provisjons of WFNJ? I 
.) 

Most clients know that benefits are time limited and that recipients must eventually work 
to continue to receive them. They are less clear, however, on specifics, such as how long 
people can receive cash benefits and when the work requirement starts°' 

What are clients' biggest challenges to finding and keeping jobs? 

Unemployed clients whQ remain on TA~FJace a variety of barriers to employment. In 
general, they have low skills and less prior ,work experience than other clients. Many 

;;,; 

ii :::~ 

I 
I 

-=~ 
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I 

-WELFARE REFORM IN NEW JERSEY'. 

In August 1996, Congress passed the Per.sonal I esponsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act (PRWPRA)\ which abolished /the Aid to Families with pependent 
Children (AFDC) entitlement program. ,The Tem$orary Assistance for Needy Families 
(T ~NF) program _was establisq~d~ which imp~se

1

~ ·~ five-year lifeti~e: ~imit . o~ cash 
assistance and reqmres welfare recipients t<> participafe m work-related activities withm two 
years. New Jersey has implemented.the fe

1
deral welfa;t:e legislation as part of WFNJ. WFNJ· 

includes the five"'year time limit dn cash benefits est~blished under PRWORA and requires 
most clients to participate in a work activhy as sootj: as they enr<>ll in the program. Under 
WFNJ, the state also has e~panded child care assist,ce and other services designed to ease 
welfare recipients' transiti<;m to the work~orce. ~11 , 

During the first two ye'1}"s un9er thesei reforms ~d in the context of a strong economy, 
New Jersey has experienced an ~preced~nted redu~tion in its welfare caseload. Between 
July 1997 (when WFNJ w~s fully impletjlented) anfil August l 9Q9, the size of the welfare 
~aseloa~ declined by_ ~lmost 4_0 ~ercent: !h~se ch~ges have led to a gre~t deal of interest 
m leammg how families receivmg cash assistance ~n New Jersey are farmg and what has 
happened to those who hav¢ left dash assistance. In ~~sponse to this interest, and to help the 
state and counties impr,Qv~ prog~am operf1tions, NJf HS has contracted with MPR and its 
sub~ontractors, ~he Roper 

1

Group and M*htech, In~-•- to conduct an evaluation of WFNJ 
designed to provide freque~t feedpack botp to state p~hcymakers and to program operators. 
The evaluation includes three c?mponents: (1) a iongitudinal Client Study to track the 
progress ofTANF families:over :ijve years', (2) a Pro~rall1 Study to examfae implementation . 
issues, and (3) a Community Study to \.mderstand) Q.OW WFNJ is affecting the broader 
community and unfolding at the local level. I 

. ii 
i Ii 

RESEARCH METHODS • I ;, Ii . 
. ·. I . 

. . : I . r I 
To establish what happens to WFNJ clients b~fore and after they leave welfare, the 

Client Study is tracking,: over I a five,-year period, a sample of WFNJ families who 
participated in the ·program during its '.first l 8 ~onths of operations. Six rounds of 
longitudinal surveys will be conducted wi~h a statewide sample of up to 2,000 WFNJ'clients 
at 9- to 12-month interv~ls. Findings i from the [ I client surveys will be enhanced 'by 
information from state administr~tive data:for a sam~te of 10,000 clients and qualitative data 
from thre:e rou~ds ~f in-d~pth, ir-person1 interview~! wit_h 60 WFNJ clients. This current 
report rehes primarily on qata fr9m the first of the s~x chent surveys. 

The Client Study exa~ines :clients Jho have r!mained on cash assistance, as well as 
those who have· left T ANF. Therefore, it iis broader ]than the recent "T ANF leaver" studies . 
cond~cted in several state~, whibhJocus !only on tHbse who have left cash assistance. In 
addition, because the Cliertt Study tracks clients ov~r a longer period and uses data. from a 
variety of sources, it should proVide a more compl,te picture of the status of current and 
former welfare recipients~ : ! : ' 1: 

The first round of client sJrveys began in Mirch 1999; by September 1999~- MPR 
completed interviews with 1,621 bf these clients (anl/81 percent response rate). This report 
is based on data from the 1:,423 sfrvey respondents fho were enrolled in WFNJ from July 

. ! . 11 
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MAl'HEMA TICA~S EVALUATION: THREE INTERRELATED STUDIES .. I. . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . ·. ·. . 

. . ' . ' ! . 

The Client Study is traeking a statewide sample of WFNJ familiesover a fjve- . 
year period toestaqlish what happens to them beforeand after they leave welfare. 
Focusing on clients who participatecl in WFNJ during its .first 18 months of 
operation, this study .is documenting the welfare receipt, employmenLlevels, 
income, health, housing arrangements, and other indicators of WFNJciients' 
general well-being an~f quality of life. Ital so will identify factors affecting 
individuals~ success in moving from welfare to work and document changes in the 
welfare caseload over time. The study uses three main types of data: (J) six 
rounds of longitudinalsurvey,s with a statewide sample of up to 2,000 WFNJ 
clients; conducted at 9- to l 2-mont11 intervals;> (2) information from state 
administrative data systems on a larger sample of 10,0Q0 WFNJ dients, 
documenting such outcomes as.their 'Wel(are r.ec¢ipt, .. empfoymentJevels, and 
earnings; and (3)three roundsofin-depth, i1'l'.-personint~rviews with a ~ubset of 
60 WFNJ clients, desi&ned to gather mote detailed:, qualitative information about 

· their lives. 

The Program Study is examining operationalchallenges and promising strategies 
for overcoming them, lo help state and c9unty staff id(mtify apd address key .· 
implementation issues •. Ital so will help the state develop.performance indicators 
to guide program imprnvement efforts. The analysis <:!raws on state administrative 
data and three; rouqds.of site visits to 11 of th~ state's 2 l counties. ·site visitors 
will interview a varietyofcotmtystaffmembers, conduct case file reviews, and 
observe key program activities. ·. 

. . . . 

· The Community Study is conducting.case studies in three urban areas--Newark, 
Camden, and the population centerSof Cumberland County~-to understand how . 
WFNJ is affecting the broader com~unityand unfoldingatthe local level. The 

. case studieswillfocusontheextenttowhichpublic·andprivate institutions are 
collaborating toaddressfow~income parents' employment barriers and employers' 
labor force needs. The study'sprimarygc,al is to identify promisipg Strategies to 
enable local institutions to better respond to welfare reform. and the needs of low-
incomefamilies. The analysis will d.raw on a sµrvey oflow~income residents, an 
employer survey, state administrative data, and interviews with locl!I service 
providers andother stakeholders. . . f 

, ~;:::~:~: ... ::. ... ::$;.:...:...:: .. -;-• .. • .-6:~•.c.:_.,,:~A:w .. • .:x-.-.» .x h~••«ViN./H 'V /WJ +..:~.:>:<.,:w::.:.::s~:~ '--

1997 through June 1998; the. first year of pro grain operations. 1 Interview$' were conducted 
an average of21 mcmths after clients entered.the program, The survey askedaboutclients' 
backgrounds,· employment. histories, ·income sources, .potential employment barriers,· and 
experiences and perceptions.of WFNJ. We also use state Mininistrative data on monthly 
:TANF·and food stamp benefits. . . 

'Because dient{in our research sample who entered WFNJ between July and December 1998 had a short 
follow-up period aqhe time of the first survey (a!Jout eigl1t months, on average), we excluded these 198 clients 
(1,621 -' I ;423) from this first report. Thi!i later cohort of WFNJdients w.ill be. included in future Client Study 
reports. 
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KEY FINDINGS 

' '1· 

f . 

! 

Several ke~finci~~gs have einerged Jorn our e ily look at clients' experiences ~i~ce 
entering the program. . , i • ! ' j 

1 1 · i' 
, , , I ! , j,' ,• · 

• WFNJ clients are diverse~ At the fime tl,ey , ntered_tl,e program, some/aced 
significant barriers Jo s~lf-sufficiency; oth,rs were, less disadvantaged and _ 
faced fewer obsta.cl~s. . i _ i ·-. Ii , ·· 1 _ · .-- · : • - •• . ... 

. · · . Although more than nalf of1 WFNJ t:lien,ts ha~ a high ~chool diploma or a general -· - . 
equivalen~y diploma {GEi;)) wh~n: the~ entere:d th: program, a significant fraction (44 ·. _· . 

. · percent) did not. · Many {55 perce~t) ~d w~rked m th 1 _two years before they entered WFNJ; .. 
ho_wever, almost half had n~ labor piarket :e~?erience during this period (Table -~ )i .More than. _ l _m 10 spoke a l~guage ~ther than Eng~1sh at ho+ e. ·. When· they e~ter~d the program,. _ 
cheQts had two children unpe:ragb 18, on ~verage, and 40 percent had a child under ~geJ. · -

· The average age of their youngest child-w~sjust undlr five years. Most (78 percent) lived.I 
in single-parent household~ with no other adult pres~nt. 

, TANF receipt/ell stead/! over al;e amongllWFJVJ clients, and employment 
increased steadily. : Abo~t a yea71 and a after program entry, average 
,nont/1/y inco,ne of ~lientsfwas (lbo1:1t $1 ,1 OO;i tl,ir_d were no longer in poverty . 

• -.. • \ , .'. i I ·.· '_ . I . .• . 

_ . ·.. At the, time of the firs~ clien~ survey !(approxilll tely a_ year and a half after program 
entry); 6 of IO clients had e~ited lANFap~just und 'thalf(44 percent) were working. As 
a group, WFNJ clients had1 mont~ly incotjies of abo 1,t· $1,100, on avera,ge. Those who left r < · r· i ,; · 1: · ·· · · · 

I 
1· 

Female . I. 
Average Age (in Years) f' ,- i : 

·r . ':) I 
Has High SchoolDiploma ~r OED i 

.·,,, .· 1 . . I . 
. Employed in Two-Year P~r)od Prior ito WFNJ Entry 

. .I ' [ . I 

Race/Ethnicity· 
' African American 

'Hispanic 
.. White 

1 Other 
i 

'' ' ··-1'· 

• •• • I 

. : ; 

Does Not Speak English Ill ~ome ! : : 
• . ,-· 1 ·· • .!·.". 

Average Nu~bc;r ofChihlr~n Under f'\ge 18 in H9usehold 

: Age of Youngest Child _ 1 

- Yqunger than 3 years i 
3 to S years . . . 
6 years or older · · : 

· Sample Size 

l 1·: 

i' 
.. ' ! . 

·•souRc1::: 
·. _-- . _: .. _·. r. _·-_ ) .... 

·. WFNJ ad~inistrative re,cords data arjd firstWFN_J II ientSurvey. 
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welfare for work had considerably higherjncome$; their income \Vas about twice as high as 
the income ofthose dn TANFandno,t working, Among alldients,just over on~-third had 
curr~nt incomes higher than the federal poverty level (computed.qn a mon;My basis), while 
almost two.;thirds · remained in poverty. 

' ' ' ' . 

. Some. clients,. especially those remaimng'ori T ANFand those nc,tworking, faced h.ealth 
and housing problems and other hardships .. Amongall clients,. one in fom had been seriously iB inthe previous year .. One in .10 reportedthatthey .could notworkatall because of their 
health; ·About halfreported havingahousingprC>blemin theprevi9usyear, mo.st often livipg 
in overcrowded conditions or doubling.up withfriends.orrelativestosave on rent. .. Fourteen 
percent had experienced a serious housing crisis1 such as being (!Victt:d, livingin a shelter;· 
or beinghomeless. 

' ' ' ' ' , 

Mllny WFNJ <;li(!nts hQ~eJe.ft w~lfaref~twork. More tl,aftone in three were 
offTANFand working about tlyeat and,4ha1/ after entering WFNJ. These 
clients are making a good startandareto,isiderably be(ter off financially tl,an . 
those :w,,o remainedpn TAIVF. Maityfhpwever, do nlJt receive available 
supports; such as food stamps, Tr~nsitio.nal Child Care, or Medicaid benefits. 

. . ' •. . . 

At the time of the first dienrst1ivey, 35pe~c.entor clients who participated in \\'FNJ 
9uring its first year were working and noJongerreceivingTANF (FigureJ). These clients 
are faring better financially than those whoremafoed onTANF .. Their average incomes, were 
almost$1,600 a hlonth, and most ofthem(?lpercent)had curreiitmonthlyjncomes above,· 

EMPLO~MEr,.JT ANDT ANFsh Tus oFWFNJ CLIENTS 
AT.TIME OF THE FIRST SURVEY 

I t. ~, 

.,, 

I :-:-: 
·i 
I 

i I 
SoJrce." FirSt-W-FNJ Clie.nt Sur.·~y 

Note - ~-igur~.·s refe~ _t6 the .. TAN·~-~-d eql_pl_~yment :St41t~s_.?P0P.roxi'rn·a_ieiy' 2/.,i'.noriths W~J-.~i,try of clients who entered the 1.&_t_i __ 

program from July. l997 to June 1998. · ' · .~\ 
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the feder~l poverty level} :in contrast, cli~nts who fere on TANF and not emplo_yed had· 
monthly mcomes of about $800 a month, apd only 10/)percent had current monthlymcpmes 

a.·· hove the. federal_Poverty. ·. ley .... el(F··· ipur. e 2)· .. ·f•····ut;he. rm. Oli.·f
1.e, clien···t.·s w. ho had left .... ~ANF. for w .. ork .. ' 

also were less hkely than: those, who remamed od. T ANF to have experienced senous 
hardships in the past year, such as a serious illnessli a severe housing crisis, or being the 
victim .of a violent crime. .. ,. /1 . . . . . 

Although they. are• faring relltively wellfinanciilly, many of these clients do not take 
advantage of the supports availabfo to them when the~ leave cash assistance. For example, 
only one of three clierttswHo had left TANf was rec~iving food stampsi Similarly, among . 
employed clientswho.wereloffT~F and.had young/children, fewer than one i,n four were 
receivingTransitionalChil:d Care benefits; WFNJ ri[ients who were working and.hadleft 

,··· T ANF were also less likely to have health insurance tH~ were those who remained on T ANF 
(77 versus 98 percent), indi~ating[that soaje clients I9aving welfare for work are not taking 
advantage of_transitional M~dicait benefitt It is impl?rtant to understand why many clien!s 
who are leavmg TANE are ;not usmg thesebenefits. pn follow-up surveys, nearly three m · 
four former WFNJ clients who were notreceiving t~Fse benefits said that they were aware 

· of the availability of such :benefits. Ther¢fore, lac~j of knowledge only partially explains 
' ; ' ·11 ,' ·, 
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DIFFERENCES BET\\;EENWfNJ CUENTS WHO HA~~ LETT WELFARE FOR WORK 
AND THOSE WHO HAVE REMAINED ONT ANF 

I ' ' ', ll 

Percentag~ 
' It' 

J ' ' ' 

Characte~istics atPro~ram Ent,r 90 Chl~ncteristics at Time ofSurvey 
I 
I 

66 

Had High School, 
Diploma or GED 

I: 
I 

¥onthly l,ncome I. · 
Belo\\'· Poverty 
1 Level · 

Seriously Ill in 
Past Year 

. Worked Du)ing 
Two Years Prior . 

to Enl 
--...;__~...:.---~-I---~ j•;0n TANF. N'ot.,Working 001/[TANF. Working I 

11 

Source: State administrative rec~rds data an
1
a first WFNJ Cl.ientSurvey. I] \ 

_-" "Housi~g crisis~ is define:d a~ be:ing evicted; livini ih a: -~he·l~ef~ or·p~·in:g hom~l~~-s. 
I · ·• · I 
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.Housing Crisis 11 

in Past Year 
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2Converting th~ir monthlyj~co~e~ to an an11pal figure b~iimultiplyi?g by. l~ yields an annual income of 
about $19,000 for this group,. which ts 4Jpercent~ofthe median family mcome m New Jersey. The $19,000 
figure may somewhat overstate the ac:bial incomes these cli~rts will receive over the next year, however, 
because some cli7nts may not w9rk thejfull 11 months. We wjlJI examine how long clients stay employed in 
our next report. ·.· ·• . I . ' i . . I 
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·theselowparticipationrates. Future rounds oftheWFNJ clietitsutvey (conducted aspart. 
of this five-yearevaluation)willfurther explore why many WFNJ.clientswho'are leaving 
T ANF do not use these benefits. 

Some clients. have not yet made a successful welfare-to;..work transition. Three · 
in 10 remained on TANF and were not ~orking about a year and a half after 
entering WFNJ. These clients face a variety of barriers to employment, 
including low education levels, little labormarket experience, and poor health. 

Clients who remained on'T ANF·. and were· notworldng had low average incomes, and · 
most had incomes below the federal poveny level (Figure 2). As a: group, these clients are 
considerably less prepared for employmentt9~ those who left welfare for work. For 
example, only about half of thc;,se remaining on TANF and' not working had graduated from 

· high school or eamecl a GED; fewer than half h~d worked during the two years before they 
entered WFNJ. In contrast, two-thirds ofthose who were working and no longer receiving 
TANF had high school diplomas or GEDs; a siinilar fraction had recent work experience 
when they entered the program. In addition, many WFNJ clients who were not working and 
remained·on TANF reported serious health problems: four in lOindicatedtheyhadbeen 
seriously iH in the past year (comp?red with only 15 percent of those working and off 
T ANF). One in four said they cquld not work at all because of their health. 

About. one inf our clients was neither working nor receiving TANF at the time 
of the survey. · Some of these cHents had other sources. of financial support, 
such as earnings_from, a f po use orpartner. Others.did nofand were athigh 
risk of ppverty. 

. . • · .. · .• 1 . ·. . .• . . . . . 

Clients who have exited TANF and are not working are of particular concern for 
policymakers, because they may be athighrisk of extreme poverty .. Previous ''TANF leaver" 
studies of clients who have left cashassistance in,other states have focused primarily ontl}eir 
employmentJevels and rates of welfare recidivism. These prior studies shed little light on 
how clients who leave welfare and are not.employed·support themselves.' 

. As part of this report, we examine the 27percent of our sample who fall into this group 
(off TANF and networking) inmqre detail. ~e findthatabout cmeinfiveofthemlives 
with an employed spouse ~r partner (Figure 3). This fraction isfaring relatively well 
financially, with average monthlyincomes of more than $1,500 (similar to the incomes of 

.· clients who have left welfare for work). Another 18 percent were ernployedwithinJhe past 
· three months but had receritlylosttheir job. This group was fatingless well, with average 

monthly incomes of about $650. 59me ofthese clients may find other employihent fairly 
soon; others may return to TANF .. An additional 15 percent of those off TANF and not 

· empJoyed·were·Iiving in households.with empl()yed· adults·.other th~ spouses or partners. 
These clients, who were relying.on the financial help of friends and relatives to support 
themselves, had little income of their own (averagingjust over $200 .in the prior month) . 

. Th~ remaining individuals-"'.nearly half of those offTANF and not employed (about 12 
percent of all clients whO participated in WFNJ during its first year)--had no recent 
employment history,nor did they fore withother employedadults (FigureJ) .. These clients 
relied largely on food.stamps, child support payinents,andsuppl~rnental·security income 
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' FlGURE':3 / 
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. LIVING SITUA TlONS A~D EM~LOYMENt STATUS OF ~LiENTS WHO WERE OFF t ANF 
· AND NOT.EMPLOYED AT THE TIME F THE SURVEY ·· , 

i. 

Li,·es'with'Employed , 
Spou,e!Panner 

Held a Job in Past'Th~ 
Months, Diles Not Lite with . 
Employed Spou,e/P~er · 

I i 
·source:- First W_FNJ Client.Sui:v~. 

: -N~ Recent Employmen~ 
· . Does Nor Li~• with Other 

. Employed Adults 
/ 

. , (SSI) t~ Support therr{s~lve~.3 '~ia grmip~ they had)~ery low cu~ent income (about $400 
· · during the prior month, on aver~ge ), and: almost alt (96 percent) were living in poverty . 
. Although these individual(may be some iof the mo t disadvantaged WFNJ clients, many 

• . ! I . . I . . . 
have no contact with the \\lelfare :system. ; To ensur9 that these clients receive appropriate 
support services, it is important ~o understand why.I they exited T ANF and how they are 
managing to m'ake ends m~et. F*ure rep?rts as part of the WFNJ Client Study will focus 
on these issues in more detail. : , i I j · 

' I ' ! I 
, I I 

I I , I 

Most clients are a~are df the bakic WFN. 1Jprovisions, sue/, as time limits, 
. ·. work requirements,; and t{,e _availability of trf nsitional benefits. Tl,ey are less . 
. . _· · . c(ear, however, o~ f lie sprcijics. . : . .· . · ·_. jl ·. -. . . . ·. ·. _ · . ·.. . . . . · . i . . . 

· .·. · . _.·More.than 80 . percent: of clients kno'}V that' T A~1 F benefits are time limited and that . 
. . · recipients must eventually iwork to continue to recei e benefits. Some .confusion remains 1 . 

. ·. about the specifics of the~e_proyistons, h~*ev. er. For\ xample, only.abo. u., t half of aU~l.ie.nts 
. are aware that TANF rec1p1ents c~ receiv~ cash ben

1 
fits,for five years. About one m four 

thinks the limit is less thanifive y1ears. Si~ilarly, al~hough m-ost clients (86 percent) know 
· ~bout the TAN~ work req~i~emer.ts, few fllow whew it take~ effect. Noneth~less,. in sP.i~e, . 
of some confy~10n over ,spef 1fic IJles, pro~ram staff 

1 
~ear to ~ave. succeeded m convey mg 

i . ' I .j 
.··I I 

I 
.· . . · . i . j . . I . . .·. . ( • 

. · 3One i~ five ofthe~e cli~nt~ ~as re~f iving _ssi[at th~ time o the s1.1rvey. · Movin~ _from ti'?1e-lim;ited .T ANF · 
to SSI (which h~s no time hm1t on benefits) 1s ,most hkely a ood outcome for clients w1th·senous health , .. •· . ' . I ,.· . . . .. 
problems. ·· · ; j · · , . · . . . · . · 

. . I . ; 
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the b~ic message to clients t~at cash benefits·~e time limited and that clients wiH hav~ to 
.. participate in some work;..related _activity to contii:iue fo receive cash benefits. 

IMfLIC.A TIO NS FOR POLICY AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

This report provides an ~arly look at how current and former WFNJ clients and their 
families are faring under th.e m;w welfare policies, focusing on cli~nts' welfare and 
employment experiences andgeneral life quality •. B~cause our findings are based on the first 
of a series of six client surveys, they should be viewed as a benchmark by' which to track 
client progress over time: Subsequent rotmds of the survey:will give a clearer picture of 

· clierits' progress in moving offwelfare. and provide more in,-depth guidance for programs and 
policy. However,· to provide early feedback to state and county staff, we make the following 
suggestions: ' ) 

Consider. spending additionai time and resources to promote greater use of 
transitional benefits for those exiting TANFfor work,. as well as greater 
participation in the F'ood Stamp ~rogramfor all TANF leavers. · · 

As discussed earlier, a large number of clients have left welfare for work but are not 
using all the supports available tb thein. Why,not? Some report not knowing about 
transitional benefits. Otqers may be aware of these benefits but tlunk (incorrectly) that they 
do not qualify for them. To improve client a~areness of ti-8.J!sitional benefits, program staff 
may w'Ylt to inform clients apout these benefits at regular intervals as clients enter various 
work~related activities. Staff also may want to inform clients about these benefits soon after 
they exitTANF (when clients first need these benefits and will, therefore, be more likely to 
focus on their importance). In addition, progrrun staff can create simple budget tables 
showing the amount of Transitional Child Care benefits for which clients are eligible. They 
also can make sure that use of fransitiorial benefits is an important focus of any 
postempfoyment progrruns ·6ffered. To the .extent that the eligibility and paperwork 
processes may be complicated '.for those whp have ~ited TANF to report their employment 
to the welfare office, it will.be important to' fry fo simplify' these processes. 

