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Summary

Background: Welfare-to-work programmes have replaced passive welfare recipiency as a
means of fighting poverty in many developed countries during the latest decades. There is a
belief that placing welfare recipients into subsidised jobs and/or strengthening their skills and
knowledge will help them acquire steady jobs. There has, however, been no systematic review
of the effects of such programmes on employment, earnings and welfare payments searching
systematically for studies from all parts of the world.

Objectives: To estimate the effects of work programmes, including elements such as job
search assistance, job search training, subsidised employment, job clubs, vocational training,
etc. on welfare recipients’ employment and economic self-sufficiency.

Search strategy: We searched the following electronic databases: C2-SPECTR, Cochrane
Library, MEDLINE, EMBASE, PsycINFO, Sociological Abstracts, Cinahl, Caredata, Eric,
BIBSYS, SIGLE, IBSS, PAIS, and Social Science Citation Index. References from included
primary reports and relevant reviews were scanned and content experts were contacted. A
number of possibly relevant websites were searched.

Selection criteria: Randomised controlled trials, quasi-randomised trials, or cluster-
randomised trials of welfare-to-work programmes.

Data collection and analysis: Studies were evaluated independently by two reviewers
according to a data extraction form. The GRADE system was used for quality assessment.
Outcomes on employment, earnings, welfare payments, and proportion on welfare were
included in meta-analyses.

Main results: Randomised controlled impact evaluations of welfare-to-work programmes
came almost exclusively from the United States. A total of 46 programmes with more than
412 thousand participants were included in this review. Participants were randomised to
intervention or control group, and we report follow-up outcomes from the end of the
intervention and up to six years.

Overall, 60.9 percent of intervention participants were employed at the follow-ups. But 57.9
percent of control participants were also employed. The random effects risk ratio (RR) for
employment was 1.097 at the one-year follow-up with 95 percent confidence interval (CI)
1.006-1.196. At two years the random effects RR was 1.092 (95% CI: 1.032-1.157), and at
five years the random-effects RR was 1.037 (1.004-1.071). We estimated the overall number
needed to treat to be 33 (95% confidence interval: 30-37). In other words, an average of 33
welfare recipients had to receive one of the work programmes in this review in order to
predict that one more of them would become employed.

The effect on earnings was small. At one year follow-up, the random effects Hedges’ g was
0.043 (95% CI: 0.011-0.076). At two years the random effects g was 0.044 (0.022-0.066). At
five years the random-effects g was 0.011 (-0.029-0.050). The mean earnings (weighted by
sample size) across all the intervention outcomes (in year 2005 US dollars) was $ 11,021
compared to $ 8,843 in the control groups. Using the Binominal Effect Size Display (BESD)
this roughly corresponds to a positive impact for 51.1 percent in the intervention group and
for 48.9 percent in the control group.



The effect on welfare payments at one year was also small (random-effects Hedges’ g =
0.038, 95% CI: -0.022-0.098). At two years, the random-effects g was 0.053 (-0.005-0.111),
and at five years the fixed-effects g was 0.044 (0.028-0.060). The programmes reduced the
welfare payments from $ 21,719 to $ 18,777 when averaging across all studies. Here the
BESD indicated an improvement for 51.2 % of the participants in the intervention groups and
for 48.8 % in the control groups.

Finally, the effect on the proportion of participants on welfare after one year showed a
random effects risk ratio of 0.967 (95% CI: 0.926-1.009). After two years it was of similar
magnitude (random-effects RR: 0.946, 95% CI: 0.886-1.010). Finally, after five years, the
fixed-effects RR was 1.003 (0.984-1.023). After taking part in a programme, 68 percent
(weighted by sample size) were on welfare, compared to 72 percent in the control groups. The
overall number needed to treat indicates that, on average, 27 welfare recipients (95% CI: 24-
30) had to take part in a programme in order to get an additional person off welfare (overall
risk ratio for all outcomes = 0.963, 95% CI: 0.948-0.978).

