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GA!0 United States 
Genera l  Account ing Off ice 
Wash ington, D.C. 20548 

Program Eva luat ion and 
Methodo l ogy Div is ion 

B-246812 

Apri l29,1992 

The Honorab l e L l oyd Bentsen 
Cha irman, Committee on F inance 
Un ited States Senate 

Dear Mr. Cha irman: 

Th is is the second report respond ing to your request for informat ion on the 
A id to Fami l i es with Dependent Ch i l dren-Unemp loyed Parents (@DC-UP) 
program. Our first report (Unemp loyed Parents: In it ia l Efforts to Expand 
State Ass istance, GAO/PEMD-92- l 1, January 1992) presented descr ipt ive 
data on how the states responded to the mandate in the Fami l y Support Act 
of 1988 to expand the prev ious ly vo luntary UP port ion of the AFDC program 
to a l l states. On February 12, 1992, we br iefed your staff on the resu lts of 
our second rev iew, wh ich are summar i zed in th is report. Address i ng your 
interest in the effect of the AFDC-UP program on fami ly stab i l i ty, the report 
f inds m ixed ev i dence on whether the presence of the program affects 
AFDC-Bas i c case loads. 

Th is report does not prov ide conc lus i ve support for e ither s ide of the 
debate over the poss ib l e consequences of the recent expans i on of AFx)C-up. 
Proponents of the expans i on of the program argued that the ava i lab i l i ty of 
th is ass istance wou l d encourage stab i l i ty among poor fami l i es. They 
reasoned that the ava i lab i l i ty of ass istance for poor two-parent fami l i es 
wou l d remove the incent ive for fami l i es exper ienc ing econom ic hardsh ips 
to separate in order to rece ive benef its from the AFDC-Bas i c program 
(wh ich are reserved pr imar i l y for s ing le parents). In contrast, opponents of 
the expans i on argued that the add it ion of AFDC-UP benef its cou ld decrease 
fami l y stab i l i ty in the long term and increase the An>c-Bas i c case l oad by 
undermin i ng the ro le of the parents in prov id i ng support for the ir ch i l dren. b 

Simi lar ly, it has been argued, the e l im inat ion of a state’s AFDC-UP program 
cou ld resu lt in e ither an increase or a decrease in fami l y stab i l i ty. The 
e l im inat ion of the program cou ld dr ive poor two-parent fami l i es 
exper ienc ing hardsh ips to separate and qua l i fy for mC*Bas i c benef its as 
ment i oned above. (Most two-parent fami l i es ab le to qua l i fy for AFDC-UP 
cou ld, in the event of a d isso lut ion, qua l i fy for AFDc-Bas ic.) However, the 
e l im inat ion of the program might bu i l d parents’ se lf-re l i ance and increase 
fami l y stab i l i ty in the long term, resu lt ing in s lower growth in AFDc-Bas ic. 
Under any of these scenar ios, we wou ld expect changes in case l oad growth 
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to be sma l l  b ecause the MIX-UP program genera l l y serves l ess than 10 
percent of the number of fam i l i es served by the mc-Bas i c  program. 

Th i s report uses state data on trends in An>&Bas i c  case l o ads dur i ng 
197589 to exp l ore these compet i n g theor ies. Dur i ng th is per iod, s ome 
states started and others e l im i nated the AFDC-UP program. For 8 of these 
states, we deve l o ped regress i on mode l s  of the m&Bas i c  case l o ad that 
ad j usted for a number of factors other than AFDC-UP that m ight affect the 
case l oad. W e  then exam i n ed the effect of AFTX-UP on case l o ad growth in 
the context of the other factors i nc l uded in our mode l s. (For a deta i l ed 
descr i pt i on of our methods, see append i x  I.) 

Our ana l y ses prov i de a l im ited test of oppos i n g theor i es about the 
re l at i onsh i p between the ava i l ab i l i ty of AFDC-UP benef i ts and fam i l y 
stab i l i ty. W e  used mc-Bas i c  case l o ads as a proxy for fam i l y stab i l i ty; a 
d irect test was prec l uded by the absence of regu lar data ser i es on, for 
examp l e, separat i ons and d i vorces among  fam i l i es potent ia l l y e l i g i b l e for 
AFDC. Where they were ava i l ab l e, however, we a l so mode l e d  var i ab l es that 
shou l d be more sens i t i ve to the hypothes i zed effect on fam i l y stab i l i ty-for 
examp l e, the number of n ew cases added and the number of cases 
approved spec i f i ca l l y because a caretaker left the h ome and reduced 
support to the ch i l dren. 

The resu lts of our ana l y ses suggest that the presence of an AFDC-UP 
program e ither decreases or has no effect on growth in the number of 
fam i l i es rece i v i ng @t%Bas i c . In 4 states-Co lorado, Ma i ne, Montana, and 
Oregon-the presence of an AFIX-UP program was assoc i ated w ith 
decreased growth in the mC-Bas i c  case l oad. Wh i l e  i n Montana the 
assoc i at i on cou l d be exp l a i n ed by a po l i cy change that occurred near the 
t ime of the AFDC-UP i ntervent ion, in Oregon we cou l d f ind no p l aus i b l e 
a l ternat ive exp l anat i on for the decreased rate of growth in the Bas i c  6 
case l o ad dur i ng the AJWXJP program. The po l i cy change that occurred at 
or near the t ime of the AFDC-UP i n tervent i ons in Co l orado and Ma i n e d i d 
not, however, prov i de a strong a lternat ive to AFDC-UP as an exp l anat i on of 
the assoc i at i on found between UP and Bas i c  case l oads. In the rema i n i ng 4 
states-M issour i , South Caro l i na, Utah, and Wash i ngton-the presence of 
the AF’DC-UP program was not assoc i ated w ith any change in the mc-Bas i c  
case l oad. However, these resu lts are a l so i nconc l us i ve because of the 
presence in each state of a co i nc i dent po l i cy change. Notab l y, in none of 
the 8 states was there ev i d ence that the AFDC-UP program was assoc i ated 
w ith h i gher AFDc-Bas i c  case l o ads or h i gher rates of growth. (See sect i on 2 
for the deta i l s of our resu lts.) But whatever the ev i dence, it i s important to 
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r emember that the f i nd i ngs from these 8 states cannot be genera l i z ed to 
the nat i on. (See sect i on 1 for a d i s cuss i o n of genera l i zab i l i ty.) 

Do  these f i nd i ngs of no change or l ower rates of growth i n the m&Bas i c  
case l o ad trans l ate into a f i nd i ng that the AFDC-UP program i ncreased fam i l y  
stab i l i ty? T h e  ev i d ence that th i s occurred i s strongest i n Oregon; i n the 
other states, other po l i c y c hanges that occurred i n the s ame  tim e  per i od 
m a y  account for s ome  part of the effects. In add i t i on, the number of 
mc-Bas i c  c a s e s  m a y  grow at a s l ower rate when  AFDC-UP benef i ts are 
ava i l a b l e for reasons other than a change i n rates of mar i ta l  d i sso l ut i on. 
For examp l e ,  e l i g i b i l i ty off ic i a l s m i g ht use AFDC-UP i n stead of the 
m&Bas i c  benef i ts for two-parent fam i l i e s i n wh i c h  one of the parents i s 
i ncapac i tated. F i na l l y, a s  i n a n y regress i on ana l ys i s, un i dent i f i ed var i ab l es 
that were om i tted from the mode l s  but corre l ated w ith the change i n 
AFDC-UP po l i c y cou l d  a lter our resu lts. (Append i x  I descr i b es the types of 
var i ab l es that we  used i n deve l o p i n g our mode l s .) 

W e  requested and rece i ved c ommen t s  on our draft report from off ic i a l s of 
the U.S. Department of Hea l th and Huma n  Serv i c es (HHS). (See append i x  
II.) T h e y  ident i f i ed two pr i nc i pa l  concerns. F irst, prev i ous research has 
suggested that c a s h  ass i s tance destab i l i z es fam i l i e s. However, a s  deta i l ed 
i n a M a y  1988 GAO report ent i t l edwe lfare Reform: Pro j ected Effects of 
Requ i r i n g AFDC for Unemp l o y e d  Parents Nat i onw i de, th i s research was  not 
conc l u s i v e for fam i l i e s w ith ch i l dren and tested the effects of an 
exper imenta l  program qu i te d ifferent from AFDC-UP. Second, HHS noted 
that the changes we  found i n mc-Bas i c  case l o a ds cannot be causa l l y  
l i n ked to the AFDC-UP program because we  used a nonexper imenta l  
research method. A l though exper imenta l  research cou l d  be more 
conc l u s i v e than the quas i -exper imenta l  des i g n we  used, exper imentat i on 
on the AFDC-UP program i s an un l i k e l y if not imposs i b l e  eva l uat i on strategy 
because it wou l d  requ ire deny i n g benef i ts to e l i g i b l e fam i l i e s. In add i t i on, a 
we  chose a mode l i n g  techn i que that a l l owed us to contro l  for a var i ety of 
var i ab l es that m i g ht a l s o affect m&Bas i c  case l o a ds and we  exp l ored 
a l ternat i ve exp l anat i ons w ith state off ic i a l s. 

A s  arranged w ith your off ice, we  wi l l  b e  send i n g cop i e s to the Secretary of 
Hea l th and Huma n  Serv i c es and to others upon request. If you have any 
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quest i o ns or wou l d  l i ke add i t i ona l  i nformat i on, p l e ase ca l l  m e  at (202) 
275-1854 or Robert York, D irector of Program Eva l uat i o n i n Huma n  
Serv i c es Areas, at (202) 275-5885. Other ma j o r contr i butors to th i s report 
are l i sted i n append i x  Iv. 

S i ncere l y  yours, 

E l eanor Che l ims k y  
Ass i s tant Comptro l l e r Genera l  
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Sect i on 1 

Ob ject ives, Scope, and Methodo logy 

Ob ject ives When  enacted in 1935, the A id to Fam i l i es w ith Dependent Ch i l dren (AFDC) 
program d id not prov i de cash benef its to fami l i es if both parents l i ved at 
h ome un l ess one of the parents was d isab l ed. In 1961, under the 
Unemp l o yed Parent (UP) segment of AFDC, states were fast g i ven the 
opt ion to prov i de AFDC benef its to needy two-parent fami l i es in wh i ch the 
ma j or earner was unemp l oyed. Just over ha lf of the 54 states and 
terr itor ies used that opt ion before the program was extended to a l l states 
in 1990. The Fam i l y Support Act of 1988 expanded UP benef its to a l l 
states; however, it a l so a l l owed states that d id not prev ious l y offer UP 
benef its to l im it ass i stance to no fewer than 6 months in any 12-month 
per i od and a l l owed states to requ ire the part ic ipat ion of one or both 
parents in an emp l oyment or tra in ing program. 

The expans i on of the UP program d id not occur without substant ia l  debate 
on both s i des of the issue. Proponents of extend i ng the UP program argued 
that if benef its were not ava i l ab l e to two-parent fami l i es, those fami l i es 
wou l d be more l ike ly to separate in order to qua l i fy for benef its ava i l ab l e to 
s ing l e-parent fami l i es. The opponents c ited f ind ings from negat i ve i n come 
tax exper iments as ev i dence that broaden i ng access to UP wou l d be 
harmfu l  to fami l y stab i l i ty.’ Wh i l e ana l yses of the negat i ve i n come tax 
exper iments in two of the research s ites showed that the coup l es rece iv i ng 
a guaranteed i n come were more l ike ly to separate than those who d id not, 
these f ind ings cannot be c lear ly genera l i zed to UP fami l i es. Among other 
issues, the ana l yses i nc l uded coup l es w ithout ch i l dren, for whom the effect 
of cash benef its was stronger than for coup l es with ch i l dren. 

We  exam i ned UP’s effect on the stab i l i ty of poor two-parent fami l i es by 
ana l yz i ng the assoc i at i on between changes in the UP program before the 
Fam i l y Support Act and subsequent changes in the number of cases in 
Bas ic, a program that pr imar i l y serves s ing l e-parent fami l i es. Between 
f isca l years 1961 and 1990, the per i od when UP was opt iona l, 32 states b 
used the opt ion to prov i de AFDC cash benef its to the unemp l oyed and part ly 
emp l oyed. Severa l  of these states suspended the program for at least a year 
after beg i nn i ng to offer it. Tak i ng advantage of the starts and stops of the 
UP program in 8 states pr ior to the Fam i l y Support Act, we invest igated 
whether the add it i on or e l im inat ion of a UP program was assoc i ated with 
changes in a state’s Bas i c case l oad. 