. . . 
Some clients may knowaboutthe transitional benefits but notuse them. They may feel 

that the procedure for applying for and usingthese benefits is too. c1omplicated, or they may 
have· other reasons for not using them. It is necessary'to .. understandwhymany people.are 
not using these supports. In our next round of surveys, we willJoc:us on determining how 
many clients who are not using these benefits are eligible for them and why these clients are 
not using these benefits. · · 

Consider providing adclitional postemployment seryices to clients who have 
.1found jobs. 

Many WFNJ clients find/low-paying,. entry-leveljobs. The low wages that these jobs 
pay, co111bined with th,e high c.:ost:of work, can make it difficuit for welfare recipients to 
maintain emplpyment. l:n, addition, welfare recipients who find work must adjust to the 
demands of the workplace and make reliable c.:hild care and transportation arrangements. · 
Some must also deal.with health and housing problems and contend with lack of support 
fromJamily members. These concerns can all compound to make the transition from welfare , 
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to work difficult Stronger pbstemployment s9pports ( such as case management for high-risk · 
clients and financial incen~ives for low drners) ma* help clients cope with these issues. 

· Moreover, because many clients hkve little ;prior expetience dealing with workplace issues, 
programs designed to help support '.newly e:rriployed w~lfare recipients may also need to place 
greater emphasis on dealingjwith workplact stress an1 getting alcmg with others on thejob. 

! / I 11 ,. , . . i 
. : ,: L \ , \" 

Consider conducting c~~prehensive ass~ssments for long-term TANF 
recipients to understand their nee'¥ and ide~hJy the best package of services. 

. : · i.. I ii . . . . . 
Clients who remained on T ANF and \Yere not etjaployed at the .time of the first survey 

were more qisadvantaged than other clients\ These cli~nts face a variety of potential barriers • 
to employrrient (such as low skillsi poor health, and c~ild care issues). Given the variety of 
challenges facing WFNJ clients "'ho have not yet fciund jobs, program staff may need to 
focus additional resources e>n ass~ssing their needs. Jsome clients who lack job skills may 
require additional training ot more intensive job searcn'. assistance. Those with serious health 
problems may be better sbrved ibythe SSI progr£n. Those with less serious health 
conditions may be able de) som~ kinds ¢f work bVt may require additional support to 
maintain employment, such as specialized case man~gement services designed to address 
their health care.needs. Indi~idual,ized.and holistic as~!essments may best enable WFNJ staff 
to help clients who face T .t~NF wprk requirements ,d ha.ve not yet found employment. 

· Health problems emerged as 1an important issue ifor this group. Therefore, in. the next 1 

round of the client survey a11d in t~e next event Study[~eport, we will focus on the nature and . 
severity of the health problems of;wFNJ dientsand.tlieirfrunily members and on how these 
health problems affect thefr abilit¥ to.obtain and maihtain employment. . , · · 1 

: : ' ' /,.. . ,, 

/ i I I . 

Consider trying to reach :allclientswl,o exi~ TANF and deter;ine why they 
are leaving and wltether!tl,ey /,ave the nec~ssary supports . . Provide clients 
. leaving TANF with iinforthation on other supt orts available in the community. 

. Some clientswho leav~ wel~are an~ ~re not em~loyed a.re living with other e~ployed 
adults or have recentemployment experience. How~ver, many do nothave such supports 
,and may experience severe ;hards~ips, inclµding livirilg in extreme poverty. T9 provide the 
1necessary post-TANF support services td these cli~nts; it is importantthat welfare staff 
understand why these dients are iexiting TANF and Jpowthey plan to support themselves. 
W~lfare staff can gather this infonnation partof exit interviews if clients inform staff that 
they are leaving T ANF ,. Based on this information, itaffcan inform clients of post-T ANF r 

support services (such as toad *amps,, irapsitionat Child Care, and Medicaid benefits) 
available to them through the welfare offi;ce, as well/ as other support services available in 
theJcommunity. . ·. ; .. [ : . . II 

Some clients may leave T ANf without inforn:iing welfare staff. Staff inay need to make 
a special effort to reach these clients to determine wh~ they left T ANF. and whether they are 
receiving the support serviyes thdy need. Welfare sthffalso maywantto learn more about · 
local support services available !outside the welfar& system and provide clients leaving 
welfare withinform~tion on these [other SllP,P~rts. In t~e nextround ?f client surveys, we will 
focus on understandmgwh)f former WFNJ1chents wh~ are not yvorkmgleft welfare.• We also 
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will gather additional information on the financial help and other. support they may be 
receiving from friends,· family, or commup.ity agencieG · · 

j 

NEXT STEPS IN THE WFNJ .CLIENT STUDY 
••' ' . ·. 

This report provides an early descriptive look at how current ru19 former WFNJ clients 
and their families are faring under the new welfare policies and pr9vides a benchmark by 
which to judge WFNJ clients' economic progress. Subsequent reportswill provide more 
detailed analyses of the welfare dynamics of WFNJ clients, their rates of employment 
retention, and the factors associated witha successful transition from welfare to work. 

The next round of surveys whh our sample of WFNJ clients is scheduled to begin in 
December· 1999. In addition to clients' earnings,· incmne, · anci household .composition, this 
round of the survey· will focus on three special topics: · · ( l) why many clients do not· use 

\.transitional benefits, (2) the nature and se;verity,of health problems among certain WFNJ 
clients, and (3) why those off T ANF -and not working 'left welfare and how they are 
supporting themselves;4 · During early 2000, we will conduct in-depth, in,.person interviews 
with about 60 clients, which also will focus on' these three special topics. These · 
semistructured interviews will allow us to gain a more detailed qualitative understanding of 
clients' lives, their experiences with the program, and the challenges they face as they thake 

' .\ ' . ' . , 

the transition off welfare. The findings from the next survey and insights from the in-depth 
intervit:!ws will be presented in the.second Client Studyreport,sched.uled for summer 2000. 

/ 

4Topic:s for. future surveys and reports wi.H intl1:1de .substance abuse and men.tal health issues, food 
security, and child.care and child weli~being: · 
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I 
INTRODUCTION 

New Jersey's welfare system changed dramatically following the passage by 
. . Con.• gress of the Per .. ·.so. nal Respon~ibility an.· d Wor~ ?.p~ortunity.Re:onciliation'Act 

(PRWORA) of 1996. As part of its new welfare m1tiat1ve, Work F1rst New Jersey 
(WFNJ), the state has 'implemented the new federal work requirements and time limits 
imposed under PRWORA. · It also has expanded child care assistance and other services 
designed to ease welfare recipients' transition to the workforce. During the first two years 
under these reforms and in the context of a strong economy, New Jersey has experienced an . 
unprecedented reduction in its welfare caseload. The size of the caseload has declined by 
almost 40 percent from July 1997 (the time the state fully implemented WFNJ) through 
August 1999. 

The dramatic changes in welfare policy and the sharp decline in the caseload have led 
to a great deal of interest in how families receiving cash assistance in New Jersey are faring 
and what has happened to those who have left cash assistance. In response to this interest, 
and to help the state and counties improve program operations, the New Jersey Department 
of Human Services (NJDHS) has contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) 
and its subcontractors, the Roper Group and Mathtech, Inc., to conduct a comprehensive 
five-year evaluation designed to provide frequent feedback to state policymakers and 
program operators. The evaluation has three major components: (1) a longitudinal Client 
Study to track the progress o£WFNJ families over a fi".e-year period, (2) a Program Study 
to examine implementation issues, and (3) a Community Study to learn how WFNJ is 
unfolding at the community leveL The text box on page 2 provides more detail on these 
three components of the evaluation. 

A. OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT 

This report is the first in a series of six Client Study reports tracking how current and 
former WFNJ clients are faring over time under the new reforms, In particular, the report 
addresses the following broad research questions: 

What are WFNJ clients' welfare and employment experiences during the first 
one to two years after they enter the program? 

What is the life quality of clients and their/amities, as measured by their 
incomes, health status, housing arrangements, and other key outcomf:{s? 

How well do clients 'understand basic WFNJ provisions, such as time limits 
and work requirements? 

What are clients' challenges to obtaining and sustaining employment? 

Each of the next four chapters of the report focuses on one of these main questions. 

1 
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MATHEMATICA 's Ev ALUA TION: THREE INTERRELATED STUDIES 

The Client Study if track:ng a slat~wide sam~ie of WFNJ families over a five-
year period to establish what happe11s to them bf fore and after they leave welfare. 
Focusing on clients who I participated in WF~J during its first 18 months of 
operation, this Study is documenting the wel1fare_ rece1ipt, employme~-t levels, 
income, health, housing ~rrangem¢nts, and o~her indicators. of WFNJ clients' 

~. general well~being and quality of: life. It al~o will identify factors affecting 
individuals' succesi in moving from!welfareto ~ork and document changes in the 
welfare caseload over time. The ~tudy uses ~hree main types of data: (I) six 
rounds of longit_udinal surveys with a statew~de sample of up to 2,000 WFNJ 
clie~ts.' co~ducted at 9-: to 12-mpnth inte1"'frls; (2) information from _state 
admmistrative data systems on a larger sample of 10,000 WFNJ clients, 
documenting such: outcoines as th~ir welfare llreceipt, employment levels, and 
earnings; and. (3) three rounds of inLdepth, in-i:1]erson interviews with a subset of 
60 WFNJ clients, d~signed to gathen mor~ detailled, qualitative information about 
the. ir lives. 1 

• .. 1. 

1 
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The Program S(udy is eximining o~erational c~allenges and promising strategies 
for overcoming thrm, to )help state and counb' staff identify and address key 
implementation issues. It ~lso will belp the. stat~ develop performance .indicators 
to guide program; imprqvement rfforts. T~e analysis will draw on state 
administrative data land three rounds of site visits to 11 of the state's 21 counties. 

; I ll 
Site visitors will intervief a variety of county/ 1staff members, conduct case file 
reviews, and ob.serve key !program activities. ff 

; i 11 --::: 

The Community St~dy is ~onducting case stud/Jes in three urban,areas--New~rk, t 
Camden, and the populatibn centers of Cumbeirland County--to .understand how ! 
WFNJ is ~ffec!in1 gfi ~he br9ader compmnity_and1:ut~lding at_the l~cal_lev_el. The ~-j·· 

case studies wil o,cus onjthe extent to which wuohc: and private mst1tut1ons are -~ 
collaborating to address low-income parents' erJptoyment 1:)arriers and employers' :~; 
l_abor force needs. The stu~y's primary goal is t~ identify promising strategies to ,.,~,_!.] .•. 

enable local institutions to: better re~pond to weJrare reform and the needs of low- 1 
income families. Tne analysis will i;lraw on a survey oflow-income residents, an 
employer survey, state administrative data, ~hd interviews with local service .~ 
providers and othe~ stake~olders. II I 

I. '1 I ~§ 
~-!!!!ffl-!!!!ffl!!!!ffl_!!!!ffl_!!!!ffl_!!!!fflfflffl!!!!ffl!!!!ffl-!!!!ffl-!!!!ffl!l!!!-!!!-!!'~-!!!!ffl--!!!!ffl-!!!!ffl!!!!ffl!!!!ffl!!!!ffl!!!!ffl-!!!!ffl!!!l::-:: :S:t:::::~:::::::::::::::::::::~-=$.:.:::~:::::::::::::::s:.:::::=.::t...:=:::::~s:.::;;.:::.:s-~::.-:.t~==-:.::@~~::::::.~:::=~:::::::::S:::.~-=;1:~~:=:::t~;-;:;":S:$:::::-.;~;::::::::f::-.;:::::::::::.:::~::::::::~~::~~::~~::::~:::;~::::s:~:.:::::::::::$:::::::::::~:=~~::::::::::::;-;::.::::.::-~::::~;~:s:::::::::::=:-«::s::~;::;:::_:fl:f 

. I 
I 

Based on our analysis, we find tHat WFNJ jclients are steadily ·exiting welfare. 
Approximately 21 monthsr after ¢ntering the progra'1, only 38 percent of clients were still 
receiving cash assistance. j Amcmg thos~ who had left welfare, a little over half were 
employed. Clients who h~d left :welfare for work h[kd made a good start; they had higher 
incomes and were less likely to b~ in poverty than th9se staying on welfare. However, many 
of them were not using availabfo post-T ANF suppprts, such as Transitional Child Care 
benefits and food stamps. More 1than 4 in 10 client~ who left welfare were not employed. 
Some of these individuals had other so_urces of fina~cial s~pp~rt ( such as eamin~s from a 
spouse, partner, or other adult);o~hers did not and w~re at high nsk of poverty. Clients who 
remain on Welfare face a ¥ariety i of chall~nges to fi~ding and maintaining jobs, with their 
own health problems and the heal~h p.robl~ms of oth~t family members being a key barrier. 

, ' ' lj . 
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Finally, most clients were aware ofthe basic WFNJ provisions, such as time limits and work 
requirements, but were less cl~ar on the specifics of the provisions; · · 

B. WELFARE REFORM IN NEW JERSEY 

InAugust.1996, Congtessal:>olishedtheAFOC'program(established in 1935 tosupport 
needy·children .\Vithout ·fathers) and·replaced it with.·TA1'1F, which imposes a·five-year 
lifetime limit on cash <1ssistance and requires IllOSt c.lients to wo.rk after two years of benefit 
receipt .. · Under T ANF, .· states have greater discretion in establishing program. policies than 
they did under AFDC. In addition, they are allowedtojmpose stricter time limits andwork 
requirements thahthose specifiedin the federal legislati6n. lnApril 19971 New Jersey began 
implementing the federal reforms as part of its WFNJ initiative, The new policies were fully · 
implemented statewide by July 1997. · 

UnderWFNJ, New.Jersey.hasmaintained s.ome basic features·of its formerAFDC 
program. F-or example; the state has maintainedits pre-TANF cash bep.efit levels, under 
which a family of three with no other incomexeceiyes $424 pertnonth {Tabl~ Ll). 11 In 
addition,. as part of its earlier welfare refonn i~itiative; the Family Development Prngram 
(FDP), the state had introduced (l) a "family cap'' provision, which prevented cJients from · 
receiving additionafcashberiefits for children bom while the clients were on welfare; and · 
(2)exp~ded transitional Medicaid benefits;whichallowedclientswho left welfare for work 
to retain Medicaid eligibility forup to two years, WFNJ maintains these two key features 
ofFDP. 

2 

3 

4 

322 

424 

488 

TABLE LI 

MAXIMUMT ANF AND FOOD ST AMP BENEfITS. 
BY FAMILY SIZE 

Combined Federal Poverty 
,, J3enefits · Levelsb 
(in DoHars) {in;Dollars) 

224 546 904 

309 733 l.138 

377 . 865 1.371 

Combined Benefits 
as a Percent of 
Poverty Level 

60 
'· 64 

63 'l ;t 
5 522 444 · 966 · . ,1.604 60 l 

6 . . . . .· . F.128 ·. . . .. . 61 :,,_~=,,:,,_:':,: 

SOURCE: · Aqapted frolTI. the Committee on Ways and Means. U.S. House ofRepresentatives 1998. .'-

• Food stamp benefits are based on maximum AF:DC/f ANF benefits sho"vn ancl assume monthly deductions of $384 J 
($134 standard household deduction and $250 maximum .allowable deduction for excess shelter cost). i. 

::::::<=:::::,:,::.:~,:.::d~=--~:::.,,:~~::.~::~~~:,,~,~~:::,~~:ai.:::n:~I~· :'.~k::.::~fa ..... ~,~-.CU :Su.:;;~:w : 'Jdv.9,J 

' ' ' ' ·. . . 
. 'Ifthis family also receives food stamps, its combiqed T ANF and food stamp benefits would be $733. 

Income from these two sources would putthe,family at 64 percent of the federaLpoverty level (Table LI). · 
.,· ', "/' _\' • ,._ . • :, ' • s s 
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Under WFNJ, the sta~e,alsoi has intrbdUc,ed sol· e substaritia} chang~ to its welfare 
.. program. Important newpo._ licie~ under rJ.inclull e: . . ..• ' .... ·. . \ ': ' .. 

./. . . . I . ' i ' . ' I . . I ' . . . . 

. !1'ork Requ~r~men{:~ for; TANF ~ecipient~ WF~J emphasizes· w~;~ and · 
. imposes an 1mmed1ate w?rk requirement, rather than the two-year mm1mum . . 

time. limit thatthe federallaw dictates. All ~NJ applicants must register for . · 
w9rk with the state employment :serv~cea9~ partic_~p~te in. a fo~r-_week j~b, .· 

, search class. Those who do not find Jobs ~ust part1c1pate m trammg, basic 
. education, or workje~perte11ce a¢tf vities. R~cipients .who refuse to cooperate . 
with these, requirexpents ~e subjrct to grarlf re~uctfons and, after extended ... 
noncompliance, cas;e closµre. . : . . . Ii . .. . . .. . •·.. . 
Time Limits on TAl;vFBe1neJits.~I* accorclanfie with federal requirements, New 
Jersey has imposed ;a five~yeat ti1:11f limit on jr ANF benefits. Ho-wever, certab;1 

·. WFNJ cases {such3r ~e ef derly; di~abled, an~ vic~ims of ~9mestic :iolence) are 
. exempt.· Under some c1rcl(llllstance~, other hafpshtp cases may receive extended . 
cru;h benefits for up!toJ2 ;months reyond th,ifive-yeat limit ·•· : .• ·. . .. · 

.. ·, .-E:xpantI,ed Child Oare Brnefits~ .jUrider WfNJ, clients_ who .exit J"ANF for 
employment CWJ: receive Transitional Child ~are subsidies for up to. two years 
after they leave cash assistance. . , l . 

; I i. ··1 I r ·· l . ) · 
C. THE SAl\,:PLE FQR T:111s R[EPORt i . . t. . . . . 

. . . . ' . j·, \ _I ' • . • . 

/ .. . . This report ~x~ines ~e ex~frie11ces qfWFNJ c~ients ~ho en~~red :the progr~ during ·· . 

. th~ fir~t ye.~r of. its 1mpl·e·· ~enta.t1pn,_July. /199.7 to JI __ ·. e 1998. ·_Th1.s early. coho .. rt of WF. NJ · . clients consists of two key :subgr<:>ups: • · · i • · .. · • · . • . 

. . ·.·_ ! .. _.-·· . , L . _··. :· ! i .. ·• ·_. . . _·. . . . . /' 

. . 1. Tire July 199~ Caseload.; This supgroup re 11tesents· those_ who ~ntered :WFNJ . .. . 
_ from the ongomg AFDC caseload 1when WF)U was fully implemented m July 

1997. _ It consists ofthose.{vho wer~ receiving/!AFDC8s caseheacls in June 1997 
and continued !o rec.:eive c~sh assis~ance (noi. tcaHed ''! ANF") as ca~e _heads ~. n 

. July 1997. This subgroup represepts 72 per~entof chents who part1c1pated in 

WFNJ duringits fitist year ._ .• : ·. ·. . . ); : ··. ' . . . . ····• . _ .· -. , 
2. New WFNJ Entra,.ts. T~is subgr6up repres+ts those who were not part of th~ 

AFDC caseload when fFNJ was imple9tented but entert~d the program 
sometime during its first

1

, year. ILconsists ~f those who were not receiving 
AFDC as case heads in J'i1n~ 1997' but who , came TANF case Jleads at some 
point from July 1997 to ITune 19~8. This slbgroup represents 28 percent of 
clients who participated ih WFNJ 1duri'ng its I irst year. , 

• ! i I I 
I 

I I , 

To ensure adequate sample si1zes for k~y subgrou: analyses, WFNJ clients from the new 
entrant group, as well as thdse frofu rural c~unties, wdte overs~pled. Flowever, all analyses 
p. res_ent~d in this repo~ · .. e we~ghted, $0 that thdl figu~es _· _represent the full statewide 
population ofWFNJchents who!entered ~he prograf dut111:g1ts first year. ... .•.·. _·. 

I I I ' . . ! 
·. I , . 

! 
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. D. DATA SOURCES FORTHIS REPO~T 

The primary data source for this report is the first WFNJ client survey. MPR began 
conducting client surveysin March 1999 and, by early September 1999, had completed 
interviews with l,621 clier;its (out of a survey sample of2,000 clients} who were enrolled in 
the program frornJuly 1997to Decemberl998 (an81 percent response rnte). Thisreportis 
based on data from 1,423 ofthose surveyre~pqnderits whowere enrolled in WFNJfromJuly 

. 1997 through Jµne 1998, the first year ofprogram operations.2 The average length of 
followup from WFN1 entry to the.survey date was21 months. The first round e>fthe client 
survey included questions . about clients' packgrounds, employment histories, income 
sources, potential employment barriers, and experiences and perceptions ofWF'NJ. .· . 

For some analyses, we also use data from state adininistrative data systems for the 1,423 
survey respondents. Monthly T ANF and food stamp benefit data, as well as some basic ·. 
demographic data, are from .the Family Assistance. Management Information System 
(F AMIS) maintained by the Division of Family Develo'pment of NJDHS .. In addition, we • 
use employment and earnings data forthe two.:year' period prior to WFNJentry from state 
wage records maintained by the New Jersey Department of Labor's. Unemployment 
Insurance system: ·. · · , · · · · · 

E. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 

In this report, some analyses examipe9hangesin client outcomes over time (beginning 
with prqgram entry), while others focus on cHent outcomes at the time of the first client 
survey ( conducted 21 months after program entry, on average). Tn Chapter II, we examine 
clients' welfare and employment patterns over the .first 12 rnonths after they· entered WFN J. 
Most other analyses in the report examine clientoutcom~s atth:e time of the first survey or 
during the month or year priorto the survey. For. exarnple,.the income measures examined 
in Chapter III pertain to income, dufing the month prior to the survey .. Most hardship 
measures presented in Chapter III; such as incidents of serious illness or severe housing 
crises, pertain to the one-year peripd prior to the survey. 

Because the WFNJ·experiences and.ili~·socioeconomic characteristics of new WFNJ 
entrants may differ from those of die~ts who were partof the existing welfare caseload when 
the program was first implemented, we conduct the analysis of welfare and employment 
patterns in Chapteri II• separately for these two subgroups. However, .. for .. clarity, all 
subsequent analyses presented in this report combine these two subgroups. We found that 
results from these later analyses were broadly sim;ilar when done separately for these two 
groups ofdients. 