For all four outcomes, there was significant heterogeneity which could not be sufficiently
explained by moderator analysis.

The GRADE quality assessment showed that for all four outcomes, the quality of evidence
was very low.

Authors’ conclusions: Welfare-to-work programmes in the USA have shown small, but
consistent effects in moving welfare recipients into work, increasing earnings, and lowering
welfare payments. The results are not clear for reducing the proportion of recipients receiving
welfare. Little is known about the impacts of welfare-to-work programmes outside of the
USA.
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Background

The problem: Long-term welfare recipiency is a source of vast costs for society, and welfare
recipients are over-represented regarding economic, mental and social problems. Data from
2002 show that in the UK 21 percent of household income came from social benefits (Office
for National Statistics 2005). In 1998 the proportion of households receiving public assistance
varied between approximately 20 percent in Spain and the United States and 57 percent in
Belgium (OECD 2005). Welfare recipiency therefore is a subject of great interest to policy
makers and politicians (Martin 1998) . In most developed countries, there is some kind of
unemployment benefit, but this is only accessible to people who have had some previous
employment, and even then these benefits are usually time limited. Most developed countries
have some kind of welfare benefit or social assistance for unemployed people who are not
entitled to unemployment benefits.

Rationale for intervention: In order to reduce the extent of long-term welfare recipiency,
there is increasing consensus among policy- and decision makers in developed countries that
people should, as a rule, not passively receive benefits if they have some ability to work. It is
believed that some kind of work-related activation will help welfare recipients develop the
skills needed to enter the regular job market. Therefore, many countries demand that (some)
receivers of welfare benefits enroll in some kind of work-related programme. These
programmes are often labelled “welfare-to-work™ or “workfare”. Other aims include
increasing quality of life, self-confidence, skills and work morale. Thus, for some persons the
goal is to obtain work, but for others the goals are more modest like social inclusion, quality
of life, etc.

Levitas (1998) distinguished among several discourses about persons outside the labour
market. The moral underclass discourse implies a view of welfare recipients as lazy. In this
view, if welfare benefits are too generous, recipients will have low motivation to seek
employment. This discourse is closely tied to a paternalistic discourse in which the welfare
bureaucracy must impose strict work requirements (Dahl 2003). It also blames welfare
recipiency on the individual client. There can also be structural causes of welfare recipiency,
such as lack of jobs. If the state has an obligation to provide jobs, and the clients are expected
to take the available jobs, the relationship between the individual and the state is one of
reciprocity. Levitas labelled this the social integrationist discourse.

It is difficult to compare effects of interventions across different countries. Generally, effects
vary not only with the nature of the intervention, but also with characteristics of participants,
the conditions of the local labour market, and how other welfare institutions are shaped and
organised.

Aspects of programmes: The programmes vary on several dimensions: Individuals are either
directly placed in jobs, or the placement is preceded by some kind of training period. The
main aims are to obtain competitive work or to enhance quality of life and social integration.
The programmes are either mandatory or voluntary. Voluntary programmes might have larger
impacts because people who volunteer to participate in a welfare-to-work programme may be
more motivated, on average, than individuals who are required to participate.

Rationale for this review

We are not aware of any systematic reviews of the effects of work programmes for welfare
recipients worldwide. Several overviews of controlled trials have been performed (mostly



from the USA; Fischer 1995; Michalopoulos, Schwartz, & Adams-Ciardullo 2000; Cebulla et
al. 2005; Grogger, et. al. 2002; Bloom, Hill, & Riccio 2003). In Europe, a recent collaborative
overview (Cornwell et al. 2002) was performed in six European countries (Denmark, France,
Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, and the UK). The results were not directly comparable
because the countries have different ways of organising their social services, and they had
somewhat different methodological approaches.