‘For a dewed summary of th is research, conducted between 1968 and 1978, and its re levance to the 
AFDC-UP program, see U.S. Genera l  Account i i Off ice, May 1988. See a lso Ca in and Wissoker, 1990, 
and Hannan and Tuma, 1990. 
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Sect i o n 1  
Ob j e cthas, Scope!, a n d  Method o l o g y  

Scop e  We  used Bas i c  case l o ad a s  an i nd i cator of fam i l y  stab i l i ty for two reasons. 
F irst, mos t  two-parent fam i l i e s ab l e to qua l i fy for UP wou l d, i n the event of 
a mar i ta l  d i sso l ut i on, qua l i fy for Bas i c . Thus, it i s l og i cd to l i nk the number 
of Bas i c  c a s e s  to fam i l y  i nstab i l i ty amo n g  UP rec i p i ents and amon g  poor, 
two-parent fam i l i e s who  wou l d  h ave been e l i g i b l e for UP had it been 
ava i l ab l e. Second, a s  noted above, i n the debate over the expans i o n of UP 
that preceded the passage of the F am i l y  Support Act, c l a ims were ma d e  
about the effect of the UP program on the l i k e l i h ood that a poor, two-parent 
fam i l y  wou l d  separate and rece i ve the AFDC benef i ts ava i l a b l e to s i ng l e 
parents. 

However, changes i n the number of fam i l i e s rece i v i ng benef i ts under Bas i c  
occur not on l y  a s  a consequence of changes i n rates of mar i ta l  d i sso l ut i on 
but a l s o i n response to f l uctuat i ons i n the e c o n omy, the number of u nwed 
mothers, and the rates of fam i l y  format i on. In add i t i on, the tota l case l o ad 
i n c l u des s ome  l ong-term rec i p i ents w h om we wou l d  not expect to be 
affected b y  the suspens i o n  or imp l ementat i o n of the UP program. T h e  
number of n ew Bas i c  c a s e s  opened or approved shou l d  be more sens i t i v e 
to changes i n the UP program because it d oes not i nc l u de s u c h  l ong-term 
Bas i c  fam i l i e s. Unfortunate l y, on l y  2 of the 8 states prov i ded th i s k i n d of 
i nformat i on: Oregon reported the number of Bas i c  c a s e s  opened each 
month, and South Caro l i n a reported the tota l n umber of Bas i c  c a s e s  
approved each month  and the n umbers approved for spec i f i c reasons, s u c h  
a s  approva l s for l o ss of support or for a father’s  absence. T h e  6 other 
states e ither d i d not report these f i gures or d i d not ma i nta i n  t h em in a way  
that perm itted u s  to separate n ew UP open i n gs from n ew Bas i c  open i ngs. 

M&hod o l o g y  

Mode l i n g Procedures 

I 

For the states l i sted i n tab l e 1.1, we  mode l e d  month l y  Bas i c  case l o a ds w ith 
genera l i z ed l east squares regress i on procedures and tested the effects on 
the Bas i c  case l o a ds of the imp l ementat i o ns or suspens i o n s of the UP 
program. Imp l ementat i o ns and suspens i o n s of the UP program ma y  
themse l v e s  ref lect po l i t i ca l  or e c o n om i c  changes i n a state that cou l d  a l s o 
affect the Bas i c  program, but the procedures we  used can ad j ust for the 
importance of other factors, s u c h  a s  the u n emp l o yment  rate or n ew 
po l i c i es. T h e  8 states i nc l u ded i n the study were se l ected because they 
e ither began or stopped the ir UP programs after 1975. W e  exc l u ded years 
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Sect i o n 1  
Ob j e c t i v e@, Scope, a n d  Method o l o g y  

before 1975 because we  cou l d  not ad j ust for the presence of AFDc-Foster 
Care c a s e s  i n the tota l c a s e  counts2 In add i t i on, we  exc l u ded states that 
changed the ir UP po l i c y for l e ss than 2 years i n order to prov i de t im e  for 
any effects to deve l op. 

Tab l e 1 .I : Part lc l pat lon In AFDC-UP by E ight States, F i sca l  Years 1974-89’ 
state 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1980 1987 1988 1989 
Co la. X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  

Ma i n e  
MO.  
Mont. 

X  X  X  X  X  - 
X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  

X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  

Oreo. X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  

SC. ~- 
Utah ---- 
Was h .  

X  X  X  X  

X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  

X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  

‘“X ” i nd i cates the state h a d  a  UP pro g r am in at l east the f irst mon t h  of the federa l  f i sca l  year, wh i c h  
beg i n s  i n October. 

Source: Data a n d  reports from HHS an d  reported b y  the Congress i o n a l  Rese a r c h  Serv i c e i n 6 7 - 9 6 9  
EPW,  “State Us e  of the A i d to Fam i l i e s w ith Depe n d e n t  Ch i l d r e n -Unemp l o y e d Parent (AFDC-UP) 
Program: An  Overv i ew.” 

In each state, we  mode l e d  a per i od for wh i c h  we  had data on the Bas i c  
case l o ad and the econom i c ,  po l i cy, and demograph i c  var i ab l es we  used i n 
the ana l ys i s. Once  we  had deve l o ped a sat i sfactory mode l  from a se l ect i on 
of econom i c ,  po l i cy, and demograph i c  var i ab l es, we  i nc l u ded program 
var i ab l es to ms e s s  the effect of the UP i n tervent i on (e ither suspens i o n  or 
imp l ementat i on). (See append i x  I for a descr i pt i on of the mode l  
d eve l o pment process.) T h e s e  var i ab l es i n c l u ded a d ummy  var i ab l e for the 
UP i n tervent i on (1 dur i ng the program and 0 when  the program was  not i n I) 
p l ace) and a var i ab l e that was  the product of the UP d ummy  and a trend 
var i ab l e. T h e  i nteract i on between the UP d ummy  and the trend var i ab l e 
measured the effect of the UP i n tervent i on on the rate of change i n the 

‘Pr ior to 1975, month l y i nformat ion on the number of Foster Care cases was not cons istent ly ava i l ab le. 
In 1980, federa l leg is lat ion mandated that states prov ide for foster care and adopt i on ass i stance under 
t it le WE  of the Soc i a l  Secur i ty Act. Th i s mandate was effect ive October 1,1982, a l though states were 
a l l owed to in it iate such programs ear l ier. In October 1981, HHS stopped count i ng AFDC-Foster Care in 
ita tota l AF LX case l oad f igures. 
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Sect i o n 1  
Ob j ect i v es, Scope, a n d  Method o l o g y  

Bas i c  case l o ad. In the d i s cuss i o n that fo l l ows, mode l s  deve l o ped w ith th i s 
strategy are referred to a s  d ummy  var i ab l e mode l s .  

Where  poss i b l e, we  a l s o used a second strategy of deve l o p i n g mode l s  of 
the per i od preced i ng the UP i n tervent i on (e ither suspens i o n  or 
imp l ementat i o n) and pred i ct i ng i nto the post i ntervent i on per i od. Us i n g  
more than one strategy a l l owed us to e x am i n e  the cons i s tency of f i nd i ngs 
across d ifferent metho d s  of ana l ys i s. W e  do not report the fmd i n g s of 
pred i ct i ve mode l s  for a l l  states because we  cou l d  not a lways deve l o p 
techn i ca l l y  acceptab l e  mode l s  w ith the ava i l a b l e data. (See append i x  I for 
our mode l  eva l uat i on cr iter ia.) 

T o  the extent that the ava i l ab i l i ty of UP benef i ts encourages stab i l i ty amo n g  
poor fam i l i e s, we  wou l d  expect the presence of the UP program to be 
assoc i a ted w ith a decreased rate of growth i n Bas i c . A lternat i ve l y, if UP 
decreased stab i l i ty amo n g  poor two-parent fam i l i e s, we  wou l d  pred i ct its 
presence to be assoc i a ted w ith an i ncreased rate of growth i n Bas i c . In 
e ither case, we  ant i c i pated that any assoc i at i o n between UP and the number 
of c a s e s  rece i v i ng benef i ts under Bas i c  wou l d  be sma l l  b e c ause the UP 
program genera l l y  serves l e ss than 10 percent of the number of fam i l i e s 
served b y  Bas i c . 

Strengths and L im itat ions Our methodo l o g y shares s ome  of the l im i tat i ons of prev i ous research. For 
examp l e ,  i n the ir ana l y s i s  of 1980 data, Sch r am and W i s eman (1988) 
found that ch i l dren i n states that prov i ded UP were 2 percent more l i ke l y to 
be rece i v i ng Bas i c  benef i ts than ch i l dren i n states that d i d not prov i de UP. 
However, a s  they note, th i s d i fference cou l d  be attr ibuted to other 
i nf l uences, s u c h  a s  reg i on and urban i zat i on. (Most of the states that d i d not 
prov i de UP benef i ts i n 1980 were i n the southern and mounta i n  reg ions.) 
Just a s  the resu l ts found b y  Sch r am and W i s eman (1988) cou l d  be a 
attr ibuted to factors other than the UP program, the assoc i a t i o ns between 
the UP program and the Bas i c  case l o ad found i n our ana l y s es cou l d  be 
caused b y  other events occurr i ng at the s ame  tim e  as the i ntroduct i on or 
e l im i nat i on of UP. In order to address th i s poss i b i l i t y, we  sought 
i nformat i on from state off ic i a l s about s u c h  events and se l ected a mode l i n g  
techn i que that a l l owed us to contro l  for a var i ety of var i ab l es that cou l d  
affect the Bas i c  case l o ad. In add i t i on, the 8 states vary i n the t im i n g  and 
type of UP po l i c y change, mak i n g  cons i stent resu l ts across states l e ss eas i l y  
attr ibuted to other events. 

Pag e  1 2  GAOIPEMD-9 2 - 1 9BR Unemp l o y e d  Parents 



Sect ion 1  
Object iver, Scope, and Methodo l ogy 

Also in c ommon  with prev i ous research, our resu lts are based on 
i nformat ion that dates from before the Fam i l y  Support Act. The effect of .-..--._ -.,. I., .“. 
the ava i l ab i l i ty of i n c ome ass i stance for two-parent fam i l i es may  be qu i te 
d ifferent to the extent that the Fam i l y  Support Act has enhanced ch i l d 
support enforcement and emp l o yment and tra in i ng serv i ces for AFDC 
fami l i es. However, the states that we i nc l uded represent var i ed approaches 
to we lfare and s ome have had e l ements of the Fam i l y  Support Act in p l ace 
for severa l  years; thus, the current and h istor ica l env i ronments are not 
ent ire ly d i ss im i l ar. Wh i l e  our resu lts may  be app l i cab l e to the env i ronment 
after the enactment of the Fam i l y  Support Act, they cannot be genera l i z ed 
to states that were not i nc l uded in our ana l yses. 

Un l i k e prev i ous research on the UP program, our rev i ew comb i n ed 
l ong i tud i na l  data w ith regress i on techn i ques to test the assoc i at i on 
between the UP program and the rate at wh i ch the Bas i c  case l o ad grows. 
Because the UP case l o ad is sma l l  i n compar i s on to the Bas i c  case l oad, our 
ana l y ses needed to have suff ic i ent stat ist ica l power to ident ify any effect of 
UP’s term inat i on or adopt i on. W e  were ab l e to ident ify mode l s  of the Bas i c  
case l o ad that met our cr iter ia for each of the 8 states and, for the ana l y ses 
of Oregon and South Caro l i na, we a l so ana l y zed potent ia l l y more sens i t i ve 
data than the number of Bas i c  cases. Nonethe l ess, it i s poss i b l e that sma l l , 
undetected effects ex i sted in the states where we found no ev i d ence that UP 
was assoc i ated w ith the Bas i c  case l oad. 

W e  conducted our rev i ew in accordance w ith genera l l y accepted 
government aud i t i ng standards between Apr i l  a nd August 199 1. The 
adv i sory pane l  of experts l i sted in append i x  III rev i ewed the study des i gn, 
i nc l ud i ng our mode l  se l ect i on cr iter ia. In add it i on, techn i ca l  consu l tants 
rev i ewed both the study des i gn and our procedures for bu i l d i ng and 
eva l uat i ng the case l o ad mode l s. The Admin i strat i on for Ch i l dren and 
Fam i l i e s at HHS rev i ewed and commented on a draft of th is report. 
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I 
Sect ion 2 

1 Does AF’DC-UP Inf luence the S ize or Growth 
Rate of AFDC-Bas ic Case load? 

We found no ev i dence that the AFDC-UP program destab i l i zes two-parent 
fami l i es s i nce the m&Bas i c case l oads in the 8 states d id not grow at a 
faster rate wh i l e UP was in p lace. Instead, the Bas i c case l oads in 4 of the 8 
states we exam ined grew at a s lower rate wh i l e the UP program was in 
p lace, thus prov id ing some ev idence that UP encourages fami l y stab i l i ty. 

We  found that the presence of a UP program was assoc iated with lower 
rates of growth in the Bas i c case l oad in 4 states. Th is is summar i zed in 
tab le 2.1. We  observed no assoc iat ion or no cons istent assoc iat ion between 
UP and the Bas i c case l oad in the 4 other states. In a l l but 1 of the states, the 
interpretat ion of the resu lts is comp l i cated by the occurrence of other 
po l i cy changes at or near the same t ime as the UP i ntervent ion. Notab ly, in 
no state was there cons istent ev i dence that changes in the UP program 
were assoc iated with h igher Bas i c case l oads or h igher rates of growth. 