The findings presented in this first report are primarily descriptive. They will provide 
a benchmarkby which we canjudge WFNJ clients' economic progress as part oflater Client 
Study reports. Subsequent reports wmfollpw the progress of clients over time and win 
provide more detailed analyses of the welfare dynamics of WFNJ clients, their rates of 
employment retention, and the factors associated with.a successful transition from welfare 

2This report excludes clients who entered WFNJ from July through December 1998 because of their short 
follow-up period (about eight months, on average) at the time of the first client survey. This later cohort of 
WFNJ dientswill be included in later Client Study reports. 
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to work. In addition, later r~ports 1will ex~ine other ~mportant policy areas in more detail, 
based on data from later survey rrunds. · Ii 

!I 
· . . , . • .l1 

F. THE WFNJ ~VALU~Tl°.N AND R~L~T-ED ,ESEARCH . . '' 
Because of maJor changes Ill welfare pohcres ~d large declmes m welfare caseloads, 

, · I . • · ' · 11 , 

many states have started e?'amining what happens ~b clients after they leave welfare. In 
particular, these "T ANF leaver" studies foc~s on form~r clients' employment status over time . 
or at the time offollowup, as we,n as on ijow manyl'pfthese·families return to the welfare 
rolls. These studies typically have found that most ofpie adultfamilies remaining off TANF .·. · 
were employed at some time after leaving cash as&~stance and that a significant number 
eventuallyreturntowelfare:(U.S; tieneral Accounting Office 1999; and Brauner and Loprest . 
1999). , 1 1

11 

The WFNJ Client Stu~y is rither thanjmost leav~r studies on several dimensions. First, 
because it examines thedrcumstances o(those whd/ have remained on cash assistance, as 
well as of those who left w¢1fare,fit is broader in sco~e. Includingdients in the study who· 
have remained on T ANF will alldw us to examine th~ differences between these. clients and 
those who leave welfare for workand, the1;efore, iden~ify fac,tors associated with successful 
welfare-to-work transitions: Secohd, the \VFNJ stud~lincludes a series of six interviews with 
the same.clients over a five'."year period. The longitU:~inal nature of the study will allowus 
to develop. a more detailed piqtufe ofjclients' li~es and will provide us with many 
opportunities to probe further on'importa1.iit issties a~d key topics as they emerge. Finally, 

. , ' . ,I . 
the survey data wiH ?e enhiµlc_ed f y ad~in:istr~tive re

1

fords data for l_0,000 WFNJ. cliertt_s, as 
well as by repeated m-depth, m-person mterv1ews Wilth about 60 clients. These mterv1ews 
will provide a more.detaile~quali

1
tative unperstandinl of the lives and experiences of clients 

as they make the transition off wblfare. : Ii · ·. · 

Twoother studi~s,of}VFNJidients havebeen~~nducted :e~ently. Legal Services of ' 
New Jersey has wntten a report on the status 0~1 WFNJ clients, based on surveys of 
approximately 900 current and fo:rmer WENJ client~/in 6 of New Jersey's 21 counties (Liu· 
etal. 1999). lfladdition,NJDHS jsponsore,d ateleph9ne surveyof 453 WFNJ clients wh,ose 
cases had closed because 'of failure to c,omply with program rules (N .J. Department of 
Human Services 1998); The. WfNJ CliJnt Study Jvhich is based on a larger, statewide 
sample) will expand on whatthes~ earlier analyses fofld and provide a more detailed picture 
of clients' lives. Ii 

11 · 
,,I , 

I
: 
) 
! 

I 
i 
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II 

WFNJ CLIENTS' EARLY T ANF AND 
EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCES 

Welfare reform_ in New Jersey and the associated time limits and work 
requirements have made. it particularly important for state po. licymakers and 
program staff to understand the patterns of T ANF receipt :;md employment 

among WFNJ clients. For instance, how quickly are WFNJ clients leaving the TANF rolls? 
Are they findingjobs? Are there differences in the characteristics of those who leave welfare 
and those who remain on cash assistance? Are there differences between those who find jobs 
and those who.do not? ·Answers to these questions can indicate clients' level·ofjob readiness 
as they enter the labor force and the extent to which clients remaining on T ANF may need 
additional assistance.intheir transition from welfare to work. 

A. WHAT ARE CLIENTS' INITIAL CHARACTERISTICS? 

Before examining WFNJ clients' patterns of employment and welfare receipt, it is 
important to understand what their characteristics were when they entered the program. How 
many had a high school education? How many had worked recently? How many childre~ 
did clients have, 6n average? Clients' initial characteristics provide an important context for 
understanding their levels ofemploymentand welfare receipt after WFNJ entry. 

WFNJ clients are diverse. Some/ace significant barriers to self-sufficiency, 
while others are less disadvantaged and face fewer obstacles. 

WFNJ clients, as a group, have fairly diverse characteristics. For example, although 
many (56 percent) have high school diplomas, a significant fraction (44 percent) do not 
(Table II. I). Many had worked recently at program entry; however, almost half ( 45 percent) 
had no labor market experience in the two years before they entered WFNJ. More than l in 
10 spoke a language other than English at home, and eight percent were not U.S. citizens. 
Nearly 1 in 10 had a household member receiving SSL When they entered the program, 
clients had two children, on average. The average age of their youngest child was just under 
five years old, and nearly 40 percent had a child under three years old. Most (78 percent) 
were in single~parent households with no other adult present. Only seven percent were 

· married and living with their spouse. 

New WFNJ entrants are less disadvantaged than are tlwse w/10 were already 
receiving cash assistance when the reforms were implemented. 

In general, new WFNJ entrants are less disadvantaged than are WFNJ clients from the 
July 1997 caseload. For example, 71 percent of new entrants had some labor market 
experience in the two years prior to WFNJ entry, compared with only 49 percent of clients 
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'. 11 • T~BLE II.I .I . 

. ·:. . . • ·.· . jl 
CHARACTERISTICS ~F WFN.~ CLIENTS AT Tl~E OF PROGRAM ENTRY 

Ii 
Ji Percentage with Characteristic 

· Female 

Average Age (in Years) 

Educational Attainment 
Less than high school diploma 9r GED 
High school diploma or GED , 
More than high s.chool diploma: or GED f 

Employed in Two-Year Period P.rior to WFr-lJ Entry 
l i I 

. Race/Ethnicity 
African American 
Hispanic 
White 
Other 

Does Not Speak English at Home 

ls a U.S. Citizen 

I I_ 

• Average Number of Children Uride;r 18 in Hpusehold 

Age ofYoungest Child 
Less than 3 years 
3 to 5 years 
6 years and older 

· Household Type 
Single parent 
Two parent 
Other multiple adult 
Other single adult 

Marital Status 
Never married 
Married 
Separated/widowed/divorced 

' 1: I 

Existing Caselo~d 
,. . July 1997 Ii 

96 11 · 

31.1 ii 
Ii 

45 
I: 42 ·, 

13 1: ,, 

49 

53 
27 
19 
I 

14 

92 

2.0 

36 
28 · 
36 

78 
7 

10 
4, 

71 
6 

24 

NewWFNJ All WFNJ Clients ' 
Entrants July 1997 July 1997 to 

to June, 1998 June•. 1998 

96 96 

28.8 30.4 

40 44 
49 44 
II 12 

71 55 

, 54 53 
21 26 
24 20 

I I 

12 13 

92 92 

L8 2.0 

50 40 
23 26 
27 ,34 

I 

78 78 
13 9 
5 ·, 9 
4 4 

68 70 
9 7 

23 24 

Household Member Receiving SSl 1 10 7 , 9 "' 

Lived in Two-Parent Houst:'h~ld as; aChild I 52 52 52 ii 

f~om the July _1997 caseload (Tab!le I~. I). Similarly,i~ew entrants ~ere more likely ~o have 
high school diplomas and to be marned at program tmtry and less hkely to haye a disabled . . ·.. . ·'· I . . I ·. II . . . ' • 
household member than were those frqm the Jul~ 1997 caseload. 1 Because of these 

i : ' .1: . . ,I 

Ii . 

'New WFNJ entran~ are Lyou~ger ilian \VrnJ clien~JLm the July I 997 caseload and have younger 
children. These differences arei proba~ly due to the more rec nt entry into welfare of the new entrants. 

i . . [! . . ' 
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differences, in this1chapter, we conduct soi:rie analyses ofwelfare receipt and employment 
·. patterns separately for these two subgroups of WFNJ clients. 

. (· . . \ 

B. WHAT ARE WFNJ CLIENTS' INITIALPATTERNS OF WELFARE RECEIPT? 

The long-tenn goal .of the WFNJ program is to promote economic self-sufficiency and 
reduce welfare dependency among WFNJ-clients. This first look at an early cohort of clients 
who entered WFNJ during the program's fir~t year will provide a profile of clients·· patterns 
of T ANF and food stamp receipt during their early months in the program. 1 

Consistent with the large decline in the state's welfare caseload, TANFreceipt 
among WFNJ clients fell rapidly during their first year after entering the 

' ·'• ' . \,. ' - ' 

program. . \ 
l 

A year after entering WFNi, abouthalfofthe clients were no longer receiving TANF 
(Figure ILl ). Some clients exited T ANF' soo~ after program entry and stayed off, while 
others continued to receive assistance for longer periods of time: For insta11ce, 39 percent 
of clients received TANF continuously .during the first year after WFNJentry, while JI 
percent received TANF for six mont}ls or less during the first year (Figure Il.2). · On averag~, 
clients received T ANF for about nine,months dur~11g the year (not shown}. During months 

FIGURE II.I 

PERCENTAGE RECEIVING TANF, BY MONTH AFTER WFNJ ENTRY 

Percentage 
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I 
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fJ 
I 

I 
60 -- --·---~·-- ::::::~~---....;:..... __ ~u~~~11::; j 
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Months After WFNJ Entry ;-; 

Source· WFNJ.administrative records data. I\ 
Append.ix Table A. 1 presents the percentages plotted in this figure. WFNJentry penains to the time that the sample member first received cash ~., .•. Note 
assistance after New Jersey implement~d T ANF in July .997. The: July 1997 caseload sampl'e incjudes those who were recei1,·ing AFDC in June .-. 

;:u ::sy: .,.:,. .... ::=:.::::::::_:re::~°:::::::=:::~;~·::·9:7::::::::~::::::::.::.:::u::::~·,· :.::,.::::.:::,,::~:~~:::.: .. ~~.:,:,,.:.-..::: .. :,::~;:::g,,q~J 
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NUMBER OF LoNTHs OF TANFRE~EIPT DURING 
. FIRST YEAR AFTER WFNJ ENTRY 
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t~ey we~e on TANF, client~ r9cei!ved mo~thly,TANlbenefits ofc!pproximately $340, on 
average.- i . ·• j 

• : -- , I 

The steady declines in TANF ieceipt oqcurred bot~ for those who were already receiving 
cash assistance in !~ly 1997 when_[WFNJ ~as i~pleminted (the July 1997 caseload sample~-
and for TAN:F rec1p1entswh

1
0 entefed WFNJ during tlf program's first year (new entrants)/ 

_ The declinls were larger for the nrw entrant sample, 1powever, a group that was somewhat 
\ more job ready on average: when: they en,ered WF1i]J. By the end of the first year after 

:'7FNJ erltry, 60 percent of fhe new entrants were no 
1
ton~er receiving T ANF, compared to 

JUSt over 40 percent or the J:uly J Q97 casel~ad sampl, (Figure Il.1).4 _ _ .• 

· New Jersey welfare recipients 1are leaving cash as~istance faster under WFNJ than they 
I .· : jl 

did several years ago underi WFNJ's predTcessor pr_ 
1

gram, FDP. For example, as part of 
I I ' ' " I. . 

, I 

I 
I I 

~The short follow-up period make~ it too soon for a tho bugh examination of the important issue ,of 
welfare recidivism. We will ex.amine rates pf welfare recidi[[ ism in the next Client Study report, when 
additional follow-up data will ~e :availa~le. , : IJ . . 

3For the July I 997 caseload :sample\ the decli~e reflects T ,f-NF receipt sin~e the time of WFNJ entry in 
July 1997. These clients wel by definiti'on, receiving cash assis~ance in June 1997 and potentially could have 
received welfare for several months ( or tven years) prior to tha! tiipe under the old AFDC program. 

:rhesedeclines _in TANF n;ceipt c~ntinue ov~r time. At ~he time ofthe first client survey (conducted, 
on average, 21 months after WFN~ entry)!, 61 percent of the Julyll l 997 caseload sample and 64 percent of the 
new entrant sample were no longer recei!ving TANF. I -- : I \_ 
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their evaluation ofFDP, Camasso and his colleagues found t}lat21 percent of clients who 
were on the AFDCcaseload when FOP was implementecI in October 1992 were .no longer r 
receiving AFDC one year later(Cama.Sso et aL 1998);5 In contrast, among WFNJ clients 
who were on the cash as.sistance caseload when WFNJ wasfully implemented in July 1997, 
42 percent were _no longer receiving TANF one yearJater. Although exit ratesare 
considerably l}igher under the WFNJ program, we cannot attribute these increases entirely 
to the changes. in weJfare .policy ·imposed. un9er WFNJ. The state's economy ·was 
considerably stronger during! 997 and 1998 than it was earlier in the ~ecade, making it 

. '. 
easier for welfare recipients to find employment. Therefore, better economic conditions may 
have. also played an important role m encouraging some WFNJ .clients to exit cash 
assistance.6 . . 

Food sta,np receipt qlso declined for this early cohort .of WFNJ clients~) 
although not as rapidly as> T ANF receipt. •·. 

. . 

The proportion ofclients receiving food stamps also declined over time (Figure II.3): 
About 85 percent ·ofWFNJ clients ~ere rec:eiving food stamps at the time they entered the 

fIGUREIL3 
PERCENTAGE RECEIVIN.G FOOD ST AMPS: BY M,ONTH AFTER WFNJ ENTRY 

Percentage 
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80 
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5Thisfigure does not refer to the statewide AFDCcaseload but instead to the ,combined caseloads of the· 
JO counties ipduded in the FDP evaluation. Duringthetime covered'by this evaluation, these 10 counties 
represented 86 persent of the s_tatewide welfare caseload. 

6Ca.seload composition changes, as well a~ changing attitudes toward welfare, may also have played an 
important role in the higher exit rates under \VFNJ. 
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· WfNJ progran\; this fr~ti}n ren!to 59 p~~cent a ye;~ after WFNJ entry.7 Consist~nt with 
th,e patterns .of T ANF receiJ?t, new'entrants: were less Wkely to be receiving food stamps than 

· were those_inthe caseload sample!. For instance, a yefu-after entering·.WFNJ,just under half 
of the new entrants were rebeivingfood stamps, corri~ared with almost two-thirds of those 
in the July 1997 caseload sbmplei(Figure II.3). 1

1 

· 

.• i ' . : i ' . .· i l i : I ·· . . . · 

A large fraction o/WF~IJ clients• were re~eiving neither food stamps nor 
_ TANF a year after !they e;ntered t~e prograf __ 

Many clierits wholeft T ANF!during tpe first ye~a:fter they entered WFNJ alsoleftthe . 
· ~Food Stamp Program (FSP) at th~· same time· or soon I after they exited cash assistance. For 

•· · instance, among the 4~ p~rqent of WFNJ clients ~ho !had exited the TANF • program within 
·. a year of entering WF~J,)~st undfr o~e-third {15 per~1 entpf the.fullsample) were rece~v~ng. ·. · 

fo. od stamp.· s, w_. · ... ?ereas J. u .. · _st 01,ve.r ~o. -.-~.rd .. ~.( .. 3_4 P_. erc .. en~. 9f _the fu. Jls·am·' .ple) were··· not _rece1. Vl~g 
fpod st~ps (Figure II.4 ). -• !While! high eammgs may; have· caused some· WFNJ chents who 

. _ I ! . . 1/ . · · 

. i I · ii . . .. · .. _ 
FI<liURE U.4 ii 

! . 1! 

T ANFAND 1Food. STAMf PARTIClPATIONsriTus AMONGWFNJ CASE~ 
· I . , • , I ' i1 · ) ' l . ,"·1. 1:-: C. ·• I I''. ·, ,' 

Percentag; I , i . 1,1 

I 00 i-----..----1 11 
2~ 
· 1; .. 

I 

90 
28 · 34 

6 r .. - ·. •. l · 
Mont~s After WFNJ Enjlry 

! ii 
OOffTANF. off food Stamps 
OOffTA,NF. on food Stamps 

1 
.. 1

1

' .. EJOnTAJlff. off Food Stamps 
Source: WFNJ ad,n\inistratiye reco~ds rata. •On TA)IIF. <>n Food. Stamps 

: ,. II 
:-:-o •• ,: ... , •••••• ................ :•~---:~:-.-x,: ....... -: .. .:::."<-.---r-•nn ... .--x .. -~ .............. f ........ ........... ... .:::, ..... • ... .--. •• ··:* x~:: .. ... ,:--........ ~:, ........... : .......... ,:::--ffl: 

·_ .. · . . ·. l : •. Ii . . ,· . ' 
• ,• • • ' •.• • C •'• • ••; ." •. i - •1 • !i,• • . a • 

7We find that about 15 perder1t of~ANF reciJientswere. n~t receiving food stamps at the time of program 
en tty.. Other states have ,simil1r. fractipns of curt"ent T ANF {Fcipi1nts who are ~ot. rTceiving_ f~odstamp~' 
(Stavnanos 1997). 13ased on-pre~IOUS r1seatch, th~ most commrn reasm:1 that ce~am T ANF rec1p1entr do not 
receive food stamps is that they}livewittl otheradults who~e income disqualifies the household from receiving 

_· food ~tamp b~nefits but w~ose. i~coipe \s not courite~ when detiennining TANF _el_igibility {Ohls et aL '19~6). 
Consistent with these fmd111gs, ~e find thllt WFNJlchenwon T A:NF and not rece1v1ng food stamps at the time 
of the survey w_e~e more likely t~be liv0g with other employed[~dults(44 percent)1tha~ were TANF recipients 
who were rece1vmg food stamps(l7 percent). I . 1/ · · ·· · 

! ft 
I 12 J 
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. . left: T A1'TF ,to no Iong¢t be . ~ligj~le for. food sta,tftps,· · lllO~t die11t~ have lQW incomes· and 

. shoµld con.ti11ue to qualify for fooclstapips, eveniafter exitirigTANFfor work. ··. · . 1 ._ .. 
. .... . - - :· -·:. ·.· - ::. , • ... V ..... _ ~-- '., ... · :. -.'· · .. _:_: :·. ·;,:_·:_._·.: . _.·_ .. ·. '. ,, ·:. : . I .. -

. . Why do so many WFNJ clients who leave the TANF program leave the FSP at.the same ·. 
time? One possible explariatfon.is that some cli¢nts are not aware of their eligibility for food 
stamps after leaying TANF. However, on the first ,WFNJ clietjt suryey, nearly three 'out of 
four clients who. hacl · left T ANF and wete npt receiving food 1stamps:reported that they knew 

. that people couM continue to receive food. stamps ~fter leaving '·cash assistance. Therefore, 
-. die.nts'. lack of knowledge 9f their eligibility for'.foqcl stamps m.ay not be the primary reason · 
.'for their nonparticipatio11; · Food stamps can be animportantsoutce offinancial $upport for 

. . 'fow.:.income families leaving C8$h• assistaJice·. . Therefor¢,· unclerstan~ingthe .reasons for these ' ., . 
. · .· :lo\V • participatiori rates.is impo.rtanL . II\ th~· ne#; rounct· oftheA:lien,t ·survey, which will be ; 
. : conducted. in' winter·2000~. we wjll • ex,plore in griater ··aepth ·. cHents •.· reasons' for not 

. ' ·part(cipating in the FSP. -- · · · 

· c. WHAT ARE W:lfNJ cuii;$'1NITfA:{_EMPLQV,'i\1EN'f E.xrERIENcEs? · 

. / S~staine'd employiµent is•the p.ritn~rolitett)· self,!iuffid~n~yfor T ANF recipients. 'To 
help TANF recipients \Vith ~he· tr~sitjortJrom ·welfare to work, Welfare .,agencies 11eed to 

. ·. knowhow nimiy welfar~ reci,pieµts.firid,j.e>bs, hg\v-quicklythey fihd them,·•and•what kinds ·._ 
. 6f jobsihey·find/The-ch~acteristics of these jobs can provide some indication of whether. 

·i such jobs have the potentt'a.ltolead·to susta,jrtedempioyttie'riti~ the -long run. .· 
. . ••, . - ',,.' . 

• Ah(}Ut ,,~If of WFNJ'cii(!nl$ wor/ied "uring tl,e year ~fter iliey entered tl,e. 
· · · p:rogram; ,,uid employ'inent.(evelsincrease4 over· ti,n(!, · 

. Employm~rit levels•amolig WFNJ ciiems in,¢r:ease4 steadily over time .. About20 percent·• .. 
/ .. ·• 'began their time iq WFNJwitli ,a job (Figure ll.5I8 By the end of the first year, a little over . 

. _ 40 percent of clients were enrployid. '~b9ut·naff ot·WFNJ die11ts worked at some point 
,._ duririg the firsfyear after theyceritereq. the·:prograrti; one. in foi!r worked JO montl,is or. more 

l- during this period.(FigureIL6)._ Bythe't1mi:Rftlle first client ·survey (conducted. io ni:on,hs . 
·.· after WFNJ entry, on average), more than two.:thirds ·of WFNJ participants had some ·_··-.. 

employmentexperierice (n9tshown). - .. . . . 

Employment lev.eis increased.'for both tµe.·July -.I 997 ,caseload sample, and• the new .· 
· .· · .. entrant sample,· altho~ghthe levels were somewhat higher for the new e~trant sample.·· A . 
. year after en.t~ring WFNJ~ 50: perc¢nt of.tl1o~e i,n the n~w erjtrant sample \\':ere employed, 
• : comparecl \vith40 percent ofJhose ii;i the caseload sample (Figure IL5). Two-thirds of the . 

new entrants· ha41 be~p employed at some. point qµring this period; compar~d with only abm1t 
half of the case.load s~ple (not shoWn). . . . . .. '1 . , . 

, .. ' . 
.. . r:·_·: .. , 

. \ ·.-

. . . . . . . - . 

·• 8T ANF te~ipi'ents wh_o ~9rk ~ut h~ve low earnings can continue tq rec~ive cash benefits. 
. ·: ,. . .,. '·:- : .. 

•" . 
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11 . . : FidURE 11.5 

ltv1ONTHL Y EMPLOYJENT J_TES DURING THE FJRST YEAR AFTER WFNJ ENTRY 
, i . 1: 

Percentage:, , I 
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WHIJFirst Client ~uryey. .·· i . . Ii : . , 
Appendix Table A.~ pres.ents \he. percentages plotted in this fig~re. WFNJ entry pertains to the time that the 
sample member firs( received cash a,ssistaric~ after 11/ew Jersey! implemented TANF in July 19971 .The July .1997 
caseload sample includes those who were rec1eiving AFDC in Jine 1997 and c01ninued 10 receive T ANF in July 
1997. The new enttant sample includes those who were not redeiving ·AFDC in June ·1997 but subsequently j 
entered the 1 ANF rplls from J~ly 1997 through June 1998. / i · · . ' · j 

' , ,' ! J ·, , , ·.,11 L 
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PERCENTAGE OF.TIME EMPLOY!EDDURING 
1 THE FIRST YEAR AFTER WF1J ENTRY 
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WFNJ clients wlwfoundjobs earned a little over $7per hour, on average. 

The· average wage among employed WFNJ clients was: $7 .3 I per hour (Table II.2). 
More than a third worked in jobs that paid $6 per hour or less, while 12 percent worked in 
jobs that paid over $10 per hour. A significant fraction (40 percent) worked part-time (less 
than 35 hours per week). Abqut half worked 40 hours per week or more. 