The group of individuals on welfare differs among countries. In the USA, welfare is mostly
provided to poor families with children. In 1996, the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) programme replaced the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
as the nation’s main welfare programme. Most TANF recipients are single mothers, but there
are also some families with two unemployed parents. The Food Stamp Program is also an
important transfer programme for the poor in the U. S. In addition there are EITC (Earned
Income Tax Credit) and Medicaid. Some countries do not have a sharp distinction between
unemployment benefits and welfare benefits, while other countries (for instance Norway and
Denmark) distinguish between individuals who are entitled to unemployment benefit if they
have been employed in the past, and individuals who are only entitled to welfare. In these
countries, all citizens have the right to receive welfare benefit if they have no other source of
income.

Objectives of this review

* To estimate the effects of work programmes for welfare recipients on work status,
earnings, and welfare receipt.

* To explore sources of heterogeneity. The review trles to identify approaches that
appear to be more or less effective overall and, to the extent that adequate data are
available, to identify subgroups that are more or less likely to benefit than others.

* To identify any adverse effects of such programmes (e.g. displacement or negative
effect in income or work status).

Methods

Included designs

We chose to limit the review to randomised controlled trials because this is the most rigorous
design for studies aimed at establishing causal inference.

Criteria for inclusion and exclusion of studies for this review:
Included designs:
0 Randomised controlled trials (RCTs)
0 Cluster randomised trials
0 Quasirandomised trials (allocation not truly random, e. g. using case record
numbers, alternation, date of admission, date of birth.)

Excluded designs

* Studies using the following designs were collected, listed, and described:
0 Non-randomised concurrently controlled studies (two groups defined by the
investigators and dependent variables measured on both groups before and after
the intervention)



0 Cohort studies (two groups defined by the interventions and dependent variables
measured on both groups before and after the intervention).

There were no restrictions regarding country of publication. There were no language
restrictions.

Participants

Welfare recipients. This includes both persons who already receive welfare and people who
applied for welfare. People who receive food stamps were also included. We excluded
persons entitled to unemployment benefit and persons with pensions of any kind.

Interventions

Interventions intended to help welfare recipients become self-sufficient typically come as
“packages” involving several components. Therefore, it is usually not possible to measure the
effect of one component apart from the effect of the other components of the programme. We
included interventions that offered one or more of the following: time limited work
experience, job search assistance, remedial education, job clubs, financial incentives, time
limits on financial support, or vocational training. The interventions could be either
mandatory or voluntary. In a voluntary programme random assignment takes place after
individuals volunteer, and in a mandatory programme volunteering does not take place at all;
individuals who meet certain criteria are simply randomly assigned.

The term “time limited work experience” needs some clarification. The work experience is
not a permanent job. The duration of the work must be explicitly stated. This duration was
recorded for each study.

Control/comparison conditions
The main control or comparison condition was ordinary (passive) social economic assistance
or the usual services available to welfare recipients.

Outcome measures

All outcomes involved a comparison between different groups. The comparisons were post
intervention measures. Accepted sources of outcome data were state and county
administrative records, recordings by programme personnel or employers and self-reports.
The type of data source was recorded for each study.

Primary Outcomes:

(1) Work status
a) proportion of attendants who obtained competitive work (= work with standard wages
and which anyone can apply for).
b) duration of employment during a given time interval.
c) elapsed time until obtained work
d) duration on welfare benefit during a given time interval (as above)
e) proportion on welfare

(2) Earnings
a) mean or median earnings at different time points



b) total individual earnings (e.g., income + social insurance + social assistance + welfare
benefit)
c) total household earnings

(3) Welfare Payments
Secondary Outcomes:

(1) Skills and satisfaction
a) quality of life
b) social skills
c) self confidence
d) social activity, participation and integration

(2) Adverse effects
a) crime
b) drug and alcohol use
c) displacement (when programme participants get jobs, this worsens the chances of non-
participants to get jobs)
d) decrease in combined income
e) other

Follow-up durations

Because duration of follow-up was expected to vary across studies, the exact duration of
follow-up was recorded for each study. After data collection was finished, duration times
were analysed based on the available data. Follow-up times were grouped into “one year”,
“two years”, “five years”, “1-3 years” etc.