Tab19 2.1: Clawlf lcat lon of State8 by 
Renau lts of Ana lyses and ldent lf lcat lon of UP cons istent ly assoc iated with lower Bas ic case loads 
Confbund lng Factors Potent ia l ly confound ing or lower rates of case load growth’ 

factors ldent lf led Yes No 
Yes Co lorado Missour i 

Ma ine South Caro l i na 
Montana Utah 

Wash i ngton 
No Oreaon 

‘In no state was AFDC-UP cons istent ly assoc i ated with h i gher AFDC-Bas i c case l oads or a faster rate of 
case l oad growth. 

Tab le 2.1 a lso c lass if ies the 8 states by whether we ident if ied potent ia l l y 
confound ing factors dur ing our ana lyses. The ma jor po l i cy changes that 
comp l i cate the interpretat ion of our f ind ings are the Omn ibus Budget 
Reconc i l i at ion Act of 1981 (OBFW) and the Def ic it Red& ion Act of 1984 

6 

(DEFRA). Among other changes, OBRA restr icted e l ig ib i l i ty to the AFDC 
program by l im it ing the comb ined gross i ncome of a l l members of the 
ass istance un it to 150 percent of the state’s standard of need and inc lud ing 
a port ion of stepparents’ earned i ncome in determin ing e l ig ib i l i ty. Po l i c i es 
incorporated in OBRA were imp lemented at the state leve l in late 198 1 and 
caused a large drop in case l oad in many states. If the UP program was 
suspended near the t ime when OBRA was imp lemented-as it was in 
Missour i, Montana, Utah, and Wash ington-any effects of the suspens i on of 
the UP program might be masked by the in it ia l post-OBRA drop in case l oad 
or overstated by the subsequent rap id increase in Bas i c case l oads found in 
some states. In contrast, DEFRA genera l l y l oosened e l ig ib i l i ty standards by 

Page 15 GAO/PEMD-92.1OBR Unemp l oyed Parents 



Sect i o n 2  
Doer  AFDC-UP Inf l uence the S i ze or Growth 
Rate of AFDC-Bas i c  Case l o a d ?  

ra i s i ng the tota l amount  of i n c ome that an AFDC fam i l y  cou l d  h ave to 185 
percent of the state’s  need standard. DEFBA a l s o i n c l u ded s ome  po l i c y 
c hanges that cou l d  h ave l owered case l o ads, s o  the effect of DEFRA on 
case l o a ds i s not a s  c l ear a s  that of OBEU tends to be. However, mos t  mode l s  
deve l o ped b y  other researchers suggest that DEFXA has been assoc i a ted 
w ith modest l y  h i gher AFDC case l o a ds when  other factors are he l d constant 
(see Ange l ,  1989; O’Ne i l l , 1990; and P l otn i c k and L i dman, 1987). 

T h e  potent i a l l y confound i n g factors ident i f i ed i n 7 of the 8 states are not a l l  
equa l l y  p l aus i b l e exp l anat i ons for the assoc i at i o n or l a ck of assoc i at i o n we  
found between the UP program and rate of growth i n the number of fam i l i e s 
rece i v i ng Bas i c  benef i ts. For examp l e ,  i n Montana, we  were unab l e  to 
separate the probab l e effect of OBRA from the poss i b l e  effect of UP because 
OBRA was imp l emented immed i a t e l y  before the UP program was  suspended. 
In contrast, DEFRA i s  not a strong a l ternat i ve to the UP program as an 
exp l anat i on for the changes i n case l o ad growth rate that were detected i n 
Co l orado and Ma i n e, a l though it occurred at or near the s ame  tim e  as the 
UP changes. 

Wh i l e  our f i nd i ngs support the i dea that UP e ither depresses or has no 
effect on the rate of growth of Bas i c , the re l at i onsh i p between UP and 
fam i l y  stab i l i ty i s l e ss c lear. Increased fam i l y  stab i l i ty (or decreased 
i ncent i ve to separate) i s j ust one of the poss i b l e  exp l anat i ons for the 
re l at i onsh i p we  found between UP and Bas i c  case l o ads. As  noted above, 
other po l i c y c hanges occurr i ng around the t im e  of the UP change m a y  
account for s ome  of the effect we  found. In add i t i on, the number of Bas i c  
c a s e s  m a y  grow at a s l ower rate when  UP benef i ts are ava i l a b l e if e l i g i b i l i ty 
workers use UP i n stead of the Bas i c  category for two-parent fam i l i e s i n 
wh i c h  one of the parents i s i ncapac i tated. 

W e  d i s c uss our resu l ts i n two groups: (1) states i n wh i c h  UP was 
cons i stent l y assoc i a ted w ith l ower rates of growth i n the Bas i c  case l o ad 
and (2) states i n wh i c h  UP was not assoc i a ted w ith changes i n the Bas i c  
case l o ad. 
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Sect i o n 2  
Doer AFDC-UP Inf l u ence the S i ze or Growth 
Rate of AFDC-Bas i c  Case l o a d ?  

States i n W h i ch 
mc -UP was 
Cons i stent l y Assoc i a ted 
W ith S lower G rowth In 
A F ’DC-Bas i c  Case l o a d  

Oregon Our strongest ev i d ence that the presence of the UP program reduces the 
rate of growth i n the Bas i c  case l o ad c ome s  from Oregon, wh i c h  re i nstated 
UP i n  1 986 after it had been suspended for severa l  years. Mode l s  of both 
n ew open i n gs (f igure 2.1) and Bas i c  case l o ad (f igure 2.2) y i e l d ed ev i d ence 
that the re i nstatement of the UP program was  assoc i a ted w ith decreased 
growth i n n ew open i n gs and i n case l o ad. Th i s  ev i d ence i s strong because 
Oregon i s the on l y  state we  ex am i n e d  i n wh i c h  the UP i n tervent i on i s not 
confounded b y  other ma j o r po l i c y changes. In add i t i on, the ev i d ence was  
cons i stent across d ummy  var i ab l e and pred i ct i ve mode l s .  F i gure 2.1 
c ompares  the actua l  n umber of open i n gs to the number of open i n gs 
pred i cted b y  our mode l  if the UP program had not been re i nstated i n 1986. 

F i gure 2.2 s h ows the resu l ts from our ana l y s es of the Bas i c  case l o ad i n 
Oregon. Cons i stent w ith the resu l ts of the ana l y s es of the number of 
open i ngs, these ana l y s es i nd i cate that UP had a d ampen i n g  effect on the 
growth of the Bas i c  case l o ad. Cou l d  the s l ower rate of growth i n the Bas i c  
case l o ad be a resu lt of improv i n g e c o n om i c  cond i t i o ns i nstead of the up 
program? T h e  u n emp l o yment  rate was  decreas i n g when  the UP program 
was  re instated. However, the i nc l us i on of e c o n om i c  contro l  var i ab l es, s u c h  
a s  reta i l  emp l o yment, u n emp l o yment  rate, and u n emp l o yment  i nsurance 
c l a ims, d i d not change the resu l ts of our Oregon ana l y ses. Thus, changes i n 
the e c o n omy are not a l i ke l y a l ternat i ve exp l anat i on for the assoc i at i o n b 
between the UP program and the decreased rate of growth i n the Bas i c  
case l o ad. In add i t i on, an off ic i a l  from Oregon sa i d  that dur i ng the per i ods 
that Oregon suspended UP, two-parent fam i l i e s cont i nued to rece i ve 
med i c a l  ass i s tance through a state program. Desp i t e th i s source of 
support, she be l i e ved that when  UP benef i ts were not ava i l ab l e, needy 
two-parent fam i l i e s were added to Bas i c  a s  two-parent fam i l i e s i n wh i c h  
one parent was  i ncapac i tated and a s  s i ng l e-parent fam i l i e s. Thus, our 
fmd i n g s i n Oregon are cons i stent w ith the i dea that the ava i l ab i l i ty of UP 
encourages fam i l y  stab i l i ty. 
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Sect i o n2 
Do e a  AR’DC-UP Inf l uence the S i ze or Growth 
Rate of APDC-Bas i c  Case l o a d ?  

F l gure 2.1: Actua l  and Mode l e d AFDC-Bask  Open i ng8 In Oregon, June 1980 to December 1987 
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‘“Bas i s ” refers to a  po l i c y that c h a n g e d  the bas i s  of the state’s n e e d  standard to the m i n imum wage.  

bOre g o n  a l s o br ief l y s u s p e n d e d  its UP pro g r am be tween  August a n d  October 1986, a l t hough October 
1 9 6 6  wa s  the on l y  mon t h  i n wh i c h  the UP case l o a d  reported to HHS fe l l to zero. For v i sua l  s imp l i c i ty, the 
“pred i c ted if UP ha d  not b e e n  imp l emented” l i ne wa s  d r awn by  treat i ng th i s i so l ated mon t h  a s  if UP ha d  
b e e n  present. However ,  i n the case l o a d  mode l s  o n  wh i c h  our conc l u s i o ns are based, UP was  
cons i d e red absent dur i n g th i s suspens i o n . 

l  
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F i gure 2.2: Actua l  and Mode l e d AFDC-Bas i c  Case l oad In Oregon, June 1980 to December 1987 

39,oaa 

=Je,~ 

37,ooo 

30,ooo 

35,ooo 

34,ooo 

33,900 

32,ooo 

31,ooo 

30,909 

29,000 

28,909 

27,000 

wm  

1990 1 9 8 1  1 9 8 2  1 9 8 3  1 9 8 4  1 9 8 5  1 9 5 5  1 9 8 7  1 0 9 9  

- Actua l  case l o ad 

0 - - - - Case l oad pred icted by the mode l  

. - - - - Case l oad pred icted by the mode l  if UP  had not been imp l emented 
~ Ind icates a  per iod when UP was in operat ion 

‘“Bas i s ” refers to a  po l i c y that c h a n g e d  the bas i s  of the state’s n e e d  standard to the m i n imum wage.  

bOre g o n  a l s o br ief l y s u s p e n d e d  its UP pro g r am be tween  August a n d  October 1986, a l t hough October 
1 9 8 6  wa s  the on l y  mon t h  i n wh i c h  the UP case l o a d  reported to HHS fe l l to zero. For v i sua l  s imp l i c i ty, the 
“pred i c ted if UP ha d  not b e e n  imp l emented” l i ne wa s  d r awn by  treat i ng th i s i so l ated mon t h  a s  if UP ha d  
b e e n  present. However ,  i n the case l o a d  mode l s  o n  wh i c h  our conc l u s i o ns are based, UP was  
cons i d e red absent dur i n g th i s suspens i o n . 
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Rate of AFDC-Bu i c  Chse l o a d ?  

F igure 2.3: Actua l and Mode l ed AFDC-Bash Case l oad In Co lorado, January 1978 to December 1987 
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C6~orado Co lorado’s Bas i c  case l o ad i ncreased at a faster rate after UP was 
suspended, but th is may  be part ly attr ibutab le to the imp l ementat i on of 
DEFRA 5 months before the UP suspens i on. (See f igure 2.3.) Each of these 
po l i c i e s-DEFXA, wh i ch eased e l i g i b i l i ty requ i rements for AFDC, and the l  

suspens i o n of the UP program-cou l d resu lt i n i ncreased Bas i c  case l oads. 
However, s ome ev i d ence ex i sts that the i ncreased rate of growth in Bas i c  
stems in greater part from the suspens i o n of UP. F irst, the pred i ct i ve mode l  
app l i e d to the postsuspens i o n per i od i nd i cated that the actua l  Bas i c  
case l o ad is h i gher than wou l d  have been expected if the UP program had 
cont i nued. Th i s mode l  accurate l y pred i cted the case l o ad after the 
imp l ementat i on of DEFFIA and before the suspens i o n of UP. Furthermore, as 
a Co l orado off ic ia l i nd i cated, the i ncreased gross i n c ome l im it mandated by 
DEFXA wou l d have added on l y a sma l l  n umber of cases because Co l orado’s 
payment standard rema i ned l ow. 
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It has a l so been suggested that the i ncapac i ty segment of Bas i c  may  have 
been used w ith greater frequency after the UP suspens i on, caus i n g 
i ncreased growth in Bas i c  that wou l d  not imp l y a decrease in fam i l y 
stab i l i ty. However, there is ev i d ence that th is d i d not occur statew ide. 
Accord i ng to a state off ic ia l, one county in Co l orado responded to the 
suspens i o n of UP by rec l ass i fy i ng UP cases as Bas i c  cases in wh i ch one 
parent is i ncapac i tated. If th is type of rec lass i f i cat i on accounted for most 
of the change in Bas i c, then the i ncrease in the Bas i c  case l o ad wou l d  not 
ref lect a change in the stab i l i ty of two-parent fami l i es. However, HHS 
stat ist i cs on the proport i on of ch i l dren e l i g i b l e for AFDC i n Co l orado as a 
resu lt of parenta l  i ncapac i ty suggest that it d i d not vary great ly between 
per i ods before and after UP suspens i o n and may  even have dec l i n ed 
s l i ght ly. Th i s reduces the l i ke l i hood that the growth in Bas i c  cases 
assoc i ated w ith the UP suspens i o n is l arge l y attr ibutab le to more frequent 
use of the i ncapac i ty category. 