D. How MANY WFNJ CLIENTS HAVE LEFT WELFARE FOR WORK? 

Rapidly declining welfare. caseloads in receµt years, have led proponents of welfare 
reform to hair the success of the PRWO RA legisJaticm. However, it is important to examine 
why caseloads are falling and what is happening to those who exit T ANF :9 If most clients 

TABLEJL2 

WAGES AND HOURS WORKED AMQNG EMPLOYED WFNJ. CLIENT.$ 

Hourly Wage (in Dollars)· 

$5,00 or Less 
$5.01 to $6.00 • 
$6.01 to $7.00 
$7.01 .to $8.00 
$8.01 to $10.00 
More than $ I 0.00 
(Mean Hourly Wages) 

Hours Worked per Week 

· 20 Hours or Less 
21 to 34 Hours. 
35 to.39 Hours 
40 or More Hours 
(Mean Hours Wpfked) 

Sample Size 

.WFNJ Clients Employed 
Since Program Entry 

(Percentages) 

10 
26 
17 
18 
17 
12 

(7.31) 

18 
22 

49 
(34) 

l,003 

I if; 

ff 
j 
j 
I i 

I -;.~ 

I SOURCE: First WFNJ Client Survey. ···· 

Figures include only paid jobs and include. only clients who held a job since WFNJ entry .. Figures ' 
refer to the cu.rrentor most recent jcib. .. II NOTE: 

· 9 As part of the Client Study, we plan to conduct a caseload dynami~s studr to attempt ti:) understand the 
extent to which reguced caseloads are driven by reductions in the number of new entrants, lower recidivism 
rates among those who exit; and quicker exits from TANF. 
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exit welfare and find jobs quickly1, this may indicate dle success of welfare reform (aided by 
a stro~g eco~omy). Howiver, spme WFfJ clients irhoJ~a~e. cash a~sistance do ~ot fi~d 
work immediately. Understandi11g the size and ch¥actensticsof this group ofchents 1s. 
important, because they mdy be sfruggling financialli and may need other types of supports 
and services. Other WFNJlclient~ may cmnbineworwand welfare, while some may remain 
onTANF without finding employment. Understan~ingthe size and characteristics of this 
latter. g~pup ~s ~arti~ula~l)1 impqrtant, bebause ~heyl[ are at high risk of eventually hitting 
T ANF time hm1ts_ with httre lab~r marke~ expenenc/T" · 

" l ', i ' .:· 11-: 1. : 

' ! ! . /' . . ' 

Many WFNJclien~ are J,,rogressihg towardlelf-su/ficiency by leaving welfare 
for w_ork. More th*n atl~irdwere

1 

working ~nd no·longer receivingTANF at 
the time of the suley (atQUt ay4ar and a ~lalfafter WFNJ entry). _ _ _ 

The number of WFNJ ~lient~ who ren:iained on] ANF and were not employed declined 
steadily during their first )(ear affor enter~ng the WJiNl program. For instance, 72 percent 
ofclien~s remained op: TA~F and were not employe91 two months after en.tering WFNJ; this 
P,roportion had dropped to JR per~ent by lt months ~1fter WFNJentry{F1gure Il.7). By the 
time of the first WFNJ client SUI[Vey, con:ducted on ]average 21 · months after WFNJ entry, 

. only 29 percent of client~ were on T ANF and nJt . employed. Similarly, there was a · 
. corresponding increase in the nuinber of clientswh:~ had leftTANF for employment--:the 
"~uccess stories" of welfar¢ refonb.. The _proportion ~f clients who had left TANF and found . 

. jobs increasedfrom3. percehttwol months after WFN~ entry to 29 percent one year following 
WFNJentry. Moreover, by the time of the first WFN]Jclient su,rvey, 35 percent of this early 
cohort of WFNJ clients wdre wotking and not receiifing T ANF. i, , - · · · ' 

I I . . 1: 

_Other clients have/remained on TANF an~ l,ave not yetjoundjohs. At the 
time of the survey, !j in 110 were· receiving ~fNF and ,rot em~loy~d. _ _ __ 

A substantial fraction ~f WF~J di~nts remainedlpn TANF and were not working a year 
after entering the prograrn.J A y~ar after WFNJ ent~, 38 percent of clients were receiving 
TANF and were noLempltjyed. ·_. jWFNJ dients who rere already rece~ving cash assistance 
when WFNJ was fully imp~emen~ed in July 1997 w~re more likelyto be on T ANFand not , 
working than were dientsf who rntered tlie progrruv after it was JuHy implemented. For . · 
example,41 p~rcent. of the! July --~ 997 ~asrload were I 1receiying T ANF anci not· worki11~ one 
year after entenng WFNJ, compai;-ed with 28 percent@f those who entered WFNJ after 1t was 
fully implemented (Figure ln.7). IWFNJ clients who[~emain on TANF and are not working 
are of concern to policymkkers and prog~am staff ,ecause some of these clients may get 
sanctioned for noncomplia$ce with work requiremel1ts, and some m~y eventually reach the 
T ANF' time limits with litt~e wo~k experience. : 

I I I ' I 

I ' I 

WFNJ clients wlw[rema~n on TANF and arr not l?cmployed are l~ss job: ready . 
than are those whq .havel left welfare/or wq~k- _ . 

I ! .! i] v 

WFNJ clients who rertiaine~ on TANF and we~e not working were considerably less 
preparedfor employment t~an w1rethose who had }~~welfare for work. -For example, less· 
than half (46 per9ent) of clients who were on T ANf and not employed at the time of the 
survey had worked in the tfo yer1 s beforf entering rFNJ (Figure 11.8). In contrast, more 
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.FIGl)REII.7 

EMPLOYMENT AND TANF RECEIPT AMOJ-.JG WFNJ CA~ES, 
. . BY MONTH AFTER WFNJ ENTRY ·. 

Caseload Entrants 

4 Months After., 
WFNJEntry · ' 

Entrants · 

8.MonthsAfter 
· WFNJ£ntl)'. 

Entrants 

I;! Months After 
WFNJ Enfry 

. . . 

WFNJ admi~istrative records data and;irst \VFNJ ClientSµrvey .. T ANF receipt during the first n .. 
~onths since WFNJ entry are. obtained from FAMIS data · Employmem statudor all months and T ANF 

·receipt at;the ti~e ofth.e.1nterview are from th~Fir~t \1/FNJ Cl.ient S1.1rvey, 

WFNJ entry pertains to the time that the sample niember first received cash assistance atier New Jersey 
implemented TANF in July 1997 The July 1997 caseload sample includes those who were receiving · 
AFDCin J11ne 1997. The new ent~ant sample, i11cl1.1des those who were not receiving AFDC in June 
1997 but subsequently enter~~ the .T AN.Fro\ls frnrn Ju!r).~97 throughJur;ieJ 998 

,_: ,' '·., ·._.- ",· ,-,.-. . -. ,' ' ,.'· .... ·,_ :. ' ',· ... ' ' ... -- '' ·: . .· ' ' . ' 

than two-thirds (68 percent)of clieµt~ wh9were employed and ·uoJonger receiving TANF 
bad worked during tbe,twoyears bFfore they entered the prqgrWI? .. Tlients whQ remained on 
TANF and were not working were also less likely to have a high school .diploma or GED. 
than werethose who W<!re employed and ho long~r receiving TANF~ 48 versus 66 percent. .·· 
WFNJ clients who had JeftTANF and were not working also had lower education levels and · 
more limited work histories thari did employed.· clienK These results suggest that some 
WFNJ .clients may require. more intensive job. readiness andojob search assistance or 

I 
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·. !:·:Emplofio~TA~!, .. ·... .... . ·• .·· 'NotEni~loy\:d.OffTANF• 

. .· . . ... ,, •H~ High Schqol Dlplmn:a or GED · J . q, ring Two Years ljii>~ io WFNJ Entfr 

Source: ~f~dminfatrati~e ~C!>~ data ~dliirst WFl'!kliei11Survi:y .. · .. 
•·• · ... ·· ·.· ', ", · :I · [, · 1 ... · · 
Note: · Emplo~'ment aiid TANF st~tus refert<ji the time ·pf th~ survey. · 

· .... · .. I ..... , ·. , ·. ·::[. . l ·· l > ·· .. · l1, · • · .... d, · . ', ..... ·· .. · •. : · . •··· .Odu~onrr· O·entf to ~e asuC¢ess::rition from. welfure·.· ... 
· .. ···••·. • Mo'! than olle ii/our Jf PNl fli;nts J neither working llor receivinK, .• 

TANF at tlle time of tl,e ~urvey. ; ' /f · · 

. I I , j' Not all WFNJ clients tho have left TANF are e I ployed. At the time of the survey, 44 
percent of clients Who had! e~ite4 T ANF ~ere not orking. At ·the time of Lthe survey, the 

•. group of WFNJ clients wlio were. off T ANF and no1 employed represented more than one .. · · 

'··, i. 11.~out (2. 7 ~ercent) di:n·t·s ~. h. 0. Pr_···.: ic.ip~t.··~.d i.n t9e··· p.r~gram·· .. d. ,un.·n.g .its. first year .... : .. ~Figure IL 7.). 
: Thi~ gro~p IS of potential cencem !P poh,cr,111~ers,. ~~c~use ~hese forme~ ,re~IP.tents may be .. · . 

. · atfogh nsk of return to T AlNF or~ worse~ ~t risk of~ 11mg throughthe cracks m the ~ystem: 
: and_experiencing highrattof?ttrtf>f . < . r· > ' :·,·: , : , ..... ·..• . , .. · i< 

.... ,·· ·.. _The proportjon ofWFNl clients whpJ1ave left] ~f'.an~ 'are not working (44 percent) . 
_ is somewhat higher th~n i~s be~n Joun(,( in rec~nf \, A.NF i!J~aver'; studies. F of example, . > 

L. op.rest {199.9) a.na!yzed···•·. J_. 1 natiop_· ,a··· l sllill~le of welf,,re • re. c. · ipien. t. s w_ ho le .. ft cas~ ·. ~sststFce · • 
.•... ·[~on1·.199? to. J9?7·and,.fq1JDd !?at }9_.p~rcent of hft sample ~f~elfar~leavers·w~~e not·. 

· · · employed atth~t1me ofthdfollo\Y .. µp survey(conduJted from February toNovember 1997). .· 
·· ... Similclfly,arecent GAO re~ort, Whi~h su#anzed tte:resuhs of TANF leaver studies from' .· 

seven states, found tha\thp pro~prt1on pfwelfare J. av~rs who were not em~loyed ra11ged 
from 29 to 39 percent(U .$; Gei1etal Accpunting O ice 1999): These earlier studies ·were, · 

.· !~9~~~::e0~;te~:e~i°s~~~~t!~u;o~J:!:d i!a; ~~r~1{:s~:;;,~::~as:~~0:!i!: : · 
' . • .. ,, . ·.. ., . ' .· ;, .· . ; '! .. . ·· .. I .· . . . ·.· . . .· . . .· 

.)_', . 

. ·:f ·:· l8 .·. /,/•·· 
I. f, ·.,. 
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yielding a higher proportjon Qf T ANF leav,ers who ·~¢. not eriiploye<;l, in part, beca~se the 
. results are more recent. As'.niore welfafe're6ipients face work requirements natiom1lly, the 
proportion of TANFleavers who are bot employed .. rtuiyrise. ' 

Some WFNJ clients who exit TANFand :~re 1101 employed hqve other sources · 
ofjinancia/support, such as earnings frorn a spouse/part11er, or other (ldult 
farnilj£ member. . . . ... 

. H6}¥ do WH~J clients who.have_ left T ANF artciare not erfiployed support themselves? ·· 
About one in five (2 l percent) ·1n this group was living with an employed spouse .or partner 
af the time ()f the survey (Figµre lL9), · the .research literature has shown that'marriage 
typically lead~ to °ifairly stiibl~"trailsition off ~eifare (Ellwood·· 1 ~86; and Bane and F;lhvood . 
1983); consequently/these clients may not be: a group for policy conc:erri.. Another 18 
percent-had been employed within th~ p~tthree Ihonths and had only ret,~ntly losftheir jobs. 
·So~ein this.groupinay findotheremploynientfairly soon; othersmay return to TANF) ·An 
additional· ts percent were living in.' households with other employed· adults· who were not . 

···theirspouses or partners .• While e~ings•6fthese oth,erad4lts may provide'a:temporary-· 
~upport Jor • some .cHerits, · such, .arrangement~ are rilore·· likely to· be · unstable·· and may. not 

.· proviqe alo~g.-tenn solution:/. .· . . . . . . . 

FIGURE ll~9 . 

. LIVING S~TUA TlciNS AND EMPLOYMENTSiATUS OFCLIENTS WHO .WEREOFF T ANF 
.. ·. ANDNO'r.EJl.fi>LOYED'ATTHE 1'lME OF THE SURVEY . . 

. ·.· Lives with Employe~ . . 
Spouse/Pariner 

Held. a Job in Past .Three .. · 
IIAonths. Does Not Live with: •· 
Employed Sp01.1sefl'artner .. ·. ' 

Spu,ce, · First WFNJ ClienJ Survey. · ·• . 

. . . .No R:ient Einployment, · 
· Does l'4bt Live'with Employed 
Spouse!Panner •. but Lives .. 
with Other Emplpyed Adults•· 

No ReceritEmplcti,·merit: 
· Does Noi Live with Other · 
.Employed Adults. 
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Nearly /1alfofthoke off!TANF and not e~ployed (about 12 percent of all 
I ' . . . ,I . . . . WFNJ clients) difnot live with! an emp/Qyed adult (Ind had not worke4 

recently. These cli'e. nts Jere af high risk of,11 ove. rty. ..· 
I I I . \ ·1 

' . ' :" ' i ' ' ' . . 

. The rei;naining 45 peTicent ~f c~ients! who had ifxited T ANF a~d were_ not ~m:rently 
employed had not worked for PflY in the past thre~ months and did not hve with other 
employed adults (Figure Il:1)- Asiwe dis:u~s in C~apt~r III, these ind~vid~als (who repres~nt 
12 percent of all WFNJ ch<rnts who part1c1patedmt~e program durmg Its first year) rehed 
largely on income from foocl stamrs, child ~upport paiments, and SSito support themselves. 
Asagroup, they had very l~w current incoii;ne and w~re athighrisk ofliving in povel"ty. It 
is important to understand 'fhY th~se clients exited T ANF and to learn more about how they 
are managing to make ,ends Jrneet. • These is~u~s ~11 ~

1
¢ coyered ?1ore extensively inthe ~ext 

rou,nd of the WFNJ chent_ ~urv~y, c;1S weH ~s m m-delpth mterviews to be conducted w!th a 
small sample of WFNJ clients m ~arly 2000. . I · . 
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III 

THE QUALITY OF LIFE OF WFNJ CLIENTS 

-TJ ___ -•· _-he. ove-rnll life_ quali-ty_·_ o_f-- ~N ___ J--client_ s __ d./oes __ not d-e_ pend_o_ n_lyon_ th-~ir- ~evel_~- -~---f employment and welfare receipt. To get a more complete picture of their hves, it is 
_ - · importfint to consider a broader set of issues. For instance, how much income do 
c~rrent and former WFNlclients have, and how do their incomes compare to the federal 
poverty level? How many current and former clien~s have health insurance coverage for 
themselves and their children? How common are health problems among WFNJ clients, and 
how might these problems affect their employment behavior? What kinds of housing 
arrangements and problems do WFNJ clients have? Howaretheir children cloingin school? 

In this chapter, we examine these and otherquality-of-life indicators for WFNJ clients. 
· We discuss these measures for the full set of WFNJ cli_ents examined for this report, who 

represent all ~lients who headed a T ANF case ih New Jersey during the first year of WFNJ 
-- implementation. However, as appropriate, we also report variation in these -indicators by 
clients' TANFand employment status at the titne of the survey. A broad look atthe quality 
of life of\VFNJdientsin these different groups can provide some. sense of how those who 
have taken different employmenfandwelfare p.;tths are faring, as.well as guidance for areas 
of possible policy intervention'. - - -

A. WHAT ARE THE INCOME AND POVER'fY LEVELS OF WFNJ CLIENTS? 

A primary goal of welfare reform in New Jersey is to increase the economic self-
sufficiency of clients by enabling them to fihdjobs and exit welfare. Many policymakers are 

- also interested in knowing how the reform is affecting clients' ,overall standards of living, 
beyond simply reducing welfare receipt. Therefore, when assessing the status of WFNJ , 
clients and their families, it is important to examine levels of income and rates of poverty. 
We do so in this section. 

Income figures are cakulated by adding income received from earnings; public 
assistance, and other sources during the month prior to the survey. The figures represent 

- - • - - - I 

family income and iriclude the income ofc}ients, thejr children, and, if/clients are married, 
_ their spouses. Annual income figures are generated by multiplying income from the month 
prior to the survey by 12.1 Income figures do not include the Earned Income Tax Credit 
(EITC). However, unless otherwise ;noted, monthly income includes all other income 
sources, such as own pretax earnings, earnings ofspom;e or partner, T ANF and food stamp 
benefits, -child care subsidies, other public assistance, child support, unemployment· 
insurance, and money from friends .and relatives. The pov~rty levels we report are bas~d on 
federal poverty guidelines for 1998. Based on these guidelines, .a family of three is 
considered to be in poverty ifits annual income is below $13,650. 

'This method may overstate income during the past, i'2 months for some clients and understate it for 
others, because earnings levels, as well as levels of income from other sources, may change over time. 
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WFNJ clientsl,ave!montlflyincomes ofabo";tSJ,100, onaverage. Almost tw{) . 

out of three have incomefbelo(w ~he federa~ipoverty level. . - - -. - -. 
I .I .. : . .11 . . _: • -•·. On average, WFNJ cli¢nts reported a total mont~ly income from all sources of $1,086 

'during the month prior to the survey, whfch tra11slales into an annual income of $13,032 
(Table III. l). About one lin fivr clientsireported ~hcomes that, when annualized, were 
$20,000 or more; a similar (:ractiotj. had annualized incJbmes oflessthan $5,000 (Figure III.1 ). 
Income varies with family &ize, witlilarger families h~ving larger income~. Families oftwo-
had average incomes of$8~7 for the month prior to ihe survey, whereas families of five or 
more had average incomes:of$1,469 (not!Shown) .. 11 · 

· Nearly two-thirds ofci,ients teported blonthly iJcome that put them below the federal 
_ ?overt)' level (Figure 111.2).f S9mr WFNJ[clients areir xtremely poor. One in four reported 
mcomes that were below 50 pe~cent of the poverey level: · In contrast, only 11 percent 

· reported incomes that werd 175 percentofthe poverty level or above. 
:._· ' V I ' ' ' . • I ' . . ' ' 

1, 1 1 . - I; _ 
, ,_. '· , ,I 

• I i . •. I' . 
1 _ .-·. 1 ·1··. ·. TABLEIIl.1 .. !I ·-__ . 

- . I .-·· . _ : .. l ·.. . .• . _-
A VERA GE MONTH~ y INCOME AND INCOME S01RCES AMONG WFNJ CLIENTS 

Own Earnings 

Total Public Assistance 
TANF 
Food Stamps 
SSI 
Child Care Subsidy 
Other· Public· Assistance 

Other Unearned Income 
Child Support 
spouse's or Partner"s Earnings 
Unemployment Insµrance 
Friends/Relatives ' 
Other Sources 

All Sources 

Sample Size= 1,,423 

i AveragbAmount 
: · froin )Source 
!Among f.ll Clients 

( in DoHars) 

I -,-
Proportion f 

1: Total Inco~e 
from Sour9~ 

45 

34 
11 
13 
6 
3 
I 

21 
3 

154 14 

.Percent 
Receiving 

Income 
from. Source . 

47 

65 
38 
55 
13 
9 
4 

45 
21 
13 

Average Amount 
Among Those 

Receiving Income from 
Source (in Dollars) 

1;041 

564 
326· 
254 
530 
326 
256 

518 
166 

l.225 
3 

I 8 
14 I / 522 

: JI; I~ ii' il: I 10 

! • ! . . .~ I[ . . I 
SOURCE: First WFNJ Client Surv~v. j' - i I . 7 •. . · j 

- !. - : 1I . . . , - ·. ::::_!_~'.'..( 

NOTE: Income fi.1gures r.e· fer to. ino.nth- p.· io. r_·.· .to surv~.>·· .The figure. 1$1.086 includ.;s total income from all sourcess" 
e earnings. public assistan1ce. and . ther unearn,ed income. . l1 · . 

- . · · 1 - . I . : _- . ·· . _ rl . . - . · . -
• Figure refers to the averageT ANEbenefit wnount fortpe mont~ prio~[ to the _survey wriong client,s still receiving these 
benefits. In contrast, the averagJ T ANF benefit amount of $.,40 reJ:?Orted m Chapter II .refers to the average benefit 
amount among clients for month~ they w~re receiving T ANF benefiisduring their first year after program entry. 

_ - - ! I · , ii · . -- · · 
,:.~::;:::,::.-:::;:;;,::;::;,::,:;::;:::::::::<:;:;,-::,,m •• :,~;::s;;:<::::::W.::>.:::::::;::;;:~::::::;;::,~;::s;,;f::::,;:;:'<';:;::;;?.:.~~,:M•;,) : ,:i:~':1.:::::.-:;;:r•'>~,:,::,:::::::.-:;;:>,\::=::;::;::'<';;::::::.%<::.%<;::::;.;:,~:;:::;::;::::m;,~<m.<:'<',@<<::::,~::.::::,:c:c;A 

·. . . . . ·- ·. : I I . Ii . . . . . . 
• 2The inco~~ figures and pdv~rty 1easures reportedin th!~ report inclu?e income from food sta~ps and 

child care subs1d1es, Poverty rat~s ar~ o~en calcul;ited exclud1?g these two mc:ome soµrces. Excluding food 
stamps and child care subsidies,! average mqnthly iincome amohg WFNJ clients was $919, and 69 percent of 
clients werein poverty. ! f 

I 
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FIGURE Hi.I 

ANNUAL'FAMILY INCOME AMONG WFNJ CLIENTS 

Percentage 
30 

26 

Squrce: First WFNJ ClieniSurvey, 

Note: lnco111e ;"'as measured for.the month pdor to the survey and transfomied.to ail annual incd;,;e figure by muhiplyi~g by.12. f 
.. :5... J i:.,:::..-.::;..IS•; • J .. 0kNY:.(~.S·••&:-:d-a:&:i::-::«.;.i.:x<•...:..:.:. :.::.:..: {>./.!!.::~ j;}:.;..:;I• *~.:.~:; k\-• • 
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FIGURE lll.2 

FAMILY INCOME RELATIVE TO THE F'EDERAL POVERTY LEVE:L, 
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= ::::::::::~:,,.moo• ,m~ "'"'•=•Y ~,-m..;..,,o,.;-• ;..,., ••=by.;,.,,,,;., by '2 i 
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. ! ·l, , :: 
About half of the in~ome if WFNJ clients ca~e from earnings, while a third 

.. came from public ahista~ce, maiJ/y TANF ~ndfood stamps. , ) 
'.·.• . i : J : . { • ' . . • . . ' 

· Most of the income o:t; WFNJ clients] came fro+ earnings, T ANF, and food stamps. 
Nearly half(45 percent) o~tµe tot~ i~come!of all 'YffJ clients came fr?m earnings (Ta?le 
IILl). Among those working for p

1
ay,average earmngs were $1,041 durmg the month pnor 

to the survey. About a thiird (34: percent) of total i~come came from public assistance, 
mainly TANF (comprisi~g lf lperc:ent of the totalincotpe ofWFNJ clients), food stamps (13 
percent), and SSI (6 percenp. _ssps an i~portant inifome sourc: for some WFNJ clients ... 
Among the 13 :percent recie1vmg1 SSI for; themselv¢s or a Jam1ly member, the average 
monthly benefit was $530 (]fable IILl). ; · . If . · · · . · . · · 

/ . Some WFNJ clients h~ve bt~ertypes:of financi~l supportthat are not included in the 
income figures reported here. F~r example, one inlj five cUents received food vouchers 
thrcmgh the Special Supplement~}. Nutrition Progr~ . for, Wome11, Infants, and Children 
(WIC). Fifteen percent said ithey ~ad received food, dothing~ or other types of in.,kindhelp 
from friends or relatives in 1he pa$tmonth.; · 1: . ··.· · . . 