Search strategy for identification of relevant studies
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Strateqy for electronic database searches

We searched the following databases:
e C2-SPECTR (11 December 2003),
* Cochrane Library (including DARE, CCTR, HTA database (2003 Issue 2),
 MEDLINE (1966 to November week 3 2005),
* EMBASE (1980 to 2005 week 47),
*  PsycINFO (1872 to November week 2 2005),
* Sociological Abstracts (1963 to November 2003),
* Cinahl (1982 to November week 3 2005),
* Caredata (15 September 2003),
* Eric (1966 to November 2003),
* SIGLE (for grey literature, 12 March 2003),
* IBSS (10 March 2004),
* PAIS (23 March 2004),
« Dissertation Abstracts International (2003"),
* BIBSYS,
* and Social Science Citation Index (2003).

The African Trials Registry (ht't p: // www. nT c. ac. za/ ATR/ ) was searched on 18 January,
2006 for the years 1955-2002.

Search words in title and keywords were ‘work’, ‘employment’, ‘unemployment’, ‘welfare’,
and ‘social assistance’.

We used the same text words across all databases (unless specifically stated) and used the
specialised controlled vocabularies for each database. For details of the search strategy, see
Appendix A.

Other sources of information

In addition, references from included primary reports were scanned. We also scanned the
reference lists from reviews that we found through our search strategy. The following authors
of included studies and other potential experts in the field were contacted: Espen Dahl, Ivar
Lodemel, Mathematica Policy Research and Abt Associates were contacted by email.
Specifically, Gayle Hamilton at MDRC provided comments on a draft version in March 2005.
The following centres of the Cochrane Collaboration were contacted by e-mail on 12 January
2006 with a request for trials: Australasian, Brazilian, Chinese, Dutch, German, Italian,
Russian (under Nordic branch), South African, and the one in Bahrain. We searched the book
“The Digest of Social Experiments” (Greenberg & Shroder 2004). This book documents 240
completed and 21 ongoing social experiments updated until April 2003. Another source of
study data is a database of US welfare-to-work programs constructed and maintained by
Andreas Cebulla, Stacey Bouchet and David Greenberg (Cebulla et. al. 2005). This database
is open to the public and is said to include all known random assignment evaluations of U. S.
welfare-to-work programs through 2003 that were targeted specifically at AFDC/TANF
recipients.

The following websites were searched:

! Unfortunately, the exact dates of search in this database, BIBSYS, and Social Science Citation Index
were lost.
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Abt Associates (USA) (Searched 29 November, 2005)
(http://www.abtassociates.com)

Department for Work and Pensions Social Research Branch (UK) (Scarched 29 November, 2005)
(http://www.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd5/)

JOSCph Rowntree Foundation (UK) (Searched 29 November, 2005)
(http://www.jrf.org.uk/knowledge/findings/)

MDRC (USA) (Searched 5 April, 2006)
(http://www.mdrc.org)

Mathematica Policy Research (USA) (Searched 30 November, 2005)
(http://www.mathematica-mpr.com/)

National Centre for Social Research (UK) (Searched 30 November, 2005)
(http://www.natcen.ac.uk/natcen/pages/op_employment.htm)

RAND Corporation, Social Welfare (USA) (Searched 30 November, 2005)
(http://www.rand.org/research_areas/population/)

Regard (UK) (Searched 30 November, 2005)
(http://www.regard.ac.uk/ESRCInfoCentre/index.aspx)

Research Forum at the National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP) (Searched 28 March 2006)
http://www.researchforum.org/

Social Work Research Centre (UK) (Searched 30 November, 2005)
(http://www.dass.stir.ac.uk/sections/sw-research/index.php)