To summar i ze, our ana l y ses for Co l orado assoc i ate the per i od of UP 
suspens i o n w ith ev i d ence of reduced fam i l y stab i l i ty in the form of 
i ncreased rates of growth in Bas i c. Some of th is i ncrease in growth may  be 
attr ibutab le to the effects of DEFRA or to i ncreased use of the i ncapac i ty 
category w ith i n Bas i c. However, ne ither of these other factors prov i des a 
fu l l or conv i nc i ng a lternat ive exp l anat i on for our f ind ing. 

Ma ine In the years fo l l ow ing Ma i n e’s adopt i on of both UP and DEFRA i n October 
1984, the growth rate for the state’s Bas i c  case l o ad dec l i n ed sharp l y, 
observab l e as a dec l i n e in case l o ad leve l. (See f igure 2.4.) A lthough DEFRA 
was imp l emented at the s ame t ime as UP, the change in the growth rate of 
the Bas i c  case l o ad is more eas i l y attr ibuted to UP. DEFRA and UP cannot be 
separated stat ist ica l l y, so the mode l s  i nc l uded a d ummy var i ab l e measur i n g 
the comb i n ed effect of both changes. A mode l  i nc l ud i ng both the d ummy a 
var i ab l e and a term for its interact ion w ith case l o ad growth i nd i cated that 
the rate of case l o ad growth decreased after October 1984, wh i ch is 
i ncons i stent w ith the expected effect of DEFRA'S ma jor prov i s i ons. 
Nonethe l ess, we cannot comp l ete l y ru le out DEFXA because it d i d i nc l ude 
prov i s i ons regard i ng the count i ng of i n c ome from immed i ate fam i l y 
members l i v i ng in the s ame househo l d  that cou l d have exerted s ome 
downward pressure on the Bas i c  case l oad. 
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F lgure 2.4: Actua l and Mode l ed AFDC-Bas ic Case l oad In Ma ine, October 1978 to December 1988 
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- Actua l case load 

I- - - - Case load pred icted by the mode l  

5 - - - - Case load pred icted by the mode l  if ne ither UP nor DEFRA had been imp lemented 

m Ind icates a per iod when UP was in operat ion 

Wh i l e the state unemp l oyment rate ind i cates that Ma i ne’s economy 
improved in the per iod around the t ime of the UP imp lementat ion, our 
ana l yses d id not support the change in the economy as a p laus ib l e 
exp l anat i on for the change in the m&Bas i c case l oad. Mode l s of Ma i ne’s 
case l oad that i nc l uded the unemp l oyment rate d id not remove the a 
assoc iat i on between the imp lementat i on of the UP program and the rate of 
Bas ic case l oad growth. 

Mcmtana Montana’s Bas ic case l oad i ncreased at a faster rate dur ing a 3-year UP 
suspens i on beg i nn i ng in January 1982, but th is may stem in who l e or in 
part from the requa l i f i cat ion of fami l i es whose benef its had been 
term inated by OBRA dur ing the prev i ous 4 months. (See f igure 2.5.) A rap id 
resurgence in the case l oad fo l l ow ing the post-OBRA low was a lso observed 
in some other states. Montana fu l ly suspended its UP program in March 
1982. However, s ince the number of UP cases dropped to fewer than 50 in 
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January 1982 (from  442 c a s e s  i n December  1981), our ana l y s es 
cons i d ered the suspens i o n  per i od to have begun i n January 1982, j ust a s  
the Bas i c  case l o ad reached its p o s t -OBRA l ow po int. Consequent l y , we  
cannot ru le out a p o s t -OBRA rebound a s  an a l ternat i ve exp l anat i on for the 
i ncreased rate of Bas i c  case l o ad growth dur i ng the per i od of UP 
suspens i o n. 

F i gure 2.5: Actua l  and Mode l e d AFDC-Bae l c  Case l oad In Montana, Ju l y 1978 to June 1988’ 

- Actua l  c a se l o a d  
1  l - - - Case l o a d pred i cted by the mod e l  

- - - - Case l o a d  predIcted b y  the mode l  If UP ha d  not b e e n  s u s p e n d e d  
m  Ind i cates a  per i od whe n  UP  was i n operat i on 

‘A l t hough f i gure 2.5 imp l i e s that the Bas i c  c ase l o a d  wou l d  h a v e  b e e n  l arger if the UP pro g r am were  not 
term i nated, our ana l y s es i nd i c ated that the rate of growth wa s  s l ower dur i n g the per i o d wh e n  the UP 
pro g r am was  in p l a ce than wh i l e  it wa s  su s p e n d e d .  
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States in W h ich There 
Wa s  No Cons i stent 
Ev i d ence of a n  
Assoc i at i on Between 
AFDC-UP And 
AFDC-Bas i c  Case l o ad 
or Its Rate Of Growth 

In M issour i , South Caro l i na, Utah, and Wash i ngton, the resu lts of our 
ana l y ses e ither showed no ev i d ence that the UP program affected the Bas i c  
case l o ad or changed depend i n g on wh i ch var i ab l es were i nc l uded in the 
mode l s. In a l l  4  of these states, the change in UP po l i cy occurred at or near 
the s ame t ime as another ma j or po l i cy change. In M issour i , Utah, and 
Wash i ngton, the suspens i o n of UP occurred l ess than a year before the 
imp l ementat i on of OBRA. In South Caro l i na, the imp l ementat i on of UP 
began in the s ame month that the state i ncreased its need standard for the 
f irst t ime in 7 years. The f igures accompany i n g  the d i scuss i on of these 
ana l y ses s h ow on l y the actua l  case l o ad and our best mode l  of the case l oad. 
They do not compare the actua l  Bas i c  case l o ad to what the mode l  pred i cts 
the case l o ad wou l d  have been w ithout the UP i ntervent ion, because in these 
cases we do not have re l i ab l e ev i d ence of an assoc i at i on between UP and 
the number of Bas i c  cases or the case l o ad’s rate of growth. 

Mik3OU.d There was no ev i d ence that the suspens i o n of UP i n M issour i  c hanged the 
Bas i c  case l o ad or its rate of growth, but the c i r cumstances wou l d  have 
made  such a change d iff icu lt to observe. As shown in f igure 2.6, M issour i ’s  
suspens i o n of its UP program lasted on l y 2 years-from Ju l y 1981. through 
June 1983. Both the brev ity and the t im ing of the suspens i on, wh i ch 
occurred just a few months before OBRA, made it d iff icu lt to observe any 
effect of the presence or absence of the UP program. Furthermore, any 
i ncent i ve for poor two-parent fam i l i es to try to b e c ome e l i g i b l e for Bas i c  
benef i ts may  have been d im i n i s hed by the cont i nu i ng e l i g i b i l i ty of ch i l dren 
in UP for Med i ca i d  dur i ng the suspens i on. The pred i ct i ve mode l  app l i e d to 
the postsuspens i o n per i od accurate l y forecast the case l o ad in a l l  the 
months before OBRA, i n d i cat i ng that the suspens i o n d i d not have an 
immed i ate effect on the case l oad. Dummy var i ab l e mode l s  that contro l l ed 
for the effect of OBRA a l so found no ev i d ence that the suspens i o n of UP had 
an effect. l  
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F i gure 2.6: Actua l  and Mode l e d AFDC-Bae l c  Case l oad In M lssour l , January 1975 to September 1989 

Q%~  

1975 1970 1977 1978 1979 1999 1 9 9 1  1 9 9 2  1 9 9 3  1 9 9 4  199s 1 9 9 9  1 9 9 7  1 9 8 9  1 9 9 9  1 9 9 0  

- Actua l  - load 

G  - - - I Case l oad pred icted by the mode l  
g@g  Ind icates a  per iod when UP was in operat ion 

““Ratab l e ” refers to the state’s imp l ementat i o n of a  d i fferent met h o d  for ca l cu l at i ng benef i t amounts. 

South Caro l i na T h e  resu l ts from South Caro l i n a are m i x ed. A l though ana l y s es of the Bas i c  
case l o ad found that its rate of growth decreased after UP was  imp l emented, 
ana l yses of a potent i a l l y more sens i t i v e measure-new case s  approved for 
l o ss of support-d i d not f ind a ny ev i d ence of an effect. Two  factors ma d e  it 
un l i k e l y that we  wou l d  be ab l e to i dent i fy a ny effect of UP i n  South Caro l i na, &  

wh i c h  imp l emented the program for the f irst t im e  i n October 1985. F irst, 
South Caro l i n a’s  UP case l o ad was  qu i te sma l l  dur i ng the per i od we  
exam i n ed, averag i ng around 370 c a s e s  per month, or approx imate l y  1 
percent of the Bas i c  case l o ad. Second, South Caro l i n a ra i sed the need 
standard for a three-person fam i l y  from $187 to $369 (the f irst i ncrease i n 
7 years) i n the s ame  month  that it imp l emented UP. In theory, the changes 
i n the need standard and the UP program m i ght have oppos i te effects, w ith 
the start-up of the UP program tend i ng to decrease the Bas i c  case l o ad (or 
its rate of growth) and the more generous need standard tend i ng to 
i ncrease it (or its rate of growth). Stat ist i ca l l y, the corre lat i on between the 
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need standard and the d ummy  var i ab l e for the imp l ementat i o n of UP mad e  
it d iff icu lt to determ i ne what effect, if any, UP had on the Bas i c  case l o ad. 

W e  attempted to deve l o p mode l s  of four ser i es of data on South Caro l i n a’s  
Bas i c  program: the tota l Bas i c  case l o ad, the tota l n umber of c a s e s  
approved, the number of c a s e s  approved because the fam i l y  had l ost 
support from a caretaker who  had left the h ome, and the number of c a s e s  
approved because the father was  absent. W e  were unab l e  to deve l o p 
mode l s  of tota l approva l s or approva l s attr ibuted to an absent father that 
met  our stat ist i ca l  standards. 

However, we  d i d deve l o p acceptab l e  mode l s  for both approva l s attr ibuted 
to l o ss of support from a caretaker and Bas i c  case l o ads. (See f i gures 2.7 
and 2.8.) Mode l s  of the former found no ev i d ence that the imp l ementat i o n 
of UP had an effect on the number or rate of change i n the number of 
approva l s for l o ss of support. In contrast, the best mode l  of the Bas i c  
case l o ad i n South Caro l i n a s h owed an assoc i at i o n between UP and the 
growth rate of the Bas i c  case l o ad, i nd i cat i ng that the case l oad-a l ready 
decreas i ng-decreased faster after UP was imp l emented. Caut i o n shou l d  be 
used i n interpret ing th i s ev i d ence of an effect for two reasons: (1) the 
ana l y s es of the more sens i t i v e measure-approva l s  for l o ss of support-d i d 
not f ind a ny assoc i at i o n w ith the UP var i ab l es and (2) it wa s  d iff icu lt to 
stat i st i ca l l y separate the i nf l uence of need standard from the i nf l uence of 
UP.’ 

‘The need standard var iab le behaves errat ica l l y in these mode l s, ref lect ing the h i gh corre lat ion between 
it and the UP var iab les. 
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F l gure 2.7: Actua l  and Mode l e d Approva l s for Loss of Support In South Caro l l na, Ju l y 1970 to December 1997 
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- Actua l  n umbe r  of c e e e a  a p p r o v e d  b e c a u s e  of l oss or reduu i o n  i n support from caretaker e s  a  resu l t of 
l e av i n g h ome  e n d  stopp i n g or reduc i n g support” 

I I - - - Mode l ’5 pred i ct l on for the n umbe r  of c a s e 8  a p p r o v e d  b e c a u s e  of “l oss or reduct i o n i n support from 
caretaker a a  a  resu l t of l e av i n g h ome  a n d  rtopp l n g or reduc l r q eupporr 

m  Ind i cates a  per i o d wh e n  UP was  in operat i o n 

%J e e d ” refers to a  l arge i n crease i n the state n e e d  standard u s e d  to determ i n e A FDC e l i g ib i l i ty. 
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F l g u r@ 2.8: At ius l and Mode l e d AFDC-Barb Care l oad In South Caro l i na, Ju l y 1 9 7 8  to Dec emh c a r  IQAA 

W Q Q  

- Actua l c aw l o ad 

I I I I - Cas e l o a d  pred i c t ed b y  the mode l  
f@fg  l n d l c ates a  per i o d  wh e n  UP wa s  in operat i o n  

a ”Ne e d ” refers to a  l a rge i n c r e a s e  in the state n e e d  s t a n d a r d  u s e d  to determ i n e AFDC el ig ib i l i ty. 