, About one in five clients repdrted rec¢iving the {ITC in the past year. The EITC can 
be• an important source of a~ditiodal inco~e for WF*J client.s who work For example, in 
1998, clients who earned $1 perhbur and rorked 40/ihours per week for the full year (and 
thereforehad .. annual earnings of$l.4,560) ~d who hc+cl no other sources of taxable income 
qualified for a ~efundable t~x cre~

1
it of$ l,~09 ihhey1 had one child and $3,279 if they had , 

two or more children. 3 1 • ·, 

I : I' I . 
I ! J I ' 

The inc~mes of WJ;"NJ chents di~ not incrl ase during the year after they 
entered tl,e ptogra~ Ho~ever, o',,, average,l]their sources of income shifted 
away from we'.tare f nd tokJard ea1nings. lj: · · . . 

1 
• 

Did the incomes of WfNJ c[Iients as.ia groupiicrease during theirfirst year in, the 
program? Only income from the three most impo~antincome sources--own earnings, 
: ANF, ~d food stamps-~ar~ a\'ailf ble_ by ~o_nth.4 ~ong_this cohort ofWFNJclients, t~tal 
mcome fromthese•three sources reimamedfa1rly stabl~1, at Just under $800per mQnth durmg 
their first year after entering the. Program (Figure IUJl3). However., during this period, the 
primary source·ofincot:ne s~ifted a\Nay from TANF abd food·stamps and toward earnings. 
For instance, .among the entire grbup ofWFNJ dierl~s, about 70. percent of income from 
these thre~ sources came f:o~ TA~ f or.fo9d 'st~mps ~uririg the second month after WFNJ, 
entry, while 30 perc~nt .of m~ome ~as from: earnmgs. 1~n contrast, at 12 months after WFNJ 
entry ,just over 40 percent ofincoriie from these sourc~s came from T ANF and food stamps, 
while nearly 60 percent cam~ Jrom1 earning~. Althoug/h, .~n average, WFNJ ·. clients may.· not 
be in~reasing th~ir income;s in t~e short ;run, as a ~r~up they are increasing their self-
suffictency. 1 Ii' 

i 

. . 1 . I I[ 
·-. ...,..., -· -. --·· -. --,.. -. ---,..-i r . r Ii . .• 

• , 3 Clients with slightly lower ~nnual ~amings fo~ 1998, $10,~00 or $12,000 for example, qualified for the 
maximum EITC benefit, $2,271 f~r famil/es with on:e childand$i3,756 forfamili~s with two or.more children. 

J , •, 1 r . . : ,] 

4These t~ree income source~ represente~ ~9 p~rcent of the( [total inc~me of WFNJ cHents as a group for 
the month prior to the survey. fv1onthly leamutgs ~gures are fr~m the client survey; T ANF and food stamp 
benefit amounts are from state a~lministrrtive data sources~ 111, ' 

, i Ii 
24· ii 

1' ii 

\. 



$800 

$700 

$600 

$500 

$400 

$300 

sroo 
$0 

FIGUREJII.3 

MONTHLYINCOME FROMEARNINGS, FOOD STAMPS, AND TANF, 
BY MONTH AFTERWFNJ ENTRY 

Monthly Income 

762 

$229 

$781 

$314 

770 $767 

$358 

6 8 
Month After WFNJ Entry 

$775 

. $412 

$772 

$444. 

IIIFood Stamps 

•TANF 

· Source: WFNJ administrative records data and First WFNJ Client S~rvey. 

WFNJ clients who have left weffqrefor work have higher incomes and are 
less likely.to be in poverty than those wlio remained on TAN.F. · 

WFNJ clients who had left T ANF and were working had incomes substantially above 
those of client's who remained.on TANF. Their average monthly incomes were $1,575, and 
only 29 percent were in poverty at the time of the survey (Figures IIL4 and 111.5). In 
contrast, clients who remained on TANF (including those who were employed, as well as 
those who. were not employed) had monthly. incomes of $949, and 81 percent were in 
poverty. Clients wh6 remained o~TANF and were not employed had evenlower monthly 
,incomes ($795) and were even mdre l~~ely to be in poverty (90 percentf ' 

. . \ . 

I 

On average, WFNJ clients wlwwere off TANF and not employed /tad very 
low incomelevels.. If owever, somein tit is group ltad other sources of income, 

· such as their spous:e,'s or partner's earnings,,and were less likely to be poor. 
. . ., 1, ' 

,, ' • ; ">' ', • ' 

WFNJ clients who had left TA.NF '1nd were not working \\(ere also very likely .to be 
poor; thei{average mopthlyincomewas $6.51; 'and.82 percent were in poverty (Figure 111.4 
and III.St However, some clients in ~his group had ot:her sources of income and were faring '• 
better financially. 

In Chapter II, we divided former WFNJ clients who were not working into four m4tually 
exclusive groups: . ( 1) those living with 'an employed spouse or partner (21 percent of this 
group); (2) those not l~:ving with an employed spouse or partner, but who had worked within 
the past three months.(18 percent); .(3) those who hadnot worked recently and were not 



r· 

FIGURE IIl.4 

TOT AL MONTHLY INCOME, BY T ANF, AN~j EMPLOYMENT ST A Tl.JS 
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Source: First WFNJ Client Survey. 

Note: Figures refer to income from the inonth prior to the survey. 

.. . 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

Percentage Poor 

Source: 

i 

FIGURE 111.5 
' i " I ,'I 

POVERTY: LEVELS. BY TANF AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
I , ' I 

11_ 

90 

26 v 



living with an employed spouse or partner, but who were living with other employed adults 
(15 percent); and (4) those tyho had not worked recently and were not living with an 
employ eel adult ( 45 percent).· Those living with an employed spouse or partner had m1,1ch 

.. ·1 ·. . ' - ' - .,· • 

higher incomes and were much Jess likely· to be in poverty than were WFNJ clients in the 
other three groups. T~eir average family income f9rtht! prior month (which includes 
spouses' and partners' income)was $1,551, similar to the incomes of WFNJ clients who 
were off TANF and working(Figure 111.6). Four in 10 clients in this group had incomes 
below the federal poverty leyel. Most oftheir family income camefrom their spouse's or 
partner's earnings (Table A.3).5 

Other WFNJ clients who were .qff T ANF and porcurrently working had substantially 
less income. Among tliose who had workedin the previous three months (and were not 
living with an emp}oyed spouse or,partner), .average .i11come for the:prior month was $645, 
and 81 percent had incomes below the poverty.level. .The income'of clients in this group 
came mainly from their own recentearnings, food stamps, and unemployment insurance 
benefits (Table A.3). 

Former WFNJ clients who were not working and were in the third group described. 
above (living with employed adults besides a spouse or partner and having no recent 

: ,, . ' ' ' . ' / 

employment) had extremely low average incomes ($224), and almosrall of them {99 percent) 
had incomes below thepovertyleveL The. small amount of income these clients had .. came 
mainly from food stamps, SSI, child. support, and unemployment insurance benefits (Table 

FIGURE 111.6 

INCOME OF WFNJ. CLIENTS WJ-1O WERE OFF T .A.NF AND NOT EMPLOYED. 
BY LIVING SITU.A TIONS AND EMPLOYMENT ST A, TUS 

Mo.nthly Income 

SI.600 

Sl.400 
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$400 

S200 
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I 
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I 
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I I 

I ·* I 
=:.:: 

... ,.,.-. ""'"' I 
Not Living with· :$' 

Employed Adults ~:.~ 

·source: Firs.t WFNJ Clie.nt Sun·ey. :~ 

Note: Categories,ar~ mutually exclusi\'dsee. Figure IL9). Income was :m•~s.ured for .the month prior to th.e sur\'ey, Li\'ing situation -j~ 
and T ANF and employment status refer to the time of the sur\'ey. . . )~) 

..... w. ........ .;.••••W~•;.:.:.:..::•~:.:.:;:-~:;.•~• .... • .;-;~•:& .. .:.;:-».;: i:v; .... D · ~-h.:.:-:0.:q::2~¥-X ·;;:,: ::: }Y' ·t:::G:·::.r:;:.:0n:-:::;..;..:.:.:.;·_:_;;::~ 

.. 5Appendix Tabk A.3 d~scr,ibes monthly income and its sources for WFNJ clients who,were offTANF 
and not employed by their living.arrangements and recent employment status. ' 
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A.3). Clients in this group ~ere rtianaging: on their e*remely small incomes by living with 
~and mos~ likely be~ng _sup~~rted ?Y) employed ~en1~ and relatives (whose incom_es are not 
mclud~d m the family mcoine fig~es presrnted m th~s chapter). :Former .WFNJ clients who 
Wfre not working and who! were rn the ~ourth_ group l~no recent ~mpjoyment and no\ living 
with~ e~plo~ed adult) ha~ some

1
what hig?er mcom9s ($~98) ~Fig~e IIL6). Ev_en so,_alm~st 

all chertts m this group.(96lperce?t) were \n poverty.II <:hents m this group rehed pnmanly 
on food stamps, SSI, and child Stfpport payments to ~upport themselves (Table A.3). 

. i I . ·. •• I. ·, 
Former WFNJ clients who are in one of these last two groups are clearly of concern for 

policymakers becauseofth~ir exn/emely lorw incomeJiand very high rates of poverty. Future 
reports will examine these tlients iin more· tletail to. g4in a better understanding of why they 
left TANF and howthey atte managing to ;supportthfmselves. 

) . . I . I 11 
• I I 

I 

i : i I . . ·. . . . I 

B. WHAT Is TH.· E HEA~'tu st ATus qF WFNJ lc1. LIENTs .f\ND THEIR FAMILIES? 
I I ! \_I . . . . . . 

Good health can be a [ crucial factor in a succeSsful transition from welfare to work. ! 

!:le_alth problems may dis~oFage rel fare ,rf cipients firm seek_ing emplo~m~nt and can lead 
to Job loss among those whp are e1mployed;- Concern 1

1
over losmg health msurance coverage 

may discourage.some TANF reci~ients fro!ll leaving ~elfare. Inaddition,.health status is an 
, important factor in evaluatfog ov~rall life quality. T!herefore, an examination of the health 

proble. ms·and.· in~u~an. C. e ~~v.er·a*e of WF .• NJ.clien1:r· is crucial in designing appropriate 
programs .and policies f9r ~hem. •i' ,; ' .. . 

. ) . ' I . 
! I . , : ·. · i ·· · ·• .. 

Reports of /,ea/ti, problems were relatively c~mmon among WFNJ clients and 
tl,eir families, particuldrly tl,os,e wl,o w~re not. working and were still 
receiving TANF. i .· I . : .. · . . . r . . . . . ' . \ 

A substantial fraction ()36 pe~cent) of WFNJ cliepts reported having health problems at 
the time of the first survey (Figure III. 7). ibout one ~n four said they had been seriously ill 
in the past year; 22 percent teport~d that their health l~mited the kind or amount of work they 
could do. Health problems \¥ere particularly commorilamong clients who were still receiving 
TANF ,and were not curre?tly wfrki~g .. :A~ong th~s ~roup~49 percentr~ported a health 
problem, and 39 percent report~d bemg :senously !tll mthe past year (Figure Ill.7). In 
contrast, among those whq were !working( and' no lo~ger receiving T ANF, only 23 percent 
reported health problems, 4nd on\ly15 pe~cent had 9fen seriously ill in the past year. · 

While many reported i healt~ problem, a smalle~I fraction ofWFNJ ~lients reported that 
they had severe health prJblemJ that pr¢vented th~m from working. About 1 in l O (11 , 

• . . I .· I . '. . :, .... '· . : 

percent) clients reported thit they:cou\d not work at aJl because of their health (Figure III.7). 
Previous research has also ~ound ~hat about 10 perce9f of welfare recipients nationallyreport 
that they are unable to wo* bec~use o( tlieir health ~Johnson and Meckstroth 1998; Olson 
and Pavetti 1996; and ,Lop*stanq Acs 19~6). WFN~ clients who have remaine<;I on T ANF 
and are not working are cbnsid~rably m~re likely •o report this type of health problem, . 
however. Am~ng this grotip, aboft one in/our (24 pircent) clients indicated that they could . 
not work because of healtq problfinS. · ; I . , . .· 

I I' ' ··.f , , 

, WFNJ clients, particularly thbse who are not wo~king and are still receiving T ANF, are 
also fairly likely to have ot~er faml! ily members with fl .. : ealth problems. For example, among 

I: 
.I 

Ii 
i, 
I' , , 

28 i 
ii 
! 
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FIGURE Ill.7 

HEAL·Tl-1 PROBLEMS AMON(JWF'NJ CLIENTS 
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all WFNJ clients, 20 percent had a child "".ho h.as been seriously ill in the past year, while 16 
. . . J 

percent had a household me.m.berwhose h~ahh Hn1itsthe cJient' s ability to do certain kinds 
or amounts of work (not shown). Among clients who are not working and still receiving 
TANF, these figures are 29 and 25 percent, respectively. 
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. . . .· i. '. . • . i ' .···· ' ·.·• . ' . ,• ··.· ..... 
. . Given the high numders ofi WFNJ. ¢1ient~ wh · report healt}i problem;/pariicularly, . 

.• ·• among those remaining oh TANF. and #ot \vorki I g, program staff m~y need to' focu~ 
ada,itional effort on ~Sessirigwh~ther cHe*-ts have sefous health conditions'. ,Based on the~e· .• 
asses~ments, some clients fay bef ~~tter ~~fed by th~ SSI ~rogram.6 Others may b_e able to 

· .. ~emam on. TANF ~d do :~~me [~Jnd~,o~{w?rk, bu~· they .tl)ay fear los~ ?f pubhc health·• 
.. lD~~~~nce 1fthey stmt W()f~mg.: _Ind1vi~pahzedasie.~sm~rits of t~ese .clients' neec:ls and 
ab1ht1es that focus on ~nd,,tstanJmg th~· ?ature and jpeventy. of their health p~oblemgmay 
~est e~a?le program ~tafqo hel~. ~ese cl~ents th'y start to near.~orf requue1?ents and, 
time hm1ts; Future rounds pf the phertt surveys; wi-11 g~ther more detailed. mformat10i1 on t~e • 
type and severity ofhealthl~robl~ms faci:~ Wl'.NJ 1tie-~ts. 

Most WFNJ clientJ and t~~ir children l1ad J~alth i~suran~e at the time of the 
survey, mainly thrq,ugh Medicaid. However, those who had left TANF were .. -. · .... · · 

. '. ', ·.' con~idi._erahlJJJess_ l.i·1./!Y .... tol1 be in~µre,d ,,an .,.e.,r:e.rh~ .. se. ,w.ho r~m,Qined ~1. c~~h.' '. ' .· ·.···.,··· •· 
-. . tu.sistance. . ... j i , , . .. . r . : . + _ .. : . . ; ..... •.·· .. . . . _ , .. . . . _•. 
• The rilajority (82 p~rf e~t) 1 f WFN~. cli~nts ~d healtll in_sur:ailce at the time of the .· ·· .. •.· ··. 

· .. · follow-up survey_ (F !gure ip.8) .. · IMost c~i~nts _(76 p 1• cent) were insured throu~h Medicai~ ... 1 : , .. · ·. • 

·.· or another pubhc msur,~e prrgrarn} relati~ely I ew (10 perce11t) had privat~ h~alth '• . 
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Note: .·A f~ clients had .both pJbl,i·c arid ·vale insuranc~ coverage. TheJore. the percentag~ of clients who have public insurance 
and the perceinage who t•e ptjvatf, insuniil? cj .sum to more iha~ th.e percent:gewith 1!11)' iilsu~ce coverag~: 
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disabled General Assistance (GIA) and rrANF rec~p,ents enrol, m the SSI program. , ( 
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insurance? WFNJ clients who had left T ANF were less likely to have insurance GOVerage; 
. 73 percent wereinsuredatthetime of the survey1 compared with 97 percent of cljents who 
remained on TANF. Clients who had left TANF and were not employed were even less 
likely to have insllfance coverage; 69, percent of this group had health insurance at the time 
of the survey, compared. t() 76 percent of clients who w.ere. off T ANF and working (not 
shQwn). Most {84percent)ofthe children qfWFNJ clients were also covered by insurance, 
primarily through public insurance programs, such as Medicaid andNewJersey KidCare (not 
shown). However, the children of clients who had left TANF we're less likely to have 
insurance coverage thanwerethoseofclientswho remained onTANF--75 versus97 percent. 

WFNJ clients in poor health are somewhatmqre likely to have insurance coverage than 
.are those in betterhealth; Forexrunpl~, among those who reported health problems at the 
time ofthe survex, 88 percent~ad in:5urance coverage, compared with 82 percent of those 
whoreported no health problems, Eyenso,som~ uninsured di~nts have poor health. More 
than one in four uninsured WFNJ clients reported having health problems at the time of the 

. survey (Iilot shown) . 

. Some WFNJ ctients appear .n9l to haye insur~ce because ,they .. are unaware.of 
transitional· M~dicaid benefits .. About.one-fourth who were pninsured and no longer 
receiving TANF reported that· they were unaware of this benefit. · ... Others who were not 
insured reported a variety of reasons wh)' they "'ere not covered by Medicaid: For example, 
some saidtheir incomewa~ too high;thartijey had ne:verappliedforMedicaid, orth~t they 
had not complied with Gertain welfare rules. Others said, they were not covered by Medicaid 
because they no longer had any minor children living with them, because they recently 
moved to another state,orbecau~e tl).ey were "cut off' whenJheyJeft TANF or when they 
got a job. To ensure thataU those who are exitingTANF andare eligible forJransitional 
Medicaid receive this benefit, progrrun staff mayneed to provide addition~! information to 
clients on the availaqility of transitional Medicaid and who may be eligible for it. A wider· 
system-levelchange couldbeto simplify the process ofapplying fortransitional Medicaid 
so that those who exit T ANF can continu¢ to receive Medicaid for son1e limited time 
automatically, .even if they do i;iot apply for trans.itional beriefits, . 

WFNJ clients who were uninsured reported several ways in which they addressed 
medical expenses .. Just over half reported that they went to the emergency room when they 
had a medical problem; 6 in 10 reported that they avoided going to the doctor. Abotithalr' ' 
saidthey used free dinics or doctors. About OIH! in five said they borrowed money fron1 
friends or relatives to pay for medical expenses . 

. C. WHAT ARE THEHOlJSINGSITUATIONS OF WFNJCLIENTS? . 
, ' . . ,• ,,·, ·: ,• •' ' ,·' ,,- '• ; .· .: .. ' :'' '. ,.• 

__ ,:- .. ·.' ' . /' ' 

Finding safe, afforclablehousing can be a c;hallenge forwelfare recipients. Among 
WFNJ clients, the large majority (88 percent) rent; m()stothers (9 percent) live rent free, 

. typicallywith friends or relatives, .About .a third receive a government housing Sl!9Sidy, 
either by living in public hou~ing (13 percent)or by receiving a rentv.oucher (19 percent). 
Examining the housing problems exp~rienced by WFNJ clients is an important· part of 
develbping a more complete picture of their overall life. quality. 

7 A small fraction of clients had both public and private insurance coverage. 
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About halfof,WlJ c,1tt "fJ~,d· hav1 a housing problem in tl,epast 
. year.' Tlte m(}St cqmmor problems report~d were 1,a~ing to move iii wit/, 

friends and relativ~s to S'fve on rent andliv{ng in overcr(}wded conditions. · 

, A substantial fraction!(48 p¢rcent) of WFNJ clientsreported thatthey had a serious 
housing problem during tie year prior t9 the surv~y (Figure 111.9). The most common 

. probl7~ reported was li~ing in ovfrcrowd1d ho~sing )fonditi:°~s, ~efined using the ~tandard 
defimt1on · ofovercrowdmg from lthe housing hterature of hvmg ma fiousehold with more · 
than one person per room, :one. i~ five clients report~d living under these conditions at the 
• time of the survey. In con~a;:,t, in i 1997, orily three p~rcent of all American households and · 
seven percent ofhouseholds beloJ the povbrty thresh~ld had overcrowded conditions (HUD 
User Web Site 1999}. • i . · I · · · i ·. 11 · · . · · ·' 

Doubling up with friebds anti rdativ~s was als~fairly common; 17 percent of dients ·, , 
reported that they had moted in !with friends or relittives to save on rent in the past year. 
Doubling up wasmostconililon apion:g th~se who w~re no longer receiving TANF and not 
employed; 20 perce~t ~fth~s gr~~p report~d moving!lin_with friends or relatives in1th~ P.ast 
year (not.shown). S1mdarlr,·th1s1?roup was.the mo~t hkely_to reporttha! they were hvmg' 
rent free { 1 7 percent, compr,red 'Y1th 9 peFcent amon1F all chents). . · . . .. •• 

i ! I 

· . · ! · I · · 1 · II 
, Extreme ltousing prob/ems, sue/,· as ltom' 1 Iessness, affected 'only a small 

'· . I . . i. . . 

fraction of WFNJ flients. I 
I 
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Only six perce11tof clientsreported'Iiving in an emergency.shelter duringtheyear ptior 
to the survey, while four percent reported a period of homelessness during that time (Figure 
III. 9). These;: severe housing problems wete also relatively uncomtnon among WFNJ clients 
who, w~re no longer receiving cash assistance and not working at the time of the survey, 
affecting only about six percent of this group (not shown). ' 

WFNJ clientsmove fairly frequently; 31 percent of clients had moved in the past year. 
Eleven percent had. moved t)\'ice during this period, By comparison, in .1997, .among all 
American households, 18 percent ha~t moved in the past year;. amqng poor households, 25 
percent had moved (HUD User Web Site 1999) .. Among dients who had moved recently, 

· the most commonly reported reasons for moving wereJor higher-quality housing (reported 
by 25 petcent oftho;se who moved), for mote affordable. housing {reported hy 19 percent), 
because they·. were eyicted ( 16 percent),.·.because of conflicts with •Otherhousehold members 
(16 percent), andto . find . better qr safer neighborhood {10 percent), Other commonly 
reportec:l reasons included es,caping oyercrowded. co11ditions and problems with the landlord. 

D. How ARE WFNJCLIENTS D0ING.0NOJHER MEASURES QFLIFE QUALITY? . . . . : . ' . . . . . . . 

The lives oflow-income families, inany of whom are struggling to raise children, leave 
welfare, and Overcome personal problems, can be full of challenges. Some clients may have 
children who ~e performing poorlyin school. Qthers may face more serious problems, such 
as domestic orst1bstance abuse. By understanding'thefrequency wjth which these events 
occur, policymakers, can impro¥e the programs and policies designed to address these issues. 

' ·• _-_.. • .,· ·: • '1 • ·, '. ,._,_,. - . ' • ·.' ' ' .• 

Ma11y c:/lildren of WFJVJ clients al'e doing wefl in sc/100/, but some are 
struggling . . As ubstantia/ fraction tire bel,ind grade level;. of hers. have serious 
attendance problems. 

·schoolperfotmanceisanimportant measure ofchild·weH-being: Based on preliminary 
evidence fr9m the first client survey, it appearsthat most children of welfare recipients are 
performingadequately jn school, at least as measured by attendance and being at appropriate 
grade levetfor ag~.8 However, some childrfn are performipg poorly. Among WFNJ clients 
who had scllool,-age children living with the111, ,a.bcmt 3in.10 (29 percent)had a child who 
was he hind grade level, and .. 14 penient had a· cl1ild who bad missed mor~ than 20 days of 
school in the pastyear}Fi~ure 111.10). · · · · 

Problems in school are niost co nun on among the school-age children of WFNJ clients 
who are not working and.havefemairiedonl'ANF. Among:those inthis·grnup with, school-
age children, mpre thanoneJn-three (36 percent) have a child behind grade level, and 20 
percent have ·a child with serious attendance problems:. In contrast/among those who are 

--- ,, . :. .. .. , ,· ,· ' ,· ·- ' ' . ' . 