The United States General Accounting Office (USA) (Searched 30 November, 2005)
(http://www.gao.gov/)

Urban Institute (USA) (Searched 30 November, 2005)
(http://www.urban.org/)

U.S. Department for Health & Human Services. Administration for Children and Families
(http://www.acf.hhs.gov/acf policy planning.html#research) (searched 21 March 2006)

Criteria for evaluating eligibility of retrieved studies

Two reviewers independently scanned the abstracts and titles of identified reports for
eligibility, according to the inclusion criteria above. Full copies of all those deemed eligible
by one of the reviewers were retrieved for closer examination. Consensus was reached by
discussion and consultation with a third reviewer, if necessary. All studies which initially
appeared to meet the inclusion criteria but, based on the full text reports, did not meet the
inclusion criteria were detailed in a table of excluded studies.
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Quality assessments

We assessed components that may contribute to the measured effectiveness of the included
interventions. Two reviewers independently assigned each selected study to quality categories
described below. Uncertainty or disagreement was solved by discussion with a third reviewer.

Generation of allocation sequence

MET = Resulting sequences are unpredictable (explicitly stated use of either computer-
generated random numbers, table of random numbers, drawing lots or envelopes, coin tossing,
shuffling cards, or throwing dice).

UNCLEAR = Vague statement that the study was randomised but not describing the
generation of the allocation sequence or statement(s) indicating that random allocation was
used in some but not all cases.

NOT MET = Explicit description of inadequate generation of sequence, (e.g., using case
record numbers, alternation, date of admission, date of birth).

Concealment of allocation sequence

MET = Participants and investigators cannot foresee assignment, e.g. central randomisation
performed at a site remote from trial location; or use of sequentially numbered, sealed, opaque
envelopes).

UNCLEAR = Vague statement that the study was randomised but not describing the
concealment of the allocation sequence.

NOT MET = Explicit statement that allocation was not concealed OR statement indicating
that participants or investigators can foresee upcoming assignment (e. g., open allocation
schedule, unsealed or non-opaque envelopes).

Control of initial difference in prognostic factors between groups

In a properly randomised study, all initial differences between groups will be caused by
chance. But these initial differences may be important and can affect outcomes, especially if
the study is not large (as N increases, the probability of a meaningful difference between
randomised groups decreases). This applies to all prognostic variables, both known and
unknown. But in improperly randomised designs and RCTs with differential attrition, there
may be important differences between groups. These differences can be systematic, and they
can appear in unmeasured variables as well as in the measured ones. It is generally possible to
control for the latter but not the former. Matching can be used before the intervention to make
groups more similar, and regression methods can be used after the intervention to control for
initial differences, but all these methods may introduce bias in the results (Deeks et al. 2003).

Studies, in which both generation and concealment of allocation sequence are MET, were
coded as MET below.

MET = Control for one or more prognostic factors. Also score MET when there is no control
for prognostic factors because there was no imbalance (statistically significant difference
between groups) in measured variables.

UNCLEAR = Sufficient information could not be obtained.

NOT MET = Imbalance in prognostic factors and failure to control for this imbalance.

Prevention of Performance Bias

MET = other interventions avoided or used similarly across comparison groups.

UNCLEAR = Use of other interventions not reported and could not be verified by contacting
the investigators.
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NOT MET = Dissimilar use of other interventions across comparison groups, i. e. differences
in the care provided to the participants in the comparison groups other than the intervention
under investigation.

Prevention of Detection Bias

MET = Assessor unaware of the assigned treatment when collecting outcome measures. This
was also scored as met if the outcome was questionnaire data or data from administrative
records.

UNCLEAR = Blinding of assessor not reported and could not be verified by contacting the
investigators.

NOT MET = Assessor aware of the assigned treatment when collecting outcome measures.