Ubh There wa s  no ev i d e n c e  that the s u s p e n s i o n  of the UP program in Utah 
c h a n g e d  the l eve l  or growth rate of the Bas i c  case l o a d. If the Ju l y  1 9 8 1  
s u s p e n s i o n  d i d affect the case l o a d, that effect wa s  probab l y  ma s k e d  b y  the 
imp l ementat i on of OBFtA 4  mont h s  later. (See f i gure 2.9.) T h e  best d ummy  
var i ab l e mode l s  found n o  assoc i a t i o n between the UP program and the s i z e  8  

or rate of growth of the Bas i c  case l o a d. In J a n u a r y  1983, Utah 
imp l emented the Emer g e n c y  Wo r k  Program, wh i c h  prov i d ed short-term 
c a s h  benef i ts a n d  a n  i ntens i ve comb i n at i o n of work, educat i on, tra in i ng, 
a n d  j ob s e a r c h  a s s i s t a n c e  to rec i p i ents. Bec a u s e  two-parent fam i l i e s were 
e l i g i b l e for the Emer g e n c y  Wo r k  Program, we  a l s o tested for effects of its 
imp l ementat i on o n  the Bas i c  c a s e l o a d  but d i d not f ind any. 
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F l guro 2.9: Actua l  and Mode l e d AFDC-Bar l c  Care l oad In Utah, Ju l y 1978 to December 1987 
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- Actua l c ase l o ad 

I - I I Case l oad pred i cted b y  the mode l  
m  IndIcatea a per i od when UP was  in operat ion 

a ”Step” refers to the impos i t i on of a  po l i c y that requ i r e d  cons i d e rat i o n  of s t e p p a r e n t s ’ i n c ome in 
determ i n i n g AFDC el ig ib i l i ty. 

b i n J a n u a r y  1 9 8 3 ,  1 8  mon t h s  after UP wa s  s u s p e n d e d ,  Uta h  imp l emented the state-funded Emer g e n c y  
Wo r k  Progr am, wh i c h  p r o v i d e s  t ime- l im ited c a s h  benef i t s a n d  other s e r v i c e s  to two-pa r e n t  fami l i es. 

Although we  d i d not f ind a n y  assoc i a t i o n between the s u s p e n s i o n  of the UP 
program and c h a n g e s  in the Bas i c  case l o a d, Utah fo l l owed 1,434 UP 
rec i p i e nts who  were term inated whe n  UP was  d i s cont i n ued a n d  found that 
13.6 percent were rece i v i n g regu l ar AFJX a s s i s t a n c e  a s  separated or 
d i v o rced h o u s e h o l d s  6  mont h s  after program term inat i on (Janzen, 
Bart l ome, an d  Cunn i n g h am, 1987). Th i s  i s near l y  doub l e  the 7.4 percent of 
the 1980-8 1  UP c a s e l o a d  who  separated a n d  rece i v e d Bas i c  benef i ts b y  the 
e n d  of a  s im i l ar 6-month per i od. 
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Wash i ngton The ana l ys i s of Wash i n gton’s Bas i c  case l o ad showed no ev i d ence that a 
30-month suspens i o n of UP was assoc i ated w ith changes in the Bas i c  
case l oad. However, the imp l ementat i on of OBRA occurred dur i ng the UP 
suspens i o n and may  have maske d  any change. (See f igure 2.10.) A lthough 
the d ummy var i ab l e for UP i n Wash i n gton was assoc iated with an i ncrease 
in the case l o ad in one mode l , a lternat ive mode l s  that were stronger in 
terms of the var iab i l i ty exp l a i n ed showed no ev i d ence of an assoc i at i on 
between UP and the Bas i c  case l oad. Th i s i s cons i stent w ith the research of 
P lotn i ck and L i dman (1987) who found that a d ummy var i ab l e for UP d i d 
not contr i bute to the pred i ct i ve ab i l i ty of the ir mode l  of Wash i n gton’s Bas i c  
case l oad. 

F lgure 2.10: Actua l and Mode l ed AFDC-Bask Case l oad In Wash l ngton, January 1976 to December 1997 

7fmo 

3970 lf ir? 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1064 ISa!! 1986 1987 1988 L 

- Actua l case l oad 

I I I I Case l oad pred icted by the mode l  
m  Ind icates a per iod when UP was in operat ion 

L i ke Utah, Wash i n gton fo l l owed UP fam i l i es who lost the ir benef i ts when UP 
was term inated (see Ne l son and F ied ler, 1984). Wh i l e  a number of the 
former UP cases rece i ved Bas i c  benef i ts w ith i n a 1 ‘I-month per iod, no data 
were ava i l ab l e on the separat i on rates of UP rec ip i ents wh i l e the program 
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was operat i ng (regard l ess of whether the separat i on resu l ted i n rece i v i ng 
Bas i c ) or on the proport i on of UP fam i l i e s who  mo v e d  to Bas i c  spec i f i ca l l y  
b e cause of mar i ta l  separat i on wh i l e  the UP program was  operat i ng. As  a 
resu lt, it i s not poss i b l e  to determ i ne whether the mar i ta l  d i sso l ut i on rate i n 
the group of former UP fam i l i e s i s atyp i ca l  of the popu l at i on e l i g i b l e for UP 
i n  that state. 
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Stat ist ica l Ana lys is of the Effect of AF’DC-UP 
Po l icy on AF’DC-Bas ic Case l oad 

We used an interrupted t ime ser ies des i gn to eva l uate changes in each 
state’s Bas i c case l oad assoc i ated with the imp l ementat i on or w ithdrawa l of 
the UP program. Idea l l y, the intervent ion stud i ed in an interrupted t ime 
ser ies ana lys i s shou l d be a d iscrete event that occurs at a we l l -def ined po int 
in t ime and that can be observed as an immed i ate change in the outcome 
measure. In regress i on terms, the intervent ion is usua l l y spec if i ed as a 
d ummy var iab l e that changes from 0 to 1 when the event occurs. For 
examp l e, in our ana lys i s of UP's effect on the Bas i c case l oad, we inc l uded a 
UP d ummy var iab l e that was coded 1 when UP was in p l ace but coded 0 
when UP benef its were unava i l ab l e. Because the effect of UP po l i cy on the 
Bas i c case l oad was expected to be gradua l, our ana l yses i ncorporated an 
add it i ona l var iab l e to i ndex the effect of UP po l i cy on the rate of growth in 
the Bas i c case l oad.’ 

Stat ist ica l Ana lys i s The stat ist ica l ana l ys i s of an interrupted t ime ser ies is iterat ive: a lternat ive 
mode l s  are ident if ied and tested unt i l o ne is found that is both stat ist ica l l y 
adequate and pars imon i ous. The deta i l s of mode l  est imat ion are covered in 
most regress i on textbooks that address t ime ser ies. (For further 
background on the regress i on techn i ques used in th is report, see Jaccard, 
Turr is i, and Wan, 1990; Lew is-Beck, 1986; Makr idak i s, Whee lwr i ght, and 
McGee, 1983; Ostrom, 1990; SAS Inst itute, 1988; Sinc ich, 1989.) 

Reg lress ion Methods We used the AUTOREG procedure in the SAS/ETS program l ibrary for data 
ana lys i s based on the two-step Pra i s-Wmsten est imator. We  se l ected th is 
genera l i zed least squares (GLS) regress i on procedure over ord inary least 
squares (0~s) methods because the GLS procedure est imates mode l s  that 
incorporate a term to ad just for ser ia l l y corre lated pred ict ion errors. 
Nonrandom, ser ia l l y corre lated pred ict ion errors, a phenomenon c ommon 
in regress i on ana l yses of t ime ser ies, v io late the assumpt i ons of OLS 8 

‘The effect of UP on the rate of case load growth was ind icated by the coeff ic ient for a var iab le coded as 
the product of the UP dummy var iab le and a t ime counter that was a lso incorporated in the mode l. 
When ah other factors are he ld constant, the coeff ic ient for the t ime counter can be interpreted as the 
month ly rate of increase in the case load when UP is not present; the coeff ic ient for the UP x t ime 
product var iab le is interpreted as the l inear change in the rate of case load growth assoc iated with the 
presence of UP. 
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regress i on procedures for ca l cu l at i ng standard errors and s i gn i f i c ance 
l eve1s.2 Thus, the GLS procedure i s genera l l y  more appropr i ate for th i s type 
of data. 

W e  chose GLS regress i on procedures over autoregress i ve i ntegrated 
mov i n g  average (ARIMA) method s  because we  wanted to exp l ore the 
importance of a var i ety of i n dependent var i ab l es that wou l d  h ave 
necess i tated qu i te c omp l e x  ARIMA mode l s .  Mathemat i c a l  forecast i ng 
metho d s  l i ke ARIMA genera l l y  h a ve more d iff icu l ty pred i ct i ng cyc l i c a l  
subpatterns and ma j o r turn i ng po i nts because they re ly pr imar i l y o n past 
observat i ons of the dependent var i ab l e to i nform mode l  construct i on. In 
contrast, the GLS procedure perm i ts the i ncorporat i on of var i ous 
i n dependent var i ab l es that he l p i dent i fy a l ternat i ve exp l anat i ons for 
changes i n the case l o ad assoc i a ted w ith UP. 

F it kat ist ics For mos t  mode l s ,  we  report the fo l l ow ing stat ist i cs: OLS R-squared, 
Durb i n -Watson d, GLS tota l R-squared, GLS regress i on R-squared, and root 
me a n  square error. 

T h e  OLS R-squared stat ist i c measur e s  the proport i on of var i ance i n the 
dependent var i ab l e (usua l l y  Bas i c  case l oad), wh i c h  i s accounted for b y  the 
var i ab l es i n the ord i nary l east squares mode l .  T h e  va l u e of R-squared can 
vary between 0 and 1. Genera l l y, the h i gher its va l ue, the more accurate l y 
the mode l  est imates the data. However, R-squared m a y  g i v e a m i s l e a d i n g  
impress i o n of the accuracy of a mode l ’s  pred i ct i ons if the mode l ’s  errors 
are ser i a l l y corre l ated rather than random; the Durb i n -Watson d stat ist i c - 
he l p s determ i ne whether th i s i s so. 

T h e  Durb i n -Watson d stat ist i c a s s e s s e s  whether the degree of f irst-order 
ser ia l  corre lat i on amo n g  the res i dua l s i s h i gh enough to ser i ous l y v i o l ate 8 
the assumpt i o n s  of the ord i nary l east squares approach. T h e  d stat ist i c c a n 
vary between 0 and 4; the c l oser it c ome s  to e ither extreme, the stronger 
the autocorre l at i on between res i dua l s. In genera l , a d stat ist i c c l o se to 2 
suggests that f irst-order ser ia l  corre lat i on amo n g  res i dua l s i s neg l i g i b l e. In 

‘A lthough a l l the case l oad mode l s  d i scussed in th is report were est imated usfng GLS methods, the 
mode l  of Oregon’s case open i ngs was est imated us i ng OLS. Un l i ke the case l oad, wh i ch genera l l y 
depends heav i l y on its prev i ous va lue, the number of n ew case open i ngs in a part icu lar month can be 
v i ewed as an i ndependent observat ion. However, because ser ia l corre lat ion was found in our ana l yses 
of South Caro l i na’s approva l s for l oss of support, we used GLS procedures to est imate those mode l s. 
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the mode l  of Oregon’s  open i ngs, no GLS mode l  i s s h own because the va l u e 
for the Durb i n -Watson d stat ist i c d i d not i nd i cate one was  requ ired. 

T h e  GLS mode l  extends the OLS mode l  b y  add i n g an “autoregress i ve” term 
to account for ser ia l  corre lat i on amo n g  the OLS mode l ’s  pred i ct i on errors. 
GLS tota l R-squared i s a measure  of h ow we l l  the next va l u e c an be 
pred i cted us i n g the structura l part of the mode l  a nd the past va l u es of the 
res i dua l s. 

After ad j ust i ng for the autocorre l at i on, SAS/ETS generates a stat ist i c 
s how i n g h ow we l l  the other var i ab l es i n the mode l  est imate the ad j usted 
data. Th i s  stat ist ic, wh i c h  var i es between 0 and 1, i s referred to i n th i s 
report a s  the GLS regress i on R-squared and b y  SASETS  as the “regress i on 
R-squared” or the “structura l R-squared.” 

T o  supp l ement the R-squared stat ist i cs, we  have reported root me a n  
square error-the standard dev i at i on of the res i dua l s for the GLS regress i on 
mode l .  In genera l , the more accurate the regress i on mode l ,  the sma l l e r th i s 
va l u e w i l l  be. However, it shou l d  be interpreted w ith reference to the 
average va l u e of the dependent var i ab l e-a standard error of 400 i s 
unacceptab l y  l arge when  est imat i ng someth i n g  that averages near 1,000, 
but it i s qu i te sma l l  whe n  est imat i ng someth i n g  that averages 60,000. 

Mode l  Se lect i on 

/ 
/ 

For each state, mode l  d eve l o pment began w ith the co l l e ct i on of data on a 
s im i l a r set of econom i c ,  po l i cy, and demograph i c  var i ab l es. Mode l  
d eve l o pment and se l ect i on were governed b y  genera l  ru l es and spec i f i c 
cr iter ia. T h e  f irst step was  to p lot a l l  var i ab l es i n e ach state’s  data set b y  
date and then e x am i n e  the ir patterns of intercorre lat ion. Us i n g  these data 
sets, we  attempted to deve l o p two types of mode l s :  “d ummy  var i ab l e” 
mode l s  and “pred i ct i ve” mode l s .  Be l ow, we  descr i be the approach we  took l  

i n  e a ch c a s e  and the cr iter ia we  app l i e d i n se l ect i ng the mode l s  reported i n 
th i s append i x. 