8Fururerounds of the WFNJclient survey will focus mor¢ extensively on the well~being of the children 
of WFNJ clients. 
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SCHOOLPERFORMA-rj!CE PRhBLEMS lMONG THJI. CHILDREN OFWFNJCLIENTS 
' ! ' . 

Percentage 

.i 
29 i• 

All WFNJ Clients 
i 

So~rce: First WFNJ Client Surve~. 

Those wbrking and OtTTANF 
. . ; .. ii Those Not Working and Still On TANF .· 

I 

.· , .. I 
Note: Figures ar .. e fo. r c.lients wijh s.chool-age .children. (a~.es 5 to .17) only. f."I Serious attendance problems" are. defined as being absen! i[!j 

from school more than 20 days.in ttje past year. ! · . . ·t 
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workingand are no longero1n TA~F, only bne in fivelb1percent) has a child behind grade 
level, and only 6 percent h~ve .chi[ldren wi~h attendal[be problems. · · . 

I I I I J 

I l I ,~ 
Otl,er problems, sue/, asl substance abuse r domestic violence, appear to 
affect relatively sm~llfractions o/ WFNJ cliknis. · -· -· I i ..... ! .. l1 

. • • 

. Based on self-reporte4 infopnationgathered from tele~hone intervie~s1 domestic· 
violence and substance prob~ems appear to have affectt:!d a relatively small fraction of WFNJ 
clients (Figure III.11 ). pefoent reported that they. had been physically abused by a 

, · . . · I 
spouse or partner in the past! year. 9f Five petcent repo~ed that they had· sought treatment for 
a,substance abuse pro~l:m 4urin~ fhis pe?ocl .. Simil~I fractions r~port~d that they had be~n 
arrested or been the v1ct1m qfa VI~lent crJiljle lil the pist year; while slightly more than J m 
10 had sought treatment for a mel ntal heaJth problerp.:. As with problems with children's 

•. ! • 'I 
. . . ·. . . ·: I - ·• . 11.. . 

•· 9This perc~ntage may i.mdbrestimkte theprbportion of 1~FNJ clients who are victims of domestic 
violence. Other studies, which fofused ~ore speciijcally on the issµe of physical abuse by spouses or partners, 
have found higher rates of recent pomestlc violencej(l s_ to 20 pe~cent} amon~ we_lfare rec!pients(.Raphael and . 
Tolman 1997): These other stud1esmayj ha'_'.e found higher rat~s ofdomest1c v1ol.ence, m part, because they 
used 9ifferent data collection methods. ~or examp~e, in some s~pdies, interviewers read out a list of possible 
abuses by partners (such as hitting, slapp;ing, kickiqg, shoving, t~reatening the respondent with a weapon, or 
making t~e respondent think she Tight bt hurt) and jasked_ resp1ddents ~hether they had expe~ie11ced this type 
of abuse m the past year. In contrast, on the first WlfNJ chent surey, chents were asked "Durmg the past year; 
ha've you been the victim ofphysi~al viol~nce orabise from a spruse orpartner?'' In:a later round of the client 
survey, we will ask a more detail[ed list ~f questiof\s on possibl~ physical abuse by spouses ~r partners; such 
a detailed list may reveal higher rates o~domestic violence ambng WFNJ clients. 1 

. I i . : -. !I . · 
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FIGURE IiLll 
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OTHER PROBLEMS FACING WFNJ CLIENTS 
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school performance, these, problems were more common among cliepts who were not 
employed and were stilFreceiVing TANF.(notshown). Jt is irrtportantto keep in mind that 
these types of problems are likely to be underreported on telephone intervie"\Vs; therefore, 
actual rates may be substantially highef;10 In addition, the proportion ofdients who have 
substance abuse or mental health problems is likely to be substantially higher than the 
proportion who sou~ht treatment for these conditions. J 1- · 

E. IIow COIVIMONARESERIOUS H,.\RDSIIIPS AMONGWFNJ CLIENTS? 

Another way to measure the life. quality of WFNJ. dients is to examine how frequently 
serious hardships occur in their lives. For instance/how common are extreme poverty, 
serious illness, or extreme housing crises among WENJ clients? Are these -hardships. more 
common amo11g certain groups of cli~nts, suchas _those ~ho remain on T ANF or those who 

. . ' . .. ' ' . ' ' ·,- ' 

,10 A.later round of the client survey will use advance:d· survey methods to get more accurate responses to 
,these types of sensitive questions. In that surv.eyround; respondents will hear recorded questio~s over the 
telephone and use the telephone keypad to respond, Researc~ has shown that this type of questioning increases 
respondenrwillingness to report stigmatiziryg behaviors or cqnditions . 

• _ ' ,•· ' V ,/ ' 

11 0ther studies, µsing national samples of welfare recipients, estimat~. that from 5 t629 percent of welfare 
recipients have substance abuse problems and frorn 10 to 25 percent have mental health problems (Johnson 
and Meckst.roth 1998; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 1994; Olson and Pavetti 1996; Leon 
and Weissman 1993; andJayakody and Pollack 1997). · 
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are not emplpyed? Hoy, +any ~lients h~v~ reCentl} experienced more than one serio115 
· hardship? . . · ! I .. ; . ij . . 

• In this section, we exartiine Je proportion of Wf1}-JJ clients who have faced five serious 
, _' . I !·:·. . i -'. .-'.! 

hardships during the past year: ( 1} extreme poverty ~defined· as being· below 50 percent of 
' ' _- ' ., ·j.' : . ,:'! 

the poverty level); (2) serious illn~ss; (3) extreme h
1
rusing crisis( defined as being evicted. 

living in an. emergency shelter, of being h~meless); ~f)being the victim of a violent crime 
(includin~ ~omestic: violencie);.an_1 (5) r~qtiiring.ment~ health~r substance abuse treatment._ 

•· By exammmg the frequency· with . which these five · hardships occur and how they·.· are 
concentra~edamong certain:group1s·ofWFNJ clients)~e can. gain a better understanding of 
)he challenges some clientJface. j .• · :. i! . . 

. •. . j I /1 •. . . . 

More than ·half of ~FN} clientsjaced anett one tJftliese hardships(mos: . 
often extrem,e povertyorJerious i{lness) du~ing tl,ipast year. . .. · · .. •., · 

Morethan half (58 per~ent) rnfWFNJ~lient5facd~ one o,fthese serioushardships in the 
past year (Figure 111.12). The m(l)st comn:mn hards~ips were extreme poverty ~d serious 
illness; each affecting a 1itt1e r,ore thai11 one in (bur clients. . Although many clien.ts 

·. experienced one of these hafdships, a substantially s 1~ller fraction (23 percent) experienced 
two or more ofthese hardsfips i9the pastiyear ... · . . ·· · 
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P_ov. erty.· me.asu··.re llasedb···.·n· i~comel during the mo.hth prior to the su~. ey. Other measures referto the one-year period prior.· 
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·. WFIVJ clientsrwho were ·offTANF and not employed w~e lf,ost/ikel/ to face.···--., 
oneo/il,ese;/1ardsl1ips, especlal/yextreme, poverty/. lf~rdsliips ·lt'~re also more· 
common among 'client$. ~hb:r~r_nained~1'f.A~ F but·were. notemployed. . 

_ .. WFNJ clients who had. left·JANF and were not· employed were most .likely to 
.. -experience one of thes~ hardshjps; 77 perc,ent of' t~is grollp had experienced a hardship in .the 

-. pru;t year (Figure IIl.13}. This l1igh rate of ruirdship ·iiinong those off T:ANF ~d not working • 
-.· was due ,primcirlly to the fact that many of these_ cJients (5 7 percent) had incomes below 50 • ... 
percent of the poverty level d~ng tlle month'pri6r to the survey. These clients were also· I 

_-. somewhafmore likely than others to hav·e experi¢~ced• an e,ctteme housing crisis in the past 
yeat~~J.7 percent, versus J 4 percentfor all clients (FiguresJII.12 and Ul.13 ). However ,.they 

, wete ·µo more likely others to i:icperience ;bther hartiships, S\lCh as serious illness or . . .·· . .. . . . . . .. ·. . . '. . .. '• '• ', . 
. .- .. ,•."'). '.•-' crime~-· 

WfNJ clients who remained on TANF a11d wer~·n.ot.empl~yefwer~ :aJso'.more· likely 
than. other· clients •to experfonte-these sever<;: ha:rdsb,ips::especiallyseriousillness and 

• requiring· treatment for a sub~~ce abu~e ot foeital he~lth prol,lein. • For example; 39 per¢ent ·_ . 
. ofthis group had been seriously'ill. and22 percetJ:ttequired trieatme111-for a substance ~buse . -

.•. 9r m~ntal health problem; compareti to 2(j aridl4,percent, r~spectiyely, ainong: all WFNJ 
. . r'..c, . ·' . . ·.,. • .. , -.\. . . .' ,. ' . . ·. . -;, . ·· .. • .... ·. :·· , . 

· cli;ents _(Figures III._12 a11d Ill,:P ) .. > . . .- · . ··· . ·. · >_ · · •· · · · · . : •.· · .- · ··· · · " 
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IV 
CLIENTS' KNOWLEDGE OF AND 

I 

EXPERIENCES WITH WFNJ 

( - .. . ·. F or WFNJ to be successfully implemented, clients must understand the new welfare 
rules and be aware of the supportive services a¥ailable to them through the program. 

• . These new policies and services will not have their intended effectunless clients are 
aware of the changes and understand how these phanges affect them. In addition, WFNJ 

./ . . . . . . . . ·.· ·, 
operations can benefit from learning clients'. perception$ of the most useful WFNJ services 
and what additional supports they woµld like the programto offer. Moreover, program staff 
can improve their ability to deliver services effectively i.f they have a better understanding 
of clients' perceptions oftheir experiences when they visit the welfare office. 

A. How WELL Do CLIENTS UNDERSTAND WFNJ PROVISIONS? 

Welfare policy was changed substantially when WFNJ was implemented in J 997. Cash 
benefits are now subject to a five~year lifetime. limit, and most TANF recipients must 
participate in a work activity to continue to qualify for benefits. In addition,. certain 
transitional benefits available to those who· leave welfare .for work have been expanded. In 
this section, we examine how welLclients understand the new .limits placed on cash · 
assistance underWFNJ, as well as the supports available to them if they leave welfare for 
work. r) 

Most WFNJ clients are aware of tlu:basic WFNJ provisions concerning time 
limits, work requirements, and tra,,sitiona/ benefits. 

Most WFNJ clients report a basic awareness. of the major WFNJ provisions. For 
example, 81 percentofdients:report that they are aware that Tl\NF benefits we time limited, 
and 86 percent report that they are aware that recipients must eventually work to continue 
to receive cash benefits (Figure IV.I). ·WFNJ clients who have remained on TANF (and for 
whom these provisions are most relevant) are somewhatmore likely to be. aware of the new 
limits placed on benefits. For example, among flients who were receiving T ANF atthe time 
of the survey, &5 percent were aware of T ANF time limits, compared with 79 percent of 
those who were no longer on TANF. Similarly, .clients who.had remained on T ANF were 
somewhat mor~ likely to know aboµtTANF work requirements than were those who had left 
cash assistance (89 versus 84 percent). 

WFNJ c1lients are ~orriewhat Ie,ss awar~ of the supports available to clients who leave 
cash assistance than they are of the limits placed on. cash benefits under WFNJ. For 
example, nearly three of four clients knew that WFNJ clients could continue toreceive food 
stamps after leaving TANF (Figure IV.l). WFN:J clients who had left cash assistance were 
more likely to be aware. of the. availability of food stamps after leaving T ANF than were 
those who remained on cash assistance. Among those still receiving T ANF, 70 percent knew 
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. I . 

•All WFNJ Cli~rits . . i:::jlbose Still lte~i:iving T.ANF .. . c:IThose No Longet Receiving TANF .· ·· 

· S~urce: Fi~t WfNJCl(entSui~Y- . ·. I •·. · •. I ji ·. . 

. . ·.. . . . . . < . I· . .· .··~· . 1 ·• . . .. •·.· •··• . . . ·. 
tney _could continue to rec9ive 1~opci'sta111~s _afttrr lea~1 in~ TANF, compar~d with 7 6 _per~:nt · · 1 

of chents_~ho hadl:ft_ caslj.assistFc~. s~rilarly, '71/• perc:nt vvere aware ofthe avadabthty · . 
. · of Transitional Cndd Car.e benefits (Figure IV.ll Chents who were employed were 

.· · somewh~t more iikely to· l<llow about the ~vailibilit1 of .t r&nsitionaLChild Care th:m those•···•. 
who were not. employed (!?s vefsus 66 percent, nolshown). Of the benefits available to. · 

· clients after leaving T ANF clientr were mpst aware1 transitional Medicaid, with 84 percent . 
reporting knowledge of thr benf t. i j . 

, Clients ~re less cle~r; ab~~t tire s),cifics oft iese provision~, such as when tire . . . 
·. . TA~Fwork requi,:en,.enrtakes effect. •·•• )r < • . , . • .·· · 1· . . ·.. /' ·· ... · .•. · • . 

Although mostc~ieptsj~ve J'.gener~lJunderstan~ing of basic ~J provisions, the~ are' 
. · less clear -o~ the _spec1,fi~s ?f the¥ prov1s~ons. For ~~ample~ although _81 percent ·ofchents. 
· . k,nowthere is a time hmit <?Il TAtrF.bene~ts, only~l percentkpow_tllat they are,allow_ed 60 

_ months of~ANF benefits 'n theitlifetimej;(~igure !l2)'. 1\b,outOne in fe>~r thi_nks t~e,_Hmit. ·, 
. , on benefits 1s less than fiv9 :yearsi .. An ad~itional mrii percent kno'V. there 1s a time b111_it but · 

. · not whe~ ~t takes e~ect. Siplilarli, a~tn~u~h many ~·. I' ·. Nf clients are aware of the_avaib1bility 
· .. ,. o~.Tran ... SltlO. nal. Ch. _ild Care 1an .. d ~~.dica1d.' iabo. u. t. 30. · .P··. · ..... rcent of thos .. e aw. ar .. ·.·. e of these.b.·enefits .. 
' . think th~~ are available forless !Pan two r7ears~ whr\ .. another 29 to __ 30petcent are not sure.· 

. how long these benefits ar;e avaiiable (no~ shown}. , :. , · .· .. · . .. .·. · • · .··· 
· ... · ... ·Clients are le~~t:·c1eJ aboui th~ spe~ificsOft~l.T~NP,\\'ork requireme~t. · Alt!io~~h ·.· .. 

. ··. most ·are aware that there/is a Jork requ,:. irement ~JI. der WFNJ~ almost 4 iri 10 report not .• 
, I · ·1 . :,. 
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·· ·. . . Time· Limit 

·· knowing when this requirementtakes effecf(Figtrre IV,3). Another pn~ 1n five ~eliev¢~ the 
. . · work .requirement takes effect. af!er:a ye~Qr rr1ore of TA.NF: receipt .. (For most clierits, the . 
· - · requirement act11a}ly takes ~ffecta~$,O(}n~s.they ~egin receiving TANF.J In spite of some 

·· confusion over _the• ~pecifics,. µoweveii )t apP,e~rs tpat program staff have been largely 
.. suc¢essful in conveying the bas10 messa.g~stq .~lient~thatbenefitsare n6Wtime;fimited and 

.· that they wiU eventuaily need to \\'ork:io qualify for them. ·. . . . 

· • About 6 in 1() c[ie11t~ ieportri{fii,.Jt fANF time'1iillits· of work requirements . 
· l1ad affected th(!ir liehaviol~::,··(7ti~nts IJIO$lofteit said_tf1eprovision.s caused 

' I tl,em to ,leqve TAJVFsooii~r <fr·t~ try l,ardefto, keep a job . . ; •, . 
'.I 

•.· Many client,~ ( 60: percent) indic~tedJhat the tiirieli,triitS' and wqdtteq:uirements imposed. 
under TANF had affe¢ted theitdet.isior{ ~P work:,(Fig~r~'IV :4): Amqtlg:those who said the 
. provisions :affe6.ied th~frdeci~ions.~·ciign~s,'w~reiilo!;fJikeJYto.feport;th~tt}?.e new pqlicies . 
. had c~used them:to try harderJq ke¢p:ij6h( c_ited py)7.4 perce11(oftpose who said they were . · 

_··-. affecied}or to le~veTANF S!;>c:>rier thairthey otherwisewo~lcrha~~:(citedby70.percent) .. :-· 
... 'Subst~tial alsq in¥cate4,th~{the prt>yisions\~al,iged lherii t~ ~fart aned~cation: or ' 

.. trainirig<progi:am earlier (cited by 57 .percent), t<> take ajop so9rter}han they otherwise wo1.Jld .- -
have (52J>ercent), or to try harderto get child .support.{53 percent). '"Ab~'ut one-fourth of'. 

·•· clients who, said the· new requirerhents affected )heir decisi:bn tcf work ( 16 Percentofall. . 
.·. clients) ~aid tberequ1rements hadca~sed them to mov~iiiWithfr~en~s or relatives. Some . 
of these clients may have . been unwil{ipg or. unable to c9mpiy · "Vith tANF work · 
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requirements. These clients may then have doubled up with friends or relatives to save 
money whe.n they left TANF .without a job or when their TANF grant wa~ reduced. 

B. WHAT SERVICES Do CLIENTS RECEIVE, ANDHOW Do THEY VIEW THEM? 

r WFNJ offers clients a variety of services and supports to help them find wbrk and move 
toward self-sufficiency. These include work.,related services, such as job placement 
assist~ce and job training; financial supports for child ~are, transportation, or other work-
related expenses; and assistance from their WFNJ caseworker .with child care and 
transportation arrangements, problems with benefits, and other matters: Most clients {82 

. percent) reported receiving at least one of these .WFNJ services since entering the program, 
most often assistance from their caseworker {Figure IV.5). Those remaining on .TANF 
reported receiving more WFNJ services than those who had left, presumably because.they 
have spent more time in the progra.II1 or because they were more· in need of support services . 

. , . 

Just over a third of clients had participated in a work activity since entering 
WFNJ. Among thos~ who participated, 7 in 10 said (hese activities had been 
useful in helping them find or keep a job. . 

. WFNJ emphasizes work and requires most clients to participate ina work activity for 
at least 35hours per week in order to receive cash benefits. Atthe time ofthe1survey, 36 
percent of clients reported that they had participated in a WFNJ work activity since entering 
the program, including47 percent of those who had remained on TANF an.d 30 percent of 
those who had left T ANF (Figure IV .5), The most common work activity was job search and 

100 

FIGURE IV.5 

SERVICES RECEIVED BYWFNJ CLIENTS 
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Source: First WFNJ Client Survey. 
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Note: Figures refer to WFNJ services recei~ed from program entiy to the date of the follow-up survey. 
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I I 

j , JI 
job placement assistance, :with ~2 percent of all i' NJ clients participating (not sho~). 
Fewer clients participated:in otHer types of work a~tivities, such as job training (with 11 
percent participating) or: unpai~d work experi,enc~ (13 percent). ~ong clients who 
participated in any of these typesl of'Yf'NJ work ac~}vities, most (70 percent)reported that 
these activities had helpe9!them prepare ~or, find, o~ keep a job (Figure IV .6). ···• 

One in four clients r6ported that theywere re~uired toparticipate in a WFNJ work 
activity but did not (not shd>wn). IClients who were rirquiredto participate but did not most 

· often cited child care, transportatipn, and ~ealthprob~ems as factors that made participation 
in work activities difficult./ _ I[ 

. . i i ·. i . . 111 .. 

: ! i . . . c .. How SATISFIED ARE CL~ENTS WITH THE l~ELFARE OFFICE AND STAFF? 

How clients view their expJrience Jhenthey lsit the welfare office is an important 
aspect of WFNJ operations. If m~y clients find it dirflcult to reach the welfare office, or if 
they feel staff are unhelpful wtjen they :visit the dffice, clients may .be unlikely to take 
advantage of the WFNJ s~pport~ and se~ices availl11 ble to them. · 

I I 

I I 

,) I 

Perc~ntage 
50 

40 

30 · 

2Q 

10 

0 

Source: 
Note: 

PERCEIVE[) USEF 

I I. 
I 

Ii 
FIGUREIV.6. 

1
.,. · 

!'' 
LNESS OF WORKsRElATED WFNJ SERVICES 

i '· - - !I 

AMONG!WFNJ cu1rrs 
. I' 

ii 
4! 

I 

Useful 

Among T~ose Participatinjfin Work Activities, FractiO!I finding Them . .. 
, . ·I ' 

First WFNJ Gli1ent Survey. ·. • · . ii · ·. 
Fig11res represent how uleful clients ,considered WFNJ w

1
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Mostclients were satisfied with the /,ours oftl,e welfare office and /,ow easily 
they could reach it, as weH as with how welfare staff treated them. Clients 
were least satisfit?d with how quickly they .were able to speak wit/, staff when 
tl,eyvisited the office~ 

In general, clients indicated that they were satisfied with their experience when they 
visited the welfare office. Most WFNJ clients (78 to 80 percent) indicated that they were 
satisfied with wherl their welfare office was open and how easy it was for them to travel to 
it (Figure IV.7). i Many (61 to 66 percent) reported satisfaction with how welfare staff 
treate~ them, •. how well staff explained procedures and requirements, and how their 
caseworkers understood their problems, Cl.ients were less satisfied, however, with,how · 
quickly they could reach these staff members when they visited or telephoned the welfare 
office. Only 48 percent indicated that they were satisfied\vith.this aspect of the welfare 
office. 
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) 

'There were no substantial differences in clients' satisfaction levels by their employment status at the time of the 
follow-up survey. Those on TANF, however, were somewhat mone likely to be satisfied with their experiences when 
they visited the welfare office than we.re those who had left TANF. 
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V 
CHALLENGES TO SUSTAINED EMPLOYMENT 

S ustained employment is the primary route to self-sufficiency for most welfare 
. recipients. Howeve:, s.~0me welfare recipients m .. ay fi.nd. it cjirficu~t _to obtain jobs 

.. because they lacksk1Hs or are unused to the world of work. Inadd1t1on, some.who 
find jobs may have difficulty holding on to theni. For the current Welfare reforril effort io 
succeed in helping clients make the.tr$sition from welfare to.economic self-sufficiency, it 
is iII1portant to get a better understanding .of why someJ1clients are not working for pay, as 
well asthe challenges employed clients face in keeping theirjobs. · 

. . . . . . ' . . / .. 
. We begin this chapter by examining the reasons that WFNJ dients· who are not 

empfuyed cite for not working. Next, for WFNJ clients who do work, we examine the types 
of jobs they find and the challenges thattnake working difficult. The rest of the chapter 
focuses on.child care andtransportationarrangements, which are generally cited as two cif 
the most important challenges facing newly employed ~elfare recipients. 

·. A. WHY ARE SOME WFNJ CLIENTS NOT WORKING? 