Prevention of Attrition Bias

MET = Losses to follow up less than or equal to 20% and equally distributed between
comparison groups (proportion of total loss to follow-up equal to or less than 20% in group
with the highest loss to follow-up).

UNCLEAR = Losses to follow up not reported.

NOT MET = Losses to follow up greater than 20% or not equally distributed between
comparison groups.

Intention-to-treat analysis

MET = Intention to treat analysis performed or possible with data provided.

UNCLEAR = Intention to treat not reported, and could not be undertaken by contacting the
investigators.

NOT MET = Intention to treat analyses not done and not possible for reviewers to calculate
independently.

This review has been graded using GRADE (GRADE Working Group, 2004). GRADE stands
for Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation. The evidence is
graded separately for each outcome. Evidence from effect studies is downgraded if the design
is not a randomised controlled trial. Limitations might be lack of allocation concealment, lack
of blinding, or a large attrition. Consistency refers to the similarity of estimates of effect
across studies. Finally, directness refers to the extent to which the people, interventions and
outcome measures are similar to those of interest. The overall quality of the evidence is
categorised as high, moderate, low, or very low. The reasons for downgrading the evidence
are always made explicit in GRADE.

Data management and extraction

Two reviewers independently extracted information from the full text report on study
characteristics using a specially designed, pretested data extraction form (Appendix B). For
cases in which outcome information was missing from the original reports, attempts were
made to retrieve the necessary data for the analysis from the original investigators or from the
Internet. For example, missing unemployment rates were collected by going to the website of
the U. S. Department of Labor (http://data.bls.gov/PDQ/outside.jsp?survey=la). Inter-rater
agreement (i. e. coding reliability) was assessed and reported as percent agreement.
Disagreements were resolved by meeting and discussing coded items. Data were entered into
Comprehensive Meta-Analysis version 2 (Borenstein et al. 2004)
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Details of study coding categories

Study characteristics: Country (or countries) of origin, year of publication, publication type,
trial quality (see above), employment rate in the area.

Design: Randomised controlled trial, cluster-randomised controlled trial, or quasi-randomised
controlled trial.

Participants: age, ethnicity, gender, education level, number of children, age of youngest
child, previous work experience, welfare history.

Intervention: employment-focused or education-focused, job search first or varied first
activity, mandatory or voluntary, duration of intervention, extent of work (e.g. working hours
per week), funding agent and implementing agent.

Data synthesis

Continuous measures (e.g., earnings) were calculated as standardised mean differences
(Hedges’ g). We reported the 95% confidence intervals for all effect estimates. We also
reported the post-intervention earnings and welfare payments in US dollars converted to year
2005 equivalents using the following website:

http://oregonstate.edu/Dept/pol_sci/fac/sahr/sahr.htm# Conversion factor_tables are availa

For studies with other currencies, we first converted the amounts into US dollars and then
converted to their 2005 equivalents.

Discrete outcomes

We expressed binary outcome measures (e.g., employed/unemployed) as risk ratios (relative
risks). The odds ratio is not the correct outcome measure in prospective studies’. We also
reported the number needed to treat (NNT, with 95% confidence intervals) for summary
findings.

When computing summary statistics, the primary studies were weighted by the inverse of
their variance.

Identifying heterogeneity

We used the advice described in the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of
Interventions (Higgins 2005) for identifying statistical heterogeneity. If confidence intervals
for the results of individual studies (generally depicted graphically using horizontal lines)
have poor overlap, this generally indicates the presence of statistical heterogeneity. More
specifically we first performed a Chi-square test for heterogeneity. If this approached
statistical significance (p < 0.10), we looked at the results of an [-Squared test. If this was
greater than 25%, we concluded that there was heterogeneity in the results.