D ummy  Var i ab l e Mode l s  W e  deve l o ped d ummy  var i ab l e mode l s  us i n g data e n c ompass i n g  per i ods 
before and after a UP po l i c y change. In deve l o p i n g mode l s  us i n g th i s 
approach, we  genera l l y  ad j usted f irst for OBEtA and other obv i o us po l i c y 
c hanges (for examp l e ,  the stepparent po l i c y i n Utah) and then i nc l u ded 
s u c h  bas i c  var i ab l es a s  popu l at i on and u n emp l o yment  rate or 
u n emp l o yment  i nsurance c l a ims. F r om th i s po int, mode l  d eve l o pment 
proceeded w ith the a i d of p l ots of mode l  res i dua l s and the patterns of 
corre lat i on between mode l  res i dua l s and other var i ab l es i n the data set. 
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Pred i ct i ve Mode l s  

Before accept i n g a mode l  of th i s type for reest imat i on w ith the UP 
var i ab l es, we  requ i red that it meet  two cr iter ia: (1) the fu l l  mod e l  
( i nc l ud i ng the autoregress i ve parameter that accounts for ser ia l  
corre lat ion) had a squared mu l t i p l e  corre lat i on coeff i c i ent of .90 or h i gher 
and (2) a l l  regress i on coeff i c i ents were s i gn i f i cant and had the expected 
s i gns. OLS mode l s  were used on l y  when  the Durb i n -Watson stat ist i c s h owed 
no stat i st i ca l l y s i gn i f i cant f irst-order ser ia l  corre lat i on amo n g  res i dua l s. 

F r om amon g  the mode l s  that met  these bas i c  cr iter ia, we  chose a s i ng l e 
best mode l  b y  cons i der i ng trade-offs i n (1) the interpretab i l i ty of the 
coeff i c i ents, (2) the percentage of var i ance exp l a i n ed b y  the mode l  after 
account i n g for autocorre l at i on, and (3) the va l u e of the tota l R-squared. In 
genera l , if more than one mode l  h ad h i gh va l u es for regress i on R-squared 
and tota l R-squared, we  se l ected the one that i nc l u ded the mos t  
theoret i ca l l y sens i b l e  set of var i ab l es or that had more interpretab le 
coeff i c i ents. 

D ifferences i n the use of part icu l ar var i ab l es from state to state are 
attr ibutab le s omet imes  to var i at i ons i n ava i l a b l e data, s omet imes  to 
d i fferences i n the per i od of ana l y s i s  and the po l i c y c hanges it 
e n c ompasse d ,  but mos t  often to interstate d i fferences i n the factors that 
s h owed sens i b l e  emp i r i c a l  re l at i onsh i ps to the Bas i c  case l o ad. For 
examp l e ,  i nc l ud i ng the u n emp l o yment  rate i n our mode l  of Oregon’s  Bas i c  
case l o ad resu l ted i n an u n emp l o yment  coeff i c i ent that was  pos i t i ve but not 
s i gn i f i cant l y d ifferent from zero. S im i l a r l y, mode l s  us i n g var i ous l a gs of 
Oregon’s  u n emp l o yment  rate were re j ected because these var i ab l es d i d not 
ach i e ve s i gn i f i cant coeff i c i ents or the net effect of the ir coeff i c i ents was  
negat i ve. Consequent l y , our mode l  se l ect i on cr iter ia requ i red that we  
exc l u de the u n emp l o yment  rate from our mode l  for Oregon. S im i l a r l y, 
a l though we  used emp l o yment  i n reta i l  trade i n our mode l  of Oregon’s  
Bas i c  open i ngs, these data were not used i n Ma i n e , where reta i l  trade and &  
ma n y  other emp l o yment  ser i es s h owed e ither no re l at i onsh i p to the 
case l o ad or a re l at i onsh i p i n an unexpected d irect ion. 

T o  a u gment our bas i c  approach, i n a few states we  a l s o deve l o ped a second 
k i n d of mode l  us i n g data pr ior to the UP i ntervent i on. W e  va l i d ated s u c h  
mode l s  b y  pred i ct i ng the 12 month s  of data before the UP po l i c y change. If 
a mode l  i s s ued pred i ct i ons for th i s 12-month test per i od that were not 
s i gn i f i cant l y d ifferent from the actua l  va l ues, we  reest imated the mode l  
i ncorporat i ng the test data and determ i ned whether the mode l  s i gn i f i cant l y 
over- or under-pred i cted the actua l  case l o ad after the UP po l i c y change. 
Mode l s  of th i s nature were deve l o ped for the Bas i c  case l o ad i n Co l orado, 

Pag e  3 6  GAO/PEMD-9 2 - 1 9BR Unemp l o y e d  Parents 



St8t iot i ca l  Ana l y&~ of the Effect of AFDC-UP 
Po l i c y o n  AFDC-Bas i c  Case l o a d  

Missour i , and Oregon and for Bas i c  open i n gs i n Oregon. In Ma i n e, 
Montana, South Caro l i na, Utah, and Wash i n gton, pred i ct i ve mode l s  are not 
reported because of e ither the t im i n g  of other po l i c y c hanges or the fa i l ure 
to i dent i fy a mode l  that met  our cr iter ia. In the four c a s e s  where techn i ca l l y  
acceptab l e  pred i ct i ve mode l s  were deve l o ped, the ir f i nd i ngs were 
cons i stent w ith those of the d ummy  var i ab l e mode l s  s h own in tab l es I. 1 
through I. 10. In the paragraphs be l ow, we  deta i l  the deve l o pment of a 
d ummy  var i ab l e mode l  for the Bas i c  case l o ad i n Ma i n e . 

Examp l e: Ma i n e In Ma i n e  and a l l  other states, the month l y  l eve l  of the Bas i c  case l o ad was  
der i ved b y  us i n g three ser i es: the tota l AFJX case l o ad, the AFDC-UP case l o ad 
for the correspond i ng month, and the AFDC-Foster Care case l o ad. T h e  
Bas i c  case l o ad was  found b y  subtract i ng UP c a s e s  and Foster Care c a s e s  
from the tota l case l o ad reported for the part icu l ar month. Foster Care 
c a s e s  were subtracted on l y  pr ior to October 198 1, s i n ce HHS d i d not 
i nc l u de these c a s e s  i n AFDC case l o ad tota ls after that date. Our ca l cu l at i ons 
were based on data ava i l a b l e i n the Soc i a l  Secur i ty Bu l l et i n and data 
prov i ded on m i crof i lm by the Adm in i s trat i on for Ch i l d ren and Fam i l i e s . 

Before ana l ys i s, h i stor i ca l  data were co l l e cted on a range of econom i c ,  
po l i cy, and demograph i c  var i ab l es that m i g ht bear a mean i n gfu l  
re l at i onsh i p to we lfare case l o ads. Beca u s e  there i s no strong consensus on 
the set of factors that dr i ve Bas i c  case l o ads, we  cons i d ered a range of 
var i ab l es that had been used i n one or more ex i st i ng mode l s  of A FDC 
case l o ad.3 Eco n om i c  data for each state were obta i ned pr imar i l y from 
LABSTAT ,  an e l ectron i c data base ma i n ta i n ed b y  the Bureau of Labor 
Stat i st i cs. Ser i es ava i l a b l e from LABSTAT  i nc l u ded genera l  u n emp l o yment  
as  we l l  a s  emp l o yment  and wage s  i n spec i f i c trades or i ndustr i es. T h e s e  
data were supp l emented b y  h i stor i ca l  ser i es on in it ia l  u n emp l o yment  
c l a ims and u n emp l o yment  i nsurance exhaust i ons, wh i c h  were taken from 1, 
the Soc i a l  Secur i ty Bu l l et i n. 

aEx ist i ng mode l s  of state A FDC case l oads show str ik ing d ifferences in var iab le se lect ion. For examp l e, 
a l though Garasky (1990) incorporated the state need standard in a mode l  of Massachusetts’ Bas i c 
case l oad, Bar-now (1988) d id not f ind that the state’s ma x im um AFDC payment ach i eved a s ign if icant 
coeff ic ient in h is mode l s  of the New Jersey case l oad. Other authors have used ma x im um benef it leve l or 
payment standard rather than state need standard (for examp l e, O ’Nei l l , 1990). Sim i l ar l y, O ’Ne i l l  
(1990) uses no var iab le to i ndex b irths to unwed mothers in her mode l  of Massachusetts’ case l oad 
wh i l e other researchers have incorporated data on a l l b irths to teenagers (Garasky, 1990) or 
out-of-wed lock b irths s ummed  over a vary ing per iod of years (Bar-now, 1988; P lotn i ck and L i dman, 
1987). F ina l l y, a l though most mode l s  i nc l ude s ome sort of emp l o yment ind icator, researchers vary 
w ide l y in its se lect ion; the number of nonagr icu ltura l j obs (Plotn ick and L i dman, 1987), unemp l o yment 
i nsurance compensat i on c l a ims (Garasky, 1990), rura l manufactur i ng emp l o yment (Ange l, 1983, and 
the state unemp l o yment rate (Grossman, 1985; O ’Nei l l , 1990) have been used by d ifferent ana lysts. 
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Next, we  co l l e cted data on demograph i c  case l o ad pred ictors, i nc l ud i ng 
state popu l at i on, b irths, d i vorces, and b irths to u nwed mothers. In mos t  
states, these data were not ava i l a b l e on a month l y  bas i s  and the month l y  
va l u es had to be est imated from annua l  tota ls. F i na l l y, we  obta i ned 
i nformat i on on po l i c y var i ab l es b y  i nterv i ew ing state staff. Bas e d  on states’ 
input, d ummy  var i ab l es were constructed to represent the imp l ementat i o n 
of OBRA, DEFRA, and state- in i t i ated po l i c y changes.4 W e  a l s o used these 
i nterv i ews w ith state off ic i a l s to ver ify h i stor i ca l  data on AF TX need 
standards and p a yment l eve l s that were prov i ded b y  the Congress i o na l  
Research Serv i c e and the Adm in i s trat i on for Ch i l d ren and Fam i l i e s . 

Ma i n e  d i d not have a UP program unt i l  October 1984, when  it adopted the 
program and operated it cont i n uous l y  through the end of our data 
co l l e ct i on per i od. DEJTRA was imp l emented i n the s ame  month, s o  its effects 
on the case l o ad cou l d  not be stat i st i ca l l y separated from the effects of UP. 
One po l i c y var i ab l e wa s  used to represent the c omb i n e d  effects of up and 
DEFRA. However, s i n ce DEFRA was expected to l i bera l i ze a c c e s s  to Bas i c , an 
i ncrease i n the case l o ad or its rate of growth wou l d  be cons i stent w ith the 
ant i c i pated effect of DEFRA, wh i l e  a decrease i n the case l o ad or its rate of 
growth wou l d  be more eas i l y  attr ibuted to UP. 

We  used case l o ad data from October 1978 through December  1988 to 
deve l o p a GLS regress i on mode l  for Ma i n e ’s  Bas i c  case l o ad. After severa l  
attempts, we  arr ived at a mode l  that pred i cted Bas i c  case l o ad based on 
OBRA, the rea l va l u e of the p a yment standard 12 month s  ago, emp l o yment  
i n Ma i n e ’s  l umber i ndustry, the passage of t ime ,  and a proport i on of the 
d i fference between the prev i ous month ’s  case l o ad and the mode l ’s  
pred i ct i on (the autoregress i ve term). A l though we  attempted to 
i ncorporate var i ous l a gs of the state u n emp l o yment  rate, th i s attempt 
ne ither y i e l d ed s i gn i f i cant coeff i c i ents nor a ltered our u l t imate resu l ts w ith 
regard to UP. T h e  passage of t im e  was  i ncorporated i n the mode l  b y  a term A  
to a s s e s s  the case l o ad’s  genera l  rate of month l y  growth, wh i c h  was  coded 1 
i n the f irst month  i nc l u ded i n the ana l y s i s  and i ncreased b y  1 for each 
succeed i n g  month. 

4 0BRA was often imp l emented in stages or took effect gradua l l y, so var iants of the OBRA var iab le were 
used to account for th is. For examp l e, in Ma i ne, OBRA was represented by &vo var iab les-a d ummy  
var iab le coded 1 for a l l months fo l l ow ing the imp l ementat i on of OBFU in January 1982 and a d ummy  
var iab le coded 1 for the f irst month of OBRA imp l ementat i on in February 1982. T h e  latter d ummy  
var iab le he l ped correct a large n&pred i ct i on of the February 1982 case l oad that occurred when on l y 
the f irst OBRA var iab le was used. (The OBRA prov is i ons were fe lt a few months later in Ma i n e than in 
most other states, wh i ch imp l emented the changes in October 1981.) 
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T o  a s s e s s  the effects of IJP, we added two other terms to th i s l i st: (1) a 
d ummy  var i ab l e for the presence of the UP program ( in Ma i n e , th i s d ummy  
a l so represented the imp l ementat i o n of DEFRA) and (2) a var i ab l e to a s s e s s  
the effect of UP and DEFRA on the case l o ad’s  growth rate, wh i c h  was  the 
product of the UP-DEFRA d ummy  and the var i ab l e represent i ng the passage 
of t ime .  Wh e n  a po l i c y i s s h own to affect the rate of case l o ad growth, its 
assoc i at i o n w ith the l eve l  of the case l o ad i s not very mean i n gfu l  s i n ce the 
l eve l  of the case l o ad depends on the l ength of t im e  the po l i c y h as been i n 
p l ace. Thus, we  d i d not interpret the coeff i c i ent for the UP d ummy  var i ab l e 
when  the var i ab l e i n dex i n g the effect on growth rate had a stat i st i ca l l y 
s i gn i f i cant coeff ic i ent. 