. More than half ( s·6 percent }of WFNJ clients who· participated in/ihe program during its 
· first year were not working .at the time of the survey. About a third (3 lperce11t) of all clients 
fo:,,n this early cohort of WFNJ cases hl:J.d not worked at all since they entered the program. 
A__ ;;..iditional IS percent had worked sinc;e entering WFNJ b.ut hadrtotworked in the three 
months. prior to the survey. In this section, we focus 011 WFNJclients who hadnot worked 
during the ti·· ·.1J1on_ths prior to.the survey. This definition of"n()t -Working" is distinct from 
that used in ........ rlier chapters, which was based on clients' current employment statu_s atthe 
time of the survey. 

Four in 10 clients who had not worked at all since entering WFNJ cited their 
own hea#h odhe health of a family memb~ras the main reason they were not 
employed. · 

Among those who had not worked. at all since entering WFNJ, _clients most often 
mentioned health problems as the reason they were not employed. For example; 23 percent.··. 
reported their own physici:iJ health as the main reason for not working, while 4 percent 
indicated that a n1entaihealth problem was the main reason for nonemplpymertt (Figure V .1 ) . 

. An additional, 13 percent cited the· beat th of a fatnily member 1as the reason th~y were not 
employed. Heal.th proplems were less likely to'be cited as the reason for not working among 
clie~ts who had worked at some time since ent~rjng WFNJ. However, one in five clients in 
this group reported their own or a fiµnily memb¢r's health problem as the main reasonthey 
were not working (Figure V. l ). · · 
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1MA{NREASON FOR.NOT . ,' ,, ' .•. ': ]:: .... ·. ' 

: ~orked Sifce WFNJ Enny 
PWo~edSince ~J ~11y, bptNot in P~tTh 

~ource: Fi~t WFNJ ClieniSuMyJ f i i , , · ·.• , · . ·· •.·· • , ' •· ' · : ·. ·· ·· 
' '~Ole: ' Figures' O!)ly inciude dientt~ho,had r~' wor;ed ~u~~ll the t~ree,mo11 h~ prior 10th~ survey. Percenta~es ~umtoless
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wanting to staYh°"t,ie wifhtl,eirjtiung cl,i' ren (includingneHJborn,s) ~!,en ' 

. . ~sked why they,were npt/J??ork~~~• . . . . :J . 
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• .. ,OfWF .· ..:lientswµo·~~·not·~orked[inthe·past, , 'eemonths,20to30percentreported ·.· . 
. is~ues relate9 t~ child, care (inclu1i*g Wf.Ul~i11~ to s~y) home with their qhil~~en and nefbo~ , .· 
care) as the mam rea~on t~~ywei;e notw<j>rkmg.(F1 ureV.l), Amqng ch~nts \\'ho had not .... 

· •~?!~ed i~ the. past three_-rionthr· b11t haf wprked. in~e entering •WFNJ, pregnan~y ~d 
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About one in five ),.,dicated lack bf job skil or being unable toji~d a job as 
. tlie main reason tl•ey we~e not wbrking. /) . , . · 

About one in fiv'e WF~J ciiebts who.bad not ~~tked in pie p~st three months cited lack 
of job skills and the inability to find a job las the mai~.reason for not working (Figure V .1 ). 

' These clients, who repres~nt abdut IO pe~cent of all[ WFNJ clients who participated in the . 
program ~uring its first y~ar, mly requir,e addition~l training and help witp jop search in 
order to obtain employment. I · l · _· - · · I , I · 

Given the variety. of r~asons ~at clierits repoft f; Ir not ~orki~g, program staff ma~ need 
to co~duci detaUed a~sessi;ents 9fthose f~o do·;not/findjobs ~ithin a s~ort period of time 

. after entry to deterrmne. the reas~11~ for t~e1r ?oneml loyment. , ~o,me · cl•ep.ts may be better . •re<l by SSI by}t• may rwre S<l'') )Ype of suppo~d w~k pro~-, apd 
.·· · · ·. ···•· ·.·.· / .. . ·· · r . J: · 1 48 · .·· · 1- · · ·· · · < · ·· · · ·. · :· .• , 
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somemayrequire additionaltrairiingor helpwith,specialchild care qeeds; Once staffhave 
identified clients' main barriers to eniployment,J they can tailor services to directly address 
clients' needs. ' ·. · 

I 

B. WHAT CHALLENGES Do EMPLOYED WFNJ CLIENTS FACE? 

Most(69 percent) clients who entered WfNJ in its first ye.rr have worked at some point 
since program e'ntry (not sho'Yfl). H:owever, 36 percent of those .who had worked at some 
point. since entering WFNJ were no longer working at the. time of the survey (Figure V .2). 
Another 31 percent 'were currently employed but had held two or more jobs since entering 

··WFNJ.1 

Since m~y WFNJ clients who find jobs lose themfairly quickly, it is important to 
understand the challenges these clients face in holding their jobs. We begin this section by 
providing an overall summary of the types of jobs WFNJ clients hold. To gain a better 
understanding of the factors associated with job loss, we compare the workexperiences and 
job characteristics of the clients wlio had.worked at_ some point since entering WFNJ but 
were no longer working at thetime of the survey to those of clients who were still employed 
at the time oftlle survey. 

FIGUREV.2 

. EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCES OF WFNJ CLIENTS WHO 
HAVE;: HELD JOBS SINCE PROGRAM ENTRY 

Worked Since WFNJ ·Entry. 
b4t Not Current!): Employed 

Source: First WFNJ Client Survey.' 

Currently Employed. Held Two or 
More Jobs Since WFNJEntry 

,. 
Cum;ntly E1nployed. Held Only 
One,Job Since WFNJ Entry 

Note: Figures only ·inclucle clients who have worked sinc·e WFNJ entry and refer to their employment status at the time of the survey. 

1Future Client Study reports will examine employment patterns and reasons for job loss and job changes 
in more detail. 
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Many WFNJ clien~jind :entry-level jobs that offer few fringe benefits and ar~ 
usually ass~ciatediwith higl,rates of job tu~nover. 

,Many welfare recipie1:1ts find.entry-l~veljobs tij~t pay low wages. These low wages, 
combined with the high 9ost o~ work, often makci! it difficult. for welfare recipients to 
maintain employment. WF

1
NJ cU~nts foundjobs tha~f paidjust over $7 per hour on average 

(Table VJ). These jobs typically offered few fringe benefits. For instance, fewer than half 
provided paid vacation or paid·si'ck leave; while onl1~ 40 percent offered health insurance. 
In ~d~ition, only one in thtee cli~nts, who were offe~ed health insurance coverage throug? 
theu Job ~15 percentofall1WFNif chent_s who had ,iorke~) were actually covered b~ their 
em~l~yer·s_ poh~Y- Amo~g th~se who 1 were off~red msuran~e coverage ?ut d_1d not 
part1c1pate 111 their employer s plan, 29 per9ent reported that they did not need this assistance . 
(presumably because they ~ere covered by Medicaid lbr another insurance plan). About half 
(52 percent}reported qid notlparticipate bec~usellthey did not ~ualify (perhaps because 
they had not held tlle1r Jobs lodg enough), while ~7 percent said the coverage was too 
expensive.(Table VJ). i • · I · .. · · f 11 · ·: · · 

I I . • ' 
The jobs that WFNJ clients held i most fretuently were in service, sale~, and 

administrative support. Th~sejo~s typicaUy offer lor wages and are often associated with 
high turnover. Relatively !few clients w~re in man~gerial .or professional positions or in 
construction~ production, or tradp occupations, all df which typically offer higher wages. 
About one in three (3~ perc~nt) reported that their curilent or most recerttjobwas a teJnporary 
or seasonal one'. · ! ["- · . Ii · . •· . · 

· : ·. Ii · · 

, Clients i11 jobs oJi,ering ]1ow wa~es and/el benefits are less likely to stay 
· employed. ·· _ 1 • 

1 I/ 
. . ' I ' ' I I' 

Employed clients whb lost [their jo~s tend to ,ave been in l~wer-paying jobs. For 
instance, av,,- :ie hourly wJges were $6.66 for these 1~1ients, compared to average wages of 
$7 .68 for th~. __ .; who were ciirrendy employed (Table fr .1 ). In addition, those not employed 
were considerably less likely to have jobs that offere9 fringe benefits. For iqstance, only 29 
percent of those not currently erh,ployed were offe~fd health insurance through their job, , 
compared_with 46 percent tjfthose current~y employ~r; those who were no longer employed 
w~re also less Hkely to h~ve be¢n cover~d by ~he foli_cy (8 versus 19 perce~t)._ Finally;, 
clients who were no long9r emp,loyed wrre twice hkely to. report that their Jobs were 
temporary or seasonal than i"'ere tµose who were wor~mg at the time of the survey ( 51 versus . 
26 percent). It is unclear,! how~ver, whether getti1g betterjobs causes WFNJ clients to 
maintain their employm_entl.~onger; I~ is pdssi?le that[ 

1

certain ~lients have charact~ristics that 
, make _them both more hke~y to optam betteqobs an' more hkely to keep them.-

I i 

j; 
' I 

. I •. I 
'. . : ' i ' i . -. . ) ' 

2Rangarajan, Schochet, a~d Chu l0998) find that, even/,after controlling_ for a variety of observable. 
individual characteristics; wagi5and fringe beneifits are strongly correlated.with how long former welfare 
recipients stay employed. ·. • I( 

. \ I 1 · . I 
! 
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TABLE V.1 

CHARACTERISTICS OF JOBS HELD BY WFNl CUENTS, 
BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT TIME OF THE SURVEY 

fercentagewit.h Ch,~racteristic · 

/ Hourly Wage (in Dollars) 

$5.00 or Less 
$5.01 tei $6.00 
$6,01 to $7,00 

· $7.0lto $8.QO 
$8.01 to $10,00 
More than $1().00 
(MeanHourly Wage) 

Efflployer~Provided Health Insurance 

Availablb to Clie~t ... ·.· . 
Client Covered by Policy 
Reasons Not Covered b)' Policy 
(f\mong Those Offered) 

Did notneed. 
Did not qualify 
Too expensive 
Other 

Othe'rBenefits A. vailable on. the Job · 

Paid Sick L::: ' -: 
Paid Vacat. 
Flexible Ho1.irs 

Temporary Employment 

Temporary or Seasonal fob 
· Job Obtained Through aTemporaryAgency 

Occupation 

Manager/Prof essfonal/T echnical 
Sales· ·· · · 
Administrative Support• 
Private.HouseholdServices 
Other Services 
Transportation 
Construction/Production/Other 

Sample Size 

SOURCE: 

Clients Who 
Held a Job Since 

WFNJ Entry 

10 
26 
17 
18 
17 
il2 

($7.31)·· 

40 
15 

29 
52 
17 
3 

36 
44 
47 

35 
10 

6 
15 
23 
12 
29 
8 
7 

1,003 

Those Eipployed 
aqhe Time ofthe 

Survey 

10 
21 
14 
2'1 
19 
15 

· ($f68) 

46 
19 

29 
43 
24 

4 

43 
51 
52 

26 
6. 

7 
12 
23 
13 
31 
7 
7 

640 

Those Not 
Employed at the 

Time ofthe Survey 

10 
35 
23 
14 
13 
6 

($6,66) 

29 
8 

27 
70 
3 
0 

/J 

24 
31 
39 

( 

. 51 
16 

5 
20 
21 
11 
26 
ll 
7 

363 

FirstWFNJ Client Survey. 

NpTE: Figures refer to charact~ristics of current or most recent job and include only paid employment. ·. !I 
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11 

11 
, . . I . . .. · . . 

About one in threit WF!VJ c/ien.tf who J,el~I a job worked fvenings or nights 
or in jobs with vqriahl~ shifts, ! However,

11 
some dients reported that they 

preferred these shifts .because they alloHJied more convenient child care 
arrangements. I ·1 

.• · Ii · ··· · . 

Varying shifts and noJstand~d hours canaffecila newly employed welfare recipi~~t's 
ability·to .. sustain.employ~ent .. iFormal.child .. care ~d publk·transportation may be less· 
readily available at these times and can lead to problems that could result injob loss. One 

1_.' ·:. _1 ' 11, ',' .- . . . ' , 

in three WFNJ clients wtjo had: worked :since ente~ing the program worked nonstandard 
hours, including eveningj and ]night shifts and ~1hifts that vary from week to week 
(Figure V.3). : 1 I 

However, almost half! of these clients reported [that they preferred these nonsta~dard 
work hours, most of\en be9ause working during thes 11 hours allowed more conve~ient child 
care arrangements. HappefS, th~refore, tllat some d~ents choose nonstandard scliedules to 
make it easierfor relatives ~o pro\{ide childj care. Mo¥over, WFNJ cli~nts who obtaipedjobs 
with nonstandard hours wet-e not substantially more likely to lose these jobs than were those 
who worked a standard da)ftime shift. Evcin so, the• l~ge number of WFNJclients working . 

··nonstandard hours suggesisthat I policyn\akeris sho~ld closely examine the availability of 
. child care and publictransportadon during off~peak/)hours. · 

. Ii 
Ii 

i 

I . I 
! ' Flf,URE V;J II . . . 

SHIFT WORKrn BY[ WFNJ CLIENTS r THE!~ c:1RRENTOR MOST RECENT JOB 

P,·. .age I. , 
JOO II 
90 11 

80 
70 

60 

50 

40 

3Q 

20 

0 

.1 I' I 
l1

i 

ji 
:1 

· 11 

Ii 
Ii 
Ii 
11 
,1 

Ii 

Em~loyed at Tim~ of the S~~ey f !l;o Longer Employed at Time of the Survey 

i / 1 · j I . 
Source: First WFNJ Client ~urvey. j · I, 

i 
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When asked what made working difjicqlt, clients w/10 had worked most often 
cited cliild care, transportation, and health problf!ms. Stro~ger supports in 
these areas may help prevent theseproblemsfrom becoi,,lng major barriers 
to work. 

I , 

A variety of factors/both outside of work and on the job, can affect the ability of welfare 
recipients to stay employed. Overall, about pne in five WFNJ clients who had worked since 
entering·the program reported a problem on the job that made working difficult. These 
clients reported such , difficulties as getting along with coworkers or supervisors, an 
unpleasant work environment, and inconvenient work schedules. A.bout two out of three 
clients reported a problem outside of work that made worldng difficult.· Clients were most 
likely to cite child care, transportation, and their, own poor physical health as problems 
outside of work that made working, difficult. Many clients also cited budgeting and housing 
issues as problems. that sometimes made working difficult.3 . , 

Clients who were ·n,o longer working at the time of the survey were more likely to report 
problems, especially problems at work,than were those who were still employed. For 
example, 25 percent of thQse not curreµtly employed reported a problem at work, compared 
with 15 percent ofthose who were currently employed (Figure V.4). Thisfinding ~uggests 
that programs designedto prepare WFNJ clients for work, as well as programs designed to 
support them once they have a jop, may need to place greater emphasis on getting along with 

. supervisors and coworkers and dealing with workplace stress. 

C. WHAT CHILDCARE CHALLENGES DoWFNJ CLIENTS FACE? . - . . . . . - ,. . .. . ··~ . . . ,· . ' 

Most WFNJ clients are single parents with yol.lllg children: When they entered WFNJ, 
1: .. Jre than 90 pe~cent had a chi,ld under age 1 f and two-thirds. had a child under age 6. To 
maintain full-time employment,therefore,mostdientswilLretjuire child·care arrangements 
for their you"~ children. 

Child care, however; can be a challenge for some newly employed welfare recipients. 
For instance, child care can be costly, especiallyjf child care. subsiciies are either not re~dily 
available or difficult to access; Unreliable child care arrangements can make it difficult for 
newly employed welfare recipients to maintain stable employment. Among WFNJ clients 
who.have worked since entering th.eprograJ11, n1ore•than one.in four reported that problems 
with child care sometimes made working difficult. 

Many employed· WFNJ clients rely on relatives and other informal providers 
.• to care for tl,eir young children. (particularly tlwse./ess than two years old) 
while. they are at work. 

• ' ·, ; .· (J/ 

A.t the time of the follow-up survey, 45 percent of employed WFNJ clients with children 
under six years old used re~atives as child. care prnviders for their youngest children, while 

3Similarly, a study examining the first-year employment experiences of 1,200 newly employed welfare 
recipients in four states found that difficulties with child care, finances, health, transportation, and housing 
were most commonly reported as problems outside of work that made holdwg a job difficult (Rangarajan 
1998). 
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I •N10,L<mger Working at Tinie O 'ihe Survey, .. 

< _ ·•. . r a\ Tite. ofthe Survey .. 

Source: first ~F,NJI Client S~rvey. . : i . . . 
' Note; Figures orilf include fl)e~ts whoh~d worked since I .. FNJ entry .• 

• •·· !~J;:i~:~e:1\~~"y~tn: b:~=~~ti:lre~:d~n;:~rn~:tQ!; 
•··. . arrangement~, such _as day ,~e c4nters of ~resc.h~qlsJ/ I~form~l provide~s w,ere particularly : ··. 

··· .·.· .. ,commonfor·111fants, · ~ong emqloyed WifNJ.·shent~ vv1th childi:en under two years old, 54 ·· 
··._·. pe~~erit relie~ on rehitives, ~d. 2~. percen1)telied on it~er ~nformalproviders to watch thefr , • ·•·· 

ch1~dren :while they workef '. I , J · j' : ·, •. . < . . . . . ·•·• .• . .. ·· • · 
\ · P~ents may have man~teastns for c~oosi11g in~~l'Il}al provi4~rs to cai:e:·for their young . · 

children. For example, thfY mar prefer to leave ve~ young children with someone they 
J(now and trust, such as a relath-;e or fri,eftd, rather t: an !n a day care center. In addition, 
informal providers may .b~ will~~g to pl7o~ide ~are ·r free. or at a sub,stahtially lower cost 

I I 
. i I r . 1-· , . 1 ..... r .. : .. , , . 54.. i .. · 
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FIGURE,V.5 

CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILDREN UNDER AGE 6 
AMONG EMPLOYED WFNJ CLIENTS 

Arrangements 
Group Car~ 

jachildren't.Jnder Age 2 ·. Ages2 to 5 _ Under Age 6 

Source: First WFNJ Client Survey. . ' ' ; 

Note: Figures represent the arrangement for young_est child and.only.include arrangements for employed 
clients with children under age 6. Respondents could repon more "ihan one arrangement. 

\ 
than that-ofmore formal.group care arrangements. Moreover, slots for very young children 
n:ay -not_ be readily available in nearby group care programs. 

Even so. the chilµ ~are literature suggests that child care arrangements With informal 
providers ar 10-re prone to break down and lead to lost work time (Ross and PaulseH 1998; 

.' , •• , • • ·: • • I 

Rangarajan, Schochet, and Chu 1998; and Woocl and Paulsell 1999). Ther,efore, program 
staff should emphasize the importance of back-up child care arrangements with newly 
employed clients who plan to rely oh informal -providers. Staff may also want to assist 
clients who are currently using an informal child· care provider but would like· to switch to 
a more formal arrangement by providing information and referrals to appropriate group care 

I • ' 

programs in their area. 

Many WFNJ clients reported having no out-of~pocket child care costs. 
However, among those ·wlwdid pay for care, the child care'costs demanded a 
substantial fraction of th~ir liniit(!d incomes. ·. · 

, ·:- ( 

About half(48 percent) of employed WFNJclients with children under age 13 paid 
nothing for child care (Figure V;6).4 Even so, chilcl care can be a substantial expense for 
some clients. Among thpse who did pay atleasta portion oftheir child care expenses, about 
one in four paid $75per week or more out of pocket for child care; a similar fraction paid 

4Many of these clients relied on free f;are by friends or relatives or had older children and worked only 
when their children were in school. 
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. FIGURE V.6 !I •. 
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WEEKLY OUT-OF-POCKET CHILD CARE COSTS AMONG EMPLOYED WFNJ CLIENTS ,' I I I ' . ' ' ' . . 
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I· 
I 

~I to $24 , : ·s25 to $49 ), $50 to $74 $75 to $99 $100 or More 
I ' ( 'I ' ' ' ' ' 

/. Wee~ly Out-of-Poc~et Expenses Am1rg Those Who Pay at Least a Portion of Their Costs 
i ! ',, '· ' ' 

Source:' First WFNJ Client Survey, i. i :: · 
Note: Figures only includd clients wtio were emploved at the tirrie of the survev and had a child under age 13, 

I · i ·, . II . 
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I I , • , 11 ' -~ 

I ' ! I 
lessthan $25 per week (Figpre V.6). Average out-_of~pocket costsforthose who paid at least 
p.1rt of their child care expenses \vei:e $60: per week,j[which is equivalent to about $260 per 
month, about one-quarter ~fthei~monthlr pretax earings:. . 

• ! : II \ .·. 
I • , 
: ' ! . i 

A relatively s,mal/Jracti~n ofemp.loyed WRNJ clients use governmentc/,ild 
care subsidies. / 

1 

: I 
• I 

To alleviate some oft~ecost$ associated with Wfrking,New Jersey provides child care 
subsidi~s to low-income parents tho leaye welfare fdr work. Under current WB;JJ policies, 
these families can receive Transitional Chi:ld Care be~efits for up to twoy.ears after leaving 
T ANF for employment. In 1additibn, WFNJ clients w~o · work and continue to receive, T ANF 
are eligible for child care s~bsidibs. · 1 11 · · • 

·.. j I . . . : Ii . ., 
Evidence from the firstfollol-up surv:ey, howevtr, suggests tpat many employed WFNJ 

clients are not taking advaAtage of the chi:ld care suB1sidies. Among employed clients with 
children under age 13, onl~ one i~ four re~orted recJ

1
iving a governmentchild care subsidy 

(Figure V.7). This participation rate wasiparticularl~ low among employed WFNJ clients 
who were no longer recei~ing 1 ANF (It! the time Jf the survey, Among this group, 22 
percent of those who werd employed an~ had a chi* under' agtd 3 were receiving a child 
care subsidy, compared wi~h 35 percentfpr those stip receiving TANF .. 

i -1 I 
i I 
I 

i 
'.\ 
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FIGlJRE V;7 

. RECEIPT OF GOVERNMENT CHILD CARE SUBSIDIES AMONG EMPLOYE.D WFNJ CLIENTS 
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Source: First WFNJ Client Survey. 
. . . 
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Child Care for Youngest Child 

Note: Figure~ only include clients whci were em~loyed at the time ofth~ survey and had.a child under age 13. 
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Reasons/or not using child care subsidies vary. Many employed WFNJ clients 
rely on free care by relatives; other~ are.unaware of the s11bsidies. 

Why do so few working WFNJ clients ~eceive child care subsidies? Some clients may 
. have relati, or friends who are willing to provide fre_e child care. Among those with 
children under age 13 who were working and not receiving a government child care subsidy, 

· more than one in four relied on free care provided by relatives or friends (n:ot shown). It is 
also possible that s~me clients only have school-:-age children and work only when their 
children are in school. Em,ployed clientswithonly school-age children (children age 6 or 
older) are substantially less -likely than emplqyed clients with younger children to use 
subsidies; Thirteen percent of this group used subsidies, comp~red to 26 · percent of those 

. with children under age 2 and36 percent of those whose youngest childwas2 to5 years old 
(Figure V.7). 