T h e  coeff i c i ent for the var i ab l e assess i n g  the assoc i at i o n between UP and 
DEF T ZA  and the rate of Ma i n e ’s  case l o ad growth was  stat i st i ca l l y s i gn i f i cant 
and negat i ve, i nd i cat i ng that the rate of growth i n the case l o ad dropped 
after the imp l ementat i o n of UP and DEFWA. As prev i ous l y i nd i cated, th i s 
resu lt i s more eas i l y  exp l a i n ed b y  the imp l ementat i o n of UP than b y  the 
imp l ementat i o n of DEFRA, wh i c h  the d irector of Ma i n e ’s  AFDC program 
expected to have a sma l l  effect i n the oppos i te d irect ion. 

Mode l s  of S tates’ T o  ass i st readers i n eva l uat i ng and bu i l d i ng upon our f i nd i ngs, tab l es I. 1 

AFDC-Bas i c  Case l o a d s 
through I. 10 present the regress i on mode l s  u sed to deve l o p f i gures 2.1 
through 2.10. In interpret ing these mode l s ,  the reader shou l d  be aware of 
the fo l l ow ing caveats: 

9 T h e  coeff i c i ents for part icu l ar var i ab l es cou l d  c hange substant i a l l y  
depend i n g on the set of other var i ab l es i n c l u ded i n the mode l ,  s o  the 
presence or absence of re lated var i ab l es shou l d  be carefu l l y we i g h ed 
before interpret ing an i nd i v i dua l  coeff i c i ent. 

l Whe n  a po l i c y x  t im e  interact i on term i s i n c l u ded i n a mode l ,  the 
coeff i c i ent of the correspond i ng po l i c y d ummy  var i ab l e shou l d  not be 
interpreted i n i so l at i on. 

l T h e  mode l s  shou l d  not be used to forecast l ong-term effect. T h e  effect of 
UP's presence probab l y l e ve l s off or d e c a y s  over t im e  so the coeff i c i ent for 
the UP x  t im e  var i ab l e m a y  overstate the l ong-term effect of UP on the rate 
of growth i n Bas i c . 
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Tab l e I.1 : Generaked Least Squares 
Mode l  of Co l orado’s Month l y 
AFDC-Bas i c  Case l oad, January 1978 to 
December 1 Q8? 

Var lab l e 
Constant 
T ime (coded 1  i n l /78 a n d  i n creas i n g b y  
i n c rements of 1  thereafter) 
OBRA (coded 0  through 10/81, 1  i n 1  l /81,2 i n 
12/M, 3  in l /82, a n d  4  thereafter) 
Ne e d  standard for a  3-person fam i l y, l a g g ed 1 2  
mont h s  
Unemp l o ymen t  rate, l a g g ed 1 2  mont h s  
In it ia l c l a ims for u n emp l o ymen t  i n s urance (week l y  
average), l a g g ed 4  mont h s  
UP (coded 1  through 2/t35 a n d  0  thereafter) 
UP x t ime 
F i rst-order autoregress i v e p arameter 

aN =  123. 

Coeff lc lent Standard error 
9,006.01** 2,939.5 

129.93** 2 1  .a 

-715.19** 154.5 

19.13** 5.6 
269.14** 87.0 

.03a* .o i a 
i o ,a39.54** 2,558.a 

-133.38** 27.1 
-.626** ,074 

F it stat ist i cs: 

O LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .88 
Durb i n -Watson G  for O LS regress i o n =  6 6  
G LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  6 6  
G LS tota l R-squ a r e d  =  .93 
Root me a n  square error =  546.67 

‘.O i <P’.O5. 
l *p ( .O l. 
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App e n d& I 
Stat lst l ca l  An d y& of the Effect of APDC-UP 
Po l i c y o n  APDC-Bas i c  Carre l o a d 

Tab l e 1.2: f3enera l l zed Least Square8 
Mode l  of Ma l n e’r Month l y AFDC-Bask  
Case l oad, October 1978 to December 
1 9 9 8 ’ 

Var iab l e Coeff lc l ent Standard error 
Constant 11,439.5** 1,203.O 
T ime (coded 1  i n l o/78 a n d  i n creas i n g b y  
i n c rements of 1  thereafter) 57.4** 6.3 
OBRA 1 (coded 0  through l/82, 1  i n 2/82,2 i n 
3/82,3 i n 4/82, a n d  4  thereafter) -965.2** 57.1 
OBRA 2 Icoded 1  i n 2/82 a n d  0  otherw i se) -915.1** 217.9 
Rea l  p a ymen t  standard, l a g g ed 1 2  mont h s  
Emp l o ymen t  in l umber i ndustr i es ( in thousands) 
UP-DEFRA (coded 0  through 9 1 8 4  a n d  1  
thereafter) 

23.5** 3.3 
-95.0** 35.2 

10.105.4** 644.0 
UP-DEFRA x t ime -123.9** 9.1 
F i rst-order autoreoress i v e p arameter -.51** .08 

“N  =  1 2 3  

F it stat ist i cs: 

O LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .94 
Durb i n -Watson d  for O LS regress i o n =  .95 
G LS regress i o n p-squared =  .87 
G LS tota l R-squ a r e d  =  .97 
Root me a n  square error =  242.6 

*.01 <pz.o5. 
**p, .O l. 
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Append i x  I 
I ltat lat ica l AuaIy d a  of the Effect of APDC-UP 
Po l i c y o n  AFDC-Ba& Crue l o a d  

#tab le Var.--.- 
Constant 
T ime (coded 1  i n l /75 a n d  i n creas i n a b v  

Caeff lc i ent Standard error - _____ -.-.__ _-_..-.-___ -..-. 
85,304.56** 1,144.2 

Tab l e 1.3: Qenera l l ted Leaat Square8 
Mode l  of Mlrrour l’s Month l y 
AFDC-Bae l c  Care l oad, January 1975 to 
September 1989’ 

i n c r ements of 1  thereafter) 
v  .  

-19.12 13.9 
Ratab l e  reduct i o n po l i c y ( c o ded 0  for a l l  mon t h s  
through 6/77 a n d  i n creas i n g to 6  b y  i n c rements 
of 1  thereafter) 
Ju l y 1 9 7 7  (coded 1  i n 7/77 a n d  0  otherw i se to 
ad j ust for a  l arge res i dua l  assoc i a ted w ith the 
ratab l e reduct i o n po l i cy) 
Mar c h  (coded 1  i n Mar c h  a n d  0  otherw i se) 

-2,795.90** 237.4 

-7,799.89** 574.6 
307.17* 148.4 

3RA 1 (coded 0  through l o/81 a n d  1  thereafter) 
OBRA 2 (coded 1  i n 1 2/81 a n d  0  otherw i se to 
ad j ust for a  l arge res i dua l  i n the per i o d of OBRA 
imp l ementat i o n) 
F i rst-order autoregress i v e p arameter 

*N =  177. 

-1,907.91* 768.9 

-2,157.97** 574.6 
-.901** ,033 

F it stat ist i cs: 

O LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .94 
Durb i n -Watson d  for O LS regress i o n =  .17 
G LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .74 
G LS tota l R-squ a r e d  =  .99 
Root me a n  square error =  773.39 

*.01 <  p  5.05. 
**p 2  .o i. 
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Append i x  I 
Statbt l ca l  Ana l y a l a  of the Effect of AFDC-UP 
Po lScy o n  AFDC-Bu l c  Case l o a d  

Tab l e 1.4: C3enera l l zed Least Squarer 
Mode l  of Montana’, AFDC-Baa l c  
Month l y Case l oad, Ju l y 1978 to June 
7988’ 

,,, 
Var iab l e 
Constant 
T ime (coded 1  i n 7/78 a n d  i n creas i n g b y  
i n c rements of 1  thereafter) 
OBRA (coded 0  before 12/81 a n d  1  i n 1 2/81 a n d  
a l l  fo l l ow i ng months) 
Popu l a t i o n ( in thousands) 
Numbe r  of u n emp l o ymen t  i n s urance c l a imants 
exhaust i n g  benef i ts 
DEFRA (coded 0  through 9/84 a n d  1  i n l o/84 a n d  
a l l  fo l l ow i ng months) 
DEFRA x t ime 
UP (coded 0  from l/82 through 3/85 a n d  1  
otherw i se) 
UP x t ime 
F i rst-order autoregress i v e p arameter 

c am lc lent 
-28,546.91** 

32.56** 

-1,020.88** 
41.55** 

.27** 

-2,792.56** 
34.79** 

1,475.40** 
-17.64** 

-.47** 

Standard error 
4964.6 

5.6 

112.8 
6.5 

.04 - 

609.0 
7.6 

242.2 
3.6 

.08 

‘N  =  120. 

F it stat ist i cs: -- 
O LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .98 
Durb i n -Watson d  for O LS regress i o n =  I .05 
G LS regress i o n”i%squ a r e d  =  .96 
G LS tota l R-squ a r e d  =  .QQ 
Root me a n  square error - i 1 1 7 . 9 6 

*.01 < p  5.05. 
+*p 5  .O l. 
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Append i x  I 
Stat ist i ca l  Ana l y b  of the Effect of AFDC-UP 
Po l i c y o n  AFDC-Bas i c  Case l o a d  

Tab l e 1.5: Ord inary Least Squarer Mode l  
of Oregon’s Month l y Open l ngs In Var iab l e Coeff lc lent Standard error 
AFDC-Bark, June 1999 to December 
IS@ 

Constant 1,039.72** 157.81 
T ime (coded 1  i n 6/80 a n d  i n creas i n g b y  
i n c rements of 1  thereafter) -. l 1  .40 
B irths to u nwe d  mothers, l a g g ed 2  mont h s  1.62** .33 
Emp l o ymen t  in reta i l  trade, l a g g ed 6  mont h s  ( in 
thousands) -I .84* .72 
Summe r  (coded 1  dur i n g May,  June, a n d  Ju l y 
a n d  0  otherw i se) -53.36** 9.77 
Po l i c y l i nk i ng n e e d  standard to m i n imum wa g e  
(coded 0  before 1  O/80  a n d  1  from 1  O/80  o nward) -505.43** 27.40 
OBRA (coded 0  through 1  O/81  a n d  1  thereafter) 
August a n d  Sept ember  1 9 8 0  (coded 1  i n 8/60 
a n d  9/80 a n d  0  otherw i se) 
Dec embe r  1 9 8 1  (coded 1  i n 1 2/81 a n d  0  
otherw i se) 
Mar c h  1 9 8 2  (coded 1  i n 3/82 a n d  0  otherw i se) 
UP (coded 0  from 6/80 through l /86 a n d  i n IO/86 
dur i n g a  temporary suspens i o n  a n d  1  from 2/86 
o nward) 
UP x t ime 

-76.70** 19.98 

-315.70** 35.47 

115.06** 37.54 
1a4.41** 36.66 

195.55* 93.32 
-3.22** 1.22 

'N =  91. 

F it stat ist i cs: 

O LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .92 
Durb i n -Watson d  for O LS regress i o n =  1.79 
Root me a n  square error =  34.21 

‘.O l < p  5.05. 
**p ( .O l. 
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Append i x  I 
Btat int l ca l  Ana l y s b  of the Effect of AFDC-UP 
Po l i c y o n  APDC-Be& Case l o a d  

Tab l e 1.0: Genera l i zed Least Squares 
Mode l  of Oregon’s Month l y Bar lc Var iab l e 
Care l oad, June 1990 to December 1987” 

Coeff lc lent Standard error 
-- Constant 35,950.95** 656.8 
T ime (coded 1  i n 6/80 a n d  i n creas i n g b y  
i n c rements of 1  thereafter) -72.21** 10.7 
B irths to u nwe d  mothers a.97** 2.8 
Po l i c y l i nk i ng n e e d  standard to the m i n imum 
wa g e  (coded 0  before l o/80 a n d  1  from l o/80 
o nward) -3,685.17** 333.1 
OBRA (coded 0  through 9/81 a n d  1  thereafter) -3,559.26** 329.7 
E FRA (coded 0  through 9/84 a n d  1  thereafter) -8,255.55** 1,250.7 
DEFRA x t ime 167.60** 22.4 
October 1 9 8 0  (coded 1  i n 1  O/80  a n d  0  otherw i se) 2,087.81** 288.7 
October 1 9 8 1  (coded 1  i n%/81 a n d  0  otherw i se) 2,583.50** 288.4- 
UP (coded 0  from 6/80 through l /86 a n d  i n 1  O/86  
dur i n g a  temporary suspens i o n  a n d  1  from 2/86 
o nward) 10,947.95** 2,072.3 
UP x t ime -150.87** 28.1 
F i rst-order autorearess i v e o arameter -.67** .08 

‘N  =  91. 

F it stat ist i cs: 

O LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .98 
Durb i n -Watson <  for O LS regress i o n =  .64 
G LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .94 
G LS tota l R-squ a r e d  =  .99 
Root me a n  square error =  283.19 

x.01 <  p  5.05. 
**p 5  .O l. 
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Statbt l ca l  Ana l y o i a  of the Effect of AFDC-UP 
Po l i c y o n  AFDC-Bao i c  Case l o a d  

Tab l e 1.7: Qenera l l zed Leaet Squareo 
Mode l  of South Caro l l na’e Month l y 
A FDC Approva l 8 for Leer of Support, 
Ju l y 1979 to December 1997” 

Var iab l e 
Constant 
T ime (coded 1  i n 7/79 a n d  i n creas i n g b y  
i n c rements of 1  thereafter) 
Aver a g e  week l y  u n emp l o ymen t  c l a ims, l a g g ed 1  
mon t h  
Ne e d  standard for a  3-person fam i l y 
OBRA (coded 0  through 9/81 a n d  1  thereafter) 
October (coded 1  i n October of e a c h  year) 
F i rst-order autoregress i v e p arameter 

Coef l ic lent Standard error 
145.96** 9.40 

-1.50** .21 

.0004** .OOO l  

.12* .05 
-27.04** 9.96 

17.08** 5.91 
-.25** . lO 

‘N  =  102. 

F it stat ist i cs: 

O LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .89 
Durb i n -Watson d  for O LS regress i o n =  1.50 
G LS regress i o n%quared =  .83 
G LS tota l R-squ a r e d  =  .90 
Root me a n  square error =  17.56 

".O l c p  <  .05. 
**p ( .o iI- 
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Append i x  I 
Stat l etb l  Ana l y e l e  of the Effect of AFDC-UP 
Po l i c y o n  APDC-Bat& Case l o a d  

Tab l e 1.8: Genera l i zed Leaet Squarer 
Mode l  Of South Caro l l na’r Month l y Ba8 lC 
Caee l oad, Ju l y 1978 to December 1988’ 

Ver leb l e Coeff lc lent Standard error 
Constant 42,743.01** 666.6 
T ime (coded 1  i n 7/76 a n d  i n creas i n g b y  
i n c rements of 1  thereafter) 208.03** 11.8 
Ne e d  standard for a  3-person fam i l y 1  o.w* 2.7 
OBRA (coded 0  through 1  O/81  a n d  1  thereafter) 28,033.97** 2,035.7 
OBRA x t ime -489.24** 29.1 
DEFRA (coded 0  through 9/84 a n d  1  thereafter) 
DEFRA x t ime 
F i rst-order autoregress i v e p arameter 

‘N  =  150. 

-10,632.06** 3,337. l  
114.94** 33.9 

-.77** .05 

F it stat ist i cs: 

O LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .96 
Durb i n -Watson i for O LS regress i o n =  .44 
G LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .87 
G LS tota l R-squ a r e d  =  .99 
Root me a n  square error =  482.25 

*.01 <pz.o5. 
l  *p, .o i. 
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Append i x  I 
Stet lst i cs l  Ana l y e b  of the Effect of APDC-UP 
Po l i c y o n  AFDC-Bas i c  Case l o a d  

Tab l e 1.9: Genera l i zed Least Squares 
Mode l  of Utah’s Month l y Bas i c 
Case l oad, Ju l y 1978 to December 198p 

Var iab l e 
Constant 
T ime (coded 1  i n 7/76 a n d  i n creas i n g b y  
i n c rements of 1  thereafter) 
Unemp l o ymen t  rate, l a g g ed 6  mont h s  
Step (a po l i c y count i n g stepparents’ i n c ome, 
c o d e d  0  through 5/79 a n d  1  thereafter) 
Step x t ime 
OBRA (coded 0  through 1  l /81 a n d  1  thereafter) 
OBRA x t ime 
DEFRA (coded 0  through 9/84 a n d  1  thereafter) 
DEFRA x t ime --- 
January (coded 1  i n J a nuary of e a c h  year) _ _ _ _ _ -  
F i rst-order autoreoress i v e p arameter 

Coeff lc l ent Standard error 
10,901.43** 297.8 

10.45 8.8 
79.20* 35.5 

-4,946.62** 599.0 
81.61** 15.9 

3,729.03** 936.9 
-64.19** 14.2 

-4,098.46** 1,188. l  
37.17** 12.0 

-346.53** 51.6 
-.66** .07 

‘N  =  1 3 8  

F it stat ist i cs: 

O LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .96 
Durb i n -Watson c for O LS regress i o n =  .68 
G LS regress i o n R-squa r e d  =  .86 
G LS tota l R-squ a r e d  =  .98 
Root me a n  square error =  203.52 

*.01 c p z  .05. 
**p2 .o i. 
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Append ix I 
Stat ist ica l Ana lys is of the Effect of AFDC-UP 
Pol icy o n  APDC-Bas ic Case l o a d 

Tab le 1.10: Genera l i zed Leaet Squarer 
Mode l of Warh lngton’e Month ly Bae lc 
Caee l oad, January 1979 to December 
199 l’ 

Var iab le 
Constant 
T ime (coded 1  in l /76 a n d  i ncreas i ng by 
i ncrements of 1  thereafter) 
Births to u nwe d  mothers 
Emp loyment in l umber ( in thousands) 
OBRA (coded 0  through 9/U, 1  in 10/81,2 in 
1  l/81, 3  in 12/81, a n d  4  thereafter) 
DEFRA (coded 0  through IO/84 a n d  1  thereafter) 
OEFRA x t ime 
June  (coded 1  in J u n e  of e a c h  year a n d  0  
otherw ise) 
F irst-order autorewess i ve parameter 

Coeff lc lent Standard error 
47,153.08** 1,882.4 

151.23** 13.6 
6.05** 2.3 

-136.99** 33.6 

-731.69** 2 0 9 . 8  
- l&209.00** 3,897.8 

172.85** 35.2 

-381.13** 1 0 3 . 2  
-.87** .04 

‘N = 144. 

Fit stat ist ics: 

OLS regress i on R-squared =  .98 
Durb i n -Watson i for OLS regress i on =  .23 
GLS regress i on R-squared =  .87 
GLS tota l R-squared =  .QQ 
Root mean  square error =  453.04 

*.01 xp5.05. 
**p 2  .o i. 
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Append i x II 

Commen ts From HHS 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
Off ice of the Ass lstant Secretary, Su ite 600 
370 L’Enfant Promenade, S.W. 
Wash l ngton, D.C. 20447 

February 6, 1992 

Ms. E leanor Che l imsky 
Ass istant Comptro l l er Genera l  
Un ited States Genera l  Account i ng Off ice 
Wash i ngton, D.C. 20540 

Dear Ms. Che l imskp: 

Thank you for the opportun ity to rev iew the GAO draft report, 
"Unemp l oyed Parents: An Eva luat ion of the Effects of We lfare 
Benef its on Fami l y Stab i1 ity.n The impact of cash ass istance for 
two-parent fami l i es is an important and t ime ly research top ic. 
Your report f ind8 m ixed ev i dence on whether the presence of the 
AFDC Unemp l oyed Parent (AFDC/UP) program encourages fami ly 
stab i l ity by exam in i ng the impact of the presence of the UP 
program on growth in the number of fami l i es rece iv ing AFDC- 
Bas ic. 

I apprec i ate the d iff icu lty of th is task and the work performed 
by your staff; however, I have ser ious concerns about mak i ng any 
conc lus i ons regard i ng the impact of the AFDC-UP program us ing 
nonexper imenta l  research methodo l og i es. The report 's resu lts are 
based on t ime ser ies ana lys is, wh ich is vu lnerab le to 
l 'spec if icat ion errors,18 i.e., m istakea in spec ify ing the 
appropr i ate theoret ica l structure of a mode l . The report itse lf 
acknow ledges that th is may be a prob l em: "As in any regress ion 
ana lys is, un ident if i ed var iab les that were omitted from the 
mode l s but corre lated with the change in UP po l icy cou l d a lter 
our re8u lts." other nonexper imenta l  research (e.g, Schram and 
W iseman, "Shou l d Fam i l i es Be Protected from ?.FDC-rUP?," February 
1988) us i ng cross-sect iona l ana lys is, found that after ad just ing 
for the effects of unemp l oyment, we lfare benef it leve ls, and 
other factors, States with AFDC-UP program8 had s ign if icant ly 
h i gher proport ions of ch i l dren l iv ing in s ing le-parent AFDC 
fami l i es. In other words, the ir f ind ings suggest that the UP 
program i n creases mar ita l instab i l i ty. 

Because of the methodo l og i ca l  prob l ems assoc i ated with us i ng 
nonexper imenta l  des i gns for eva luat ing many k inds of we lfare- 
re lated intervent ions, it is not surpr is ing that the f ind ings 
across stud ies are not cons istent. In fact, nonexper imenta l  
research of tra in ing programs has shown such methods to be so 
unre l i ab le, that Congress and the Admin istrat ion have both 
ins isted on exper imenta l des i gns for the Job Tra in i ng Partnersh ip 
Act (JTPA) and the Job Opportun it i es and Bas ic Ski l ls (JOBS) 
programs. 

Page49 
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Append i x  II 
Commen t s  F r om HHS 

In add it ion, ev i dence from the Seatt le and Denver Income 
Ma i ntenance Exper iments (SIME/DIEIE) suggests that mar ita l  
dec i s i ons are not mad e  pr imar i l y ' on econom i c bases. In 
SIME/DIME, intact fami l i es, as we l l  as s ing le-parent fami l i es, 
were prov i ded benef its, and benef it l eve ls were set so that an 
intact fam i l y was  better off rema i n i ng together than sp l i tt ing 
UP* T h e  expectat i on at the t ime was that a un iversa l we lfare 
system wou l d promote mar ita l  stab i l i ty, but the resu lts suggest 
the oppos i te ma y  have occurred. T h e  ava i l ab i l i ty of benef its to 
two-parent fami l i es d id not genera l l y reduce mar ita l  instab i l i ty; 
the separat ion rates for intact fam i l i es in the exper imenta l  
group rece iv i ng benef its- were as h i gh or h igher than those of 
comparab l e l ow- i ncome fami l i es in the contro l groups (though 
there is st i l l s ome debate among  the academ i cs over the magn i tude 
of the effect). 

A lthough SIME/DIME d id not test the impact of the UP program 
itse lf, the f ind ings are re levant to d i scuss i ons of extend i ng 
cash ass i stance to intact fam i l i es and are in stark contrast to 
the conc l us i ons reached in your report. G iven the m i x ed f ind ings 
in the l iterature, the on l y conc l us i on that I be l i eve can be 
reached is that the impact of the AFDC-UP program on fam i l y 
stab i l i ty i s st i l l a n  open quest ion. 

F ina l l y, there are severa l other noteworthy caveats regard ing the 
study. F irst, the States used in the ana l ys i s are not 
representat ive of the nat ion as a who l e. second, the UP programs 
in p l ace pr ior to the Fam i l y  Support Act typ ica l l y d id not have 
the work requ i rements that are soon to be imp l emented in the 
current program, nor d id they have the t ime l im it that 13 States 
have chosen to use for the ir programs. Th ird, the cond it i ons - 
econom ic, demograph i c and others - present in the 1970s and 1980s 
ma y  not be representat ive of cond it i ons present in the 1990s. 
Fourth, the impact of a State dec i s i on to add or drop the UP 
program may  not produce the s ame sort of change as a nat iona l 
regu i rement to adopt a program (wh ich is l i ke ly to be perce i ved 
as a more permanent change). 

Thank you aga i n for the opportun ity to rev i ew th is report. If I 
can be of further ass i stance, p l ease do not hes itate to ca l l. 

S incere ly, 

0 Anne B. Barnhart i i !3 i stant Secretary 
for Ch i l dren and Fam i l i e s 
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Append i x III 

Adv isory Pane l Members and Techn ica l 
Const i ltants 

Adv isory Pane l  
Members 

Doug l as Besharov, Res i dent Scho l ar 
Amer i can Enterpr ise Inst itute 

Barbara Go l dman, V ice Pres i dent for Research 
Manpower Demonstrat i on Research Corporat i on 

Robert Greenste i n, Execut i ve Director 
Center on Budget and Po l i cy Pr ior it ies 

Joseph S. Who l ey, Director 
Wash i ngton Pub l i c Affa irs Center 
Un ivers ity of Southern Ca l i forn ia 

Techn i ca l  Consu l tants Burt S. Barnow, V ice Pres i dent 
Lew in/ICF 

Mark W. L ipsey, Professor 
The C laremont Graduate Schoo l  
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Append i x IV 

Ma jor Contr ibutors to T h is Report 

Program Eva luat i on 
a nd Methodo l o gy 

Stephan i e L. Sh i pman, Ass istant Director 

Div is ion 

Les l i e J. C. Rigg in, Pro ject Manager 
Betty A. Ward-Zukeman, Deputy Pro ject Manager 
Lor i Schack, Intern 

& 
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