An additional explanation for low utilization rates of child care subsidies, particularly 
Transitional Child Care benefit~, appears to be a lack -of ~owledge .ofthe subsidies or 

. difficulty accessing them. More thartone in four(26p~rcent) employed.WFNJ-clients with 
young children who were offTANF and were.riot receiving Transitional Child Care reported. 
that they were unaware of th¢se benefits. Othersjn this group reported that they were not 
usingTransitio11al Child Care because the paperwork was.too complicated (mentioned by six 
percent of those not participating) or becausetheir provider was not eligible for or would not 
take the subsidy (mentioned by four ·perc~nt). These results suggest that_ program staff may 
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need to spend addi!i~nal tiiljle ~xp1ai~ng T~an~iti~nal Fhild Care benefits to c,lie~ts to. ensure 
that all who are eligible fori this sµbsidy r9ceive It. Ii ' 

, , : : ,I 

D. WHA:r TRANSPOR:r :rmJ CHAL~ENGES WFN,J CLIEN:rS FACE? 

Some WFNJ clients! face! transportation pr~blems when they begin working. 
Commuting can be costly '1-Ild cab erode some ofth4(financial benefits of work. It may be 
difficult for some clients tp kee~ jobs if they miss fork frequently because of unreliable 
transportation .. ~angement~ .. Among clients who_ ha~~ worked si~ce e~tering ~NJ, ~ne in 
four reportepthat transpoi:!:tion problems ;sometime]r made workmg d1ffic\llt (Figure V.4). 

A relative.ly ~mallf1c.iactio. n.:.~f WE:.· 'N..: .. J clients .
1

wn.ca~s, s.o. many ~ely o.n public 
transportat,on and on rides from otl,ersl to get to work. These other 
commuting meth0,ds wer~ associated with ti,ore transportation problems. 

' I . 1 . i ii · · . 
At the time of the survyy, 40 ]percent ?f WFNJ cpents_had a ~alid driver's li~ense,'and (. 

only 21 percent owned· a: car (µot .shown). Amdp.g chents who were workmg, these 
percentages were higher but'still rblatively!low; 52 petcent of this group had a valid driver's 
license, and only 30 percen{ owne,d a c~. Therefore,~ relatively small fraction of employed, 

'· ~lients (~0 percent) drove th,emselres to wqrk (~igurer.8); Most clien~s ha~ to re~ on~ther 
commutmg methods, such as publtc transportation (31,percent) and gettmg ndes. from friends 
and relatives (15 percent)!. Moreover, clients rely:ing on rides from others and public 
transportation to get to wdrk were the most likely i~o report that transportation problems ' ,· ' I I ' ' I 
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_m1:1de working difficult for.them (34 and 33 perce1,11, respectiv<!ly). ln ~ontrast, tllose who 
qrov¢theinselves or walked -or hiked to work were the least likely tO report transportation 

--_ problems (19 andl3 percent,-respectively). · · 
. . . . . . 

__ · __ Notsurprisi~gly, \VFNJ Clientslivingin urban:ru-eas, \Vhi¢haretypicallybettersetved . 
· · by mass transit, relied more 1).eavily cm public transportation than did die!,its living in µi~re: · 
rural ancl,,s.uburban areas ·of tl;le state. -- For example; .amdng .those' living·in the three largest. 
and most urban NeWJersey cdunttes '(Camden, Essex, ~d Hudson); 50 percent ofemployed . 
clients commuted . by,_ pµblic fransportation, -and· only 21 percent drove -themselves., In 
contrast; ~ong th,ose]ivjng in the State' S·_ \ 2 least_ utbruiized c<:>unties (iµcluding counties . 

-_· ~uch as Atlantic, Cape M1:1y ~- ~d Cumberland in the· south and Moms;_ Solll~rset, and Sussex 
in:thi north),. only 14 percent-toirun~~ed by publjc transportation, whereas 42percerit drove 
thefuselves to work. .' . ' . ' . ' . ' ,' . 

• The co,;,mutes of employed. cliehts lasted.just ovefl,a{f qli htiur eticl, way,. on 
' __ .:_ . averpg~. Th~se relyi~g_ on public transportt#iOfl: -h~;'! t~e lo~gest. ~ommutes,,_ ·, 

.averagmg almost 50.,m,nut~s. - · -. ._ - -·. -.- . · ._ · _ . . .. · 

':Getting to and,fron{work(can t~e c6nsider~1'1e,ti~t1~r:employed WPNJ ~Uents. ,On.·, 
· average, conunut:irig took 33 mhuites:eac4·way;#rtclud~~~f tinii sp~1# propping chil_drert off_:-
at day care; Ab9utone:.infiveJ1ad pnrt~utes ofmore:tqan ijlhour.· Thos~wh6 relied on·---.. _ 
public :transport~tion had the longest commutes; av:~r~ging 49 ininute!i, compared with 28. -.. 

-minut~s for those who drove themselves, 24 miri~tes -f6f tho!ie who i·ode with smneone else~ 
' and f '(rtiin~tes frir those who:walked br hiked td Work. ' . ·--' ' ' ' ., ' ' . . ·. 
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CONCLUSIONS. · __ ---

- : ... ·_ry-·• .. _- •• - . _- his report provides an early look at how current andfortner WFNJ client~ and 
. ·. · · -.• · -- · thd.ffamilies are faring unqer the_ :new welfar~-policies, focusing_ on clients' 

..• _.-- ... _ _ -_-· welfare and employmentexperience.s and general life quality., Based on their 
. ;situations approximately 21 mhnths after en,tering Wf'NJ, we find that t~e one jn three- clients 
. who had_ left weliare foi- yvork had µiade a good st~~ with incomes tha.t were substan\ially , 
higher than th~in~omes of 'those whri had. retl1;ain~d on TANF .· "However; many in''this group 
had not-taken adv~tage ofpq$t;;tANF supports, such asTransitiOnal Child :C~e .~d food 
stamp benefits, ·. The 3 in lo clients )Vhqrenu1ineci'o}l TANF and were not employed faced 

-a variety pf cliallenges:te>_st?;ble ~,npMyment~:incll;ldin.g,-l9w edricati<m_ levels, limited 
,employmep.t. ex:petience, and. po,cf:health. Finally, tlie onejrrfour clients wllp had left 

·_. ~el{are .ancl were:notworlqng .were:~ di~erse group. ~~tne·in this ·grpup :had other sources 
of lllCOllle, such JlS a sp6u&e;s or p~er's e~ings, and were doing relatively wet! 

. _'financially.,_-Others.did riot,have thesefirtanci~l supports~d were·at high risk,of.extreme ·poyet-ty. >. - - -. - . . . , - . . . . .·- . ·- ' . - ... 

.. . . .. .. . ' : 

··· A.<Pou.~v REC01VIMtN1>,AT•o1~s SUGGESTED uvT11tsEEARtyF1Nn1~Gs 

__ .-_ Because oµ; findiµgs are based on the first of a series bf six1cli~11t surve;s, they should 
be viewed is a benchmarfby, which to track· client progress q:ver. time. SU.bseqm:tit rounds 

-- , of the sur;veywill>give. a clearer picture ·pf clients' pr~gtess in' qiovirtg off welfare and . 
provide iri~fre in..:depth .guidance f9r_ programs iilld policy.' However/tp provide early 
feedbackto :ita.te 1and cotirity·staff; we mak~ the foHowing s~ggestipns: . - - -

-· I 

-. ·consider: sj,ending·additipnal timi! and reso4rces to proiiJote greater use ·of 
. ·· ._:transitiona(benefitsfor those:exiting TANFf'!r·.york,.-~s we/I as ·greater 

-participation ii, ,the_Food$ta,np.Progranifor i!,ll'TANFleavers . . ·· 

·. 'A large number of cltl;'.~tfhaveJeft welfare.for Wd~k1Jut-are'11ot using all the supports 
available to them .. -· Wqy ~ot? -:Sotne report not knowing about tra~siti9rlaI _ benefits. Others . 
inay be aware.of these benefit,s but think (incorrectly) ,hatthey do: nolqualify forthem, To 

. improve clienf awareness of transiti_qnal "benefits/program staff may wanfto inform clients 

.• ·. about thes~ b<riiefits at regular interv~ls as diei)ts;enter V~ous. work;:refated activities:: Staff. 
also 111ay want to infon.11 clients about these benefits ,so6ri.aftedhey exitTANF (when client$ .: 
first need thes~ benefit~ arid will, th~refote, be niore likely to focus qntheir importance). In . 

. . addition; pfogram s~aff can create simple b~dget tables showing the amount of Transitional 
Ch~ld Careb(!nefits for,WhichcHents are .eligible. Tp~y aJso:can make suret~at use of 

-_ transitional ben~fits is, ami{IlpQ~antfocµs of ariy pp;~temployn,ientprografus offered,. T the 
. extent that the eligibility and. paperwork proce~ses Il'.l~ybe corn.plic;ated for those who have 
ex;t~d J:ANF toteport tlieir employment to the welfai:e office, it will be important to try to 
si~plify th~se processes. . - - . - . . . ·- . ·- _.. -

I 
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Some clients may knot aboJt the ~itional ~lefits b~t not use the~: They may feel 
that the procedure for applxing for and usiµg these b1lnefits is too compli.cated. or they:may 
have other reasons for not ;using ~hem. ltjis necessaty to understand why many people are 
not usiijg these supports. ~n our ~ext round of survcirs, we .will focus on determining how 

· many clients who are not using these benefits are eligible for them and why these clients are · 
not using these benefits. I 1 ·· · · ~ if 

, . I :· j .~. < 11 . . 

· Consider providing.additional postemploy'~ent serj,ices to clients who have 
Joundjobs. / i r 1 • II · · 

' ' I 
Many WF;NJ clients fiind low-paying; entry~lev~l jobs. The low wages that these jobs 

pay, combined with the hi1gh cost of work, can '·m4e it difficult for welfare recipients to 
maintain employment. Jnl addition, wel~are recipi9hts who find work1?ust adjust to the 

: demands of the Workpl~c, and xpake rehr?le chlld If are fllld transporta~ion arrangements. 
~ome must alsodeal with 1health and hoqsmg probfa::ms and contend with lack of support 
from family members. These con¢ems can' all compo~d to make. the transition from welfare 
to work difficult. Stronger posteniploymerit supports 1(such as case management for high-risk 
clients and financial incentives for low· earners) mly, help clients· cope with. these ,issues. 
Moreover, because many clients iave little prior exp&rience dealing with workplace issues, 
programs designed to help ~uppoJ1 newly epiployed ~elf are recipients may also need to place 
greater emphasis on dealing with 1workplace stress ari~ getting along with others. on thejob. 

I I. i 11 ' .· ·· .. I , . , 
Consider conduct/ng cpmprel,~nsive assbssments for long-term TA.NF 
recipients to underftand (heir nee~s and idef tify the best package o/ services. 

Cl1ients who remained 10n T ANF and [were not e~ployed at the time. of the first survey 
were more disadvantaged t~an o~er clients. These cWents face a variety of potential barriers 
to employmen~ (such as loj. skill~, poor fiealth, and 9pild c~re issues). Given the variety of 
challenges tacmg WFNJ chentswho have not yet fpund Jobs, program staff may need to · 
focus additional resources Ion asJessing 'tnefr needs. Ir Some clients who lack job skills may 
require additionaltraining qr mor~ intensi~e job seardh assistance. Those. with serious health .· 
problems may be better ~erve~ . by the i SSI prog~b. Those with. less serious health 
conditions may be able ~o so111e kind~ !of work ~ut may require additional support to. 
maintain employment, suqh as specializeµ case. ma~agement services designed to address 
their heal~h care needs. ln~ividudlized an4 _holistic ~~essments may best enable. WFNJ staff 
to help chents who face T ANF { orkJeqtprements ~nd have not yet found employment. 

. Health pr?blems eme~ge~ a~ an imp91:1ant issu~ for this group. ThJrefore, in the rext 
roun~ of the chent survey apd m tpe next 9_ient Stud~ re_pQrt, ~e will focus on the nature and 
seventy of the health probl~ms 0£ WFNJ clients and ~he1r family members and on how these 
health prnblems affect thefr abili~y to obt~in and md~ntain employment. 

I I Ii ; •. ,! 

Consider trying tJ reacJJ al/ clieilts who ex~t TAJVFand determine why they 
are ~eaving and _wf1.et/1e{ th~y ltave the ne1essary su,:ports: Prov(de clie~ts 
leavmg TANF w,tH mfor~atwn on other sunports available m the community. 

I : 1 11. · 

Some clients who leaye we(fare and !are not employed are living with other employed 
adults or have recent employment experience. Hoiever, many do not have such supports 

I Ii ! I 
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and may experience severe hardships, including ljvingi:n extreme poverty. To provide the 
necessary post.:.T .A.NF support services to these clients, it i~ import;;mt that welfare staff 
under~tand why these clients are exiting T ANF and how they plan to support themselves. 
Welf~e staff can gather this information as part of exit interviews if clients i:nform staff that 
they are leaving TANF. Based on this information, staff can inform clients of post-TANF 
support services (such asfood stamps and Transitional Child Care and transitional Medicaid 

- benefitstavailable to them through the welfare office, as well as other support services 
available in the community. 

Some clients may leave TA.NF without informing welfare staff Staff may need to make 
a special ~:(fort to reach these clients to determine why they leftTANFand whether they are 
receiving the support services they nee'd; Welfare staff also may want to 17arn more about 
local support services available outside the welfare systeni and· provide clients leaving 
welfare with information on these 0th.er supports .. In the next found of client surveys, we will 
focus on understanding why former WFNJ clientswhQi3!enot working left welfare. We also 
will gather additional. information on the fim1ncial help and other support they may be 
receiving from friends.,. family, or community agencies, 

B. NEXTSTEPS IN THE WFNJ CLIENT STUDY 

This report provides an e~ly descriptive lookat howcurrentand former WFNJ clients 
and their families are faring under the new ~el fare policies and provides a benchmark by 

· which to judge WFNJ clients' economic progress, Subsequent reports will provide more 
detailed analyses of the welfare dynamics of WFNJ. clients, thl;iir rates of employment 
retention, and the factors associated with a successful transition from weJfare to work. 

The next round of surveys with our sample ofWFNJ cTients is scheduled to begin in 
December 1999, In addition to clients' earnings, income, and household composition, this 
round of the survey will focus on three special topics: (1) why manydients do not use 
transitional benefits, (2) the nature and severity of health problems aI'nol1g certain WFNJ 

~clients, and (3Lwhy those off TANF and not working left welfare and how they are 
supporting themselves. 1 During early 2000, we will conduct,in-depth, in-:-person interviews 
with about 60 clients, which also will focus on these three special• topics. These 
semistructured interviews will allow us to gain a more detailed qualitative understanding of 
clients' lives, their experiences with the program, '111d the chaHeng~s they· face as they make 
the transition off welfare. 1)1e findings from the next survey and. insights from. the in-depth 
interviews will be presented in the second Client Study report; scheduled for summer 2000. 

1Topics for. future surveys and reports will include sub.stance abuse and mental health issues, food 
security, and child care and child well-being. · 
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TABLEA:l 

TA,NFAND. FOOD ST AMP' RECEIPTI>URINO THE FIRST YEAR . 
·.AFTERWFNJ ·:i;:NTRY· 

Percentage Receiving 
TANFin: 

. Month 1 
· Month,2 
.Month3 
Montb4· 
Month 5· 
Month6 
Month7 
Month 8 
Month9 

· Mo.nth IO 
. "l .. 
. 'Month I 1. · 
· Month .12··. 

Percent~g~ R~c¢iving .. 
. Food Stamps in: ·, 

· Month l · . 
.Month 2. 
M<>rtth 3 .·.· 
Moilth4 

· .MOnth'-5 • ·· 
Month 6 

'MOnth.7 .·· 
, - I . 

·'Month,8 
:Month9 
. Month 10 •• 
<Month JI 

.. Month 12 

Sa!Jlple Size 

J:;xisJirtgCaseioad 
. · ··July 1997 · 

100 
·94 
88 
83 
81 

.,76, 
71 

(i8. 
.6~· .. ·· .. 
,(>2 
,60 
57 

88 
82 

· .. 78 
:77\ 
75 I 

74 
72 
71 
67 
68 
65 
63 

813 

SOQRCE: , . WFNJ administrative r:~cords data. 

,·· \'' ' ' ' ' ' ,, '' ., .,., 
J~ew WFNJEntrants .· . · 

Jul)'l997 to 
· June 1998 

··. 100 ·, 

91 
83 
74 
(>8 
60 
57 
53. 
51 
47 
42 .• 

V 

40 

··78 
76, 
69 
66 

:6,0 
57 

j 

58 
57 
57···· 
56 
51 ; 

48 

•.·•·,.·(jlO 

All WFNJ Clients .. 
. July 1997 to 
·. June 1998 

100 
,93 
87, 
80 
77 
71 
67· 
63 ,, 

:60 
·58 
55 
52 

85 
80 

I ,75 
74 
7l 
69 
68 
67 
64 
64 
61 
59 

' 1,423 

. NOTE: WFNJ entry, pcirtai~s to th~ tirne'that the ~arnplememl,ersJirst received c~sh assi~tance after 
'' Ne\\' Jersey i,nple~~ntedTANF in July 19?7; TheJ,ulY 1997 casrlOad sample inciudes those 

. who were receivipg AFDC In.lune 1997 anc;l cOntinqed fo receive TANF in'July 1997'. The 
n,ew. ·entrant sampl¢:, incluqes .those .whQ were no,f r;eci;iving' ·AFPC in· June 1997 . but 
subsequently ¢1'.ltered, the TANF roll§ from ,July )997 thre>iigh June 1998. 

. . ·.. . ', • ·1 . ·-,: .... · 

. l, 
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TA1BLE A.2 I·· 
! i . I . 

MONTHLY EMPLOYMENT RA TES DUR!ING THE FIRST YEAR 
1 1 - ·: : r · r · 

.. Perc~ntage Employed im 
Month l 

·· Month2 
Month 3 
Month4 

·., Month S 
Month 6 

'Month 7 
Month 8 
Month 9 
Month 10 
Month 11 
Month 12 

I I AFTER WFNJ ENT~Y 

i Ii 
I 

! I , . 

Existing Caseload , 
I i 

July 1997 , 
i ' 

19 
23 
26 
29 
31 
31 
33 · .. 
33 
35 
36 
37 
40 

I: 
I'. . 

New1!WFNJ Entrants 
J1uly 1997 to 
iJune 1998 

24 
29 

i 33 

11 

38 
40 

11 A3 
I! 45 
I 45 
I' '47 

i: 47 
49 

Ii 50 

All WFNJ Clients 
July 1997 to. 
·June 1998 

21 
25 

\ .. 28 
31 
34 
35 
36 
37.: 
39 
39 
41 
43 

Sample Size 813 !I 610 1,423 
I 

· i I ! : 

' 
" 

SOURCE: WFNJ firs' t Client!surve) ,. 1, . .
1
1:.. . . . 

NOTE: ' · WFNJ entry_ pertaips to thT time ~hat ~he sample·1fmbers first received cash a~sistance after -~ 
New Jersey implemented TANF m July 1997. The July 1997 caseload sample mcludes those ,b. 

who were receivink AFDd in June 1?97 and cont) ued to receive TANF in July 1997 .. The. 
, new entrant samPrle. inclµdes thos~, Who were j not rec~iving · AFDC in June 1997 but 

subsequently ertteted the J ANF rolls from July 1997 through June 1998. 
· i i i I ' 

I 

I 

I 

! 

I 

I 

;;:"'y~..;w W/4$:::$*i(:S::'.:i"<::~:~;:;:;:,.-.;;:o,:@:,:z;:~;~::=::::::k:i::$:$:::$::';.~~;s;:;s~;:;:;:;:;· 
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TABLEA.3' 

MONTHLY ,INCOME AND ITS S~liRCES AMON_Q WFNJ CLIENTS 
WJ;JO WERE ()ff iANF AND NOTEMPLOY~D 

,., .. 
Employed in Past 

Living with···. ·. Three Months. Not· 
Employe4 Livj~g ~ith Eiiipioyed 

Spgt:ise/Partner. · . }pouse/Pannet 

Monihlyfoc~me(in·Dollai-s) 
own earnings . ' 
Spouse's/partner's eai:nings .· 

-Food.stamps . . .. 
. SSl . , 
··.· (;hild support 

Unemployment lnsur311ce 
Other sources , ·. , . 
\ 
. Ail_sourc~~ .. 

Percent~~ceiving ln!=omefrom · .·. > Own eariiings .• · ·· · .··. · · ·. 
·. · Spouse's/pl!f'lnl:r's earnings.·.··· 

Food stamps· .· · · · 
SSI 

• · .. Child support · .... 
· · Unemployment lnsiui11ice 

·'Other sources.. . . 

Any.i,urce·' 

Percent in Poverty 

Percent in Subsidized Housing 

Sample ~ize . 
.. ·' - '· .. · 

46 
1.275. 

46, 
53 .. ·. 
31 
54 
30' 

l.SSI .. 

9 . 
100· 
25 
1 

10 
·.8 

· 23 . 

100: 
4l 

83 

:soVRCE: ' , FirstWFNJClient Sil~ey. 

260 
0 

its 
15 .· 
75 
'89. 
67 

64S 

· 40 
·O 
3,4\ 

5 . 
·. 31 

... 14 
·. 39 

8.7 

8) 

29 

'75 

No Recent, 
Employment. Living 

·with EinployedAdults. 
Not Spouse/Partner 

0. 
11' 
47 
32 
.30 
39 
60 .. 

224 

0 .. · 
3•: 

31 
' .. g 

18 
9 

32 

70 

99 

.. ~""" 8 

61 

No Recent 
Employment. ·· 

Not Livin2 with · 
EmpJored Adults 

0 
2'. 

110 
115 
60 
28 
76 

. 398 

0 
0 

45 
20 

·29: 
... ._.· 

36 

78 

96 

35 

168 

·All These · 
Clients 

57 
262 
''88. 
71 
52 
46 
63 

,,__ 651 

9 
21 
36 
12 
24 

(. 8 
n 
83 

82 

24 

.· )31· 

NOTE: Employment/living situation categories ari: mutually exclµsive (See Figure IL9). Income was measured for the .month prior · 
.to Ihe ;survey. Living siiuations_ and T ANF and e~ployment s_tatris refer to the t1ine ohhe survey. . · 

. • Clientsifrthis'g~oup did not lire ~~:i~h cun-c:ridy'employed spouses ~tpartnerS. Howe~er. ~:few liv_ed ~ith spo,uses or partners who·had •. 
worked witl)in the past month and. th~refore/had prior month's:earnings. ·. . . \ . . , . . . . . . 

' . . : ,'.' : . . . . . ' .·- .. ', . . . . : ·: .. : . '. :. . . . . . ··. •, : . . . . 
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Anu Rangarajan is a senior ticonomist at Mathematica. Her research focuses on welfare, 
nutrition, and education policy issues. 

Robert G. Woodis a senior economist at Mathematica who studies welfare, housing, and 
education poHcies. 

How iO GET THE FULL REPORT 

The full report, "HowWFNJ Clients.Are Faring Under Welfare Reform: An Early Look," 
is available in PDF format on Mathematica's Web site at www.mathematica-mpr.com. 
For information on ordering a printed copy, please call Mathematica Publications at ( 609) 
275-2350. 

OTHER REPORTS FROM THE CLIENT STUDY 

The Client Study will include several other reports. The second report is scheduled for 
summer 2000. It will cover a'longer follow-up period to track clients' employment and 
welfare experiences andwill include new entrants who enrolled between July and December 
1998, as well as the sar:nple in the first report! Jn addition, the second report will focus on 
reasons for underutilization of transitional benefits and examine why some clients have left 
T ANF without working and how they are supporting themselves, 

ABOUT MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH 

Mathematica is a lead.er in policy research and analysis. The employee-owned firm, with 
offices in Princeton,NJ, Cambridge,MA, and Washington, DC, has conducted some of the 
most important studies of welfare, health care, education, nutrition, employment, and early 
childhood policies and programs in the United States. Its mission is to improve public well-
being by bringing the highest standards of quality, objectivity/and excellence to bear on the 
provision of information collection and analysis to its clients. 
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