Addressing heterogeneity

% Altman, Deeks, and Sackett (1998) wrote, "The odds ratio is valuable in case-control studies where
events are usually rare and the relative risk cannot validly be estimated directly. In prospective studies
interpretation of the odds ratio as an approximation to the relative risk becomes unreliable when
events are common, and thus its use for prospective studies, especially randomised trials and
systematic reviews, has been criticised. The distortion is especially large when the event rate is high in
only one group. The odds ratio should not be interpreted as an approximate relative risk unless the
events are rare in both groups (say, less than 20-30%). The odds ratio remains especially useful when
researchers need to adjust for other variables, for which logistic regression is the usual approach.
While such analyses are valid, when the objective is to communicate study results to an audience
unfamiliar with the relation between odds ratios and relative risks, surely it makes no sense also to
report the relative risk when this differs markedly from the odds ratio.”
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When heterogeneity was judged to be large, we examined potential sources using meta-
regression, and stratified analyses using categorical moderators.

We performed meta-regressions with the following intervention and contextual moderators:

* duration of intervention

* percent sanctioned

* unemployment in the area during the evaluation years (using, if not found in the report,
data from the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics at
http://data.bls.gov/PDQ/outside.jsp?survey=la)

* year when data collection started

The effects of participant characteristics are best measured by looking at separate subgroup
results for each primary study (e.g. combining results only for Whites), but this was not
feasible because subgroup results were only reported in some of the reports. Instead we
entered aggregate data from the primary studies as predictors in meta-regressions:

* mean age

* percent of males

* percent Whites

* percent Blacks

* percent Hispanics

* percent other ethnic group

» percent with GED (General Educational Diploma) or high school diploma

One moderator was entered at a time, so we could not measure the effect of the moderators
controlling for the others (this was not a multiple regression). We report zero-order
correlations among the continuous moderators.

We performed separate analyses across the following intervention and setting related factors:

* labour force attachment (employment-focused) or human capital development (education-
focused) strategy

* job search first or varied first activity

* mandatory versus voluntary programmes

* time limits or not

» financial incentives or not

* job search /job clubs or not

* educational intervention or not

* child care support or not

* work experience or not

» skills training or not

* the current U.S president

* whether the intervention was conducted before the 1988 Family Support Act (first era),
during 1988 through 1995 (second era), or after 1996 (third era).

? The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) marked the
transition from the older AFDC system to the newer TANF). AFDC stands for Aid to Families with
Dependent Children, and was operated between 1937 and 1995. TANF stands for Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families. Key elements of TANF include a lifetime limit of five years (60 months)
on the amount of time a family with an adult can receive assistance funded with federal funds,
increasing work participation rate requirements which states must meet, and broad state flexibility on
program design.
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* The evaluator of the programme
* Number of intervention elements (time limits, financial incentives, job search, education,
child care, work experience, skills training)

We performed separate analyses across different levels of the following design quality
factors:

* proper generation of the randomisation sequence

* proper concealment of the randomisation sequence

* prevention of performance bias

* prevention of detection bias

» risk of attrition bias

* intent-to-treat analysis

Publication bias

To explore possible publication bias, we report a funnel plot for each main outcome showing
both observed studies and studies imputed to produce symmetric plots (how it would have
looked with no evidence of publication bias).

Sensitivity Analyses

Sensitivity analyses were used to evaluate whether the pooled effect sizes were robust across
different ways of calculating standard errors based on significance levels. Reporting of
nonsignificant results was not only analysed using p = 0.1, but also using p = 0.55 and p =
0.99.

Sensitivity analyses were also used for exploring the effects of continuous moderators. For the
main analyses, we excluded studies with missing data in the meta-regressions. In another
scenario, we imputed the variable means for studies with missing values. We compared the
patterns of significant slopes over the two ways of dealing with missing values.

Fixed vs. Random Effects Models

We used fixed effects models when heterogeneity was small (as defined above). We used
random effects models when heterogeneity was large, and could not be explained by
intervention/setting factors or meta-regression.

Criteria for determination of independent findings

In many instances, several different outcome data are measured on the same subjects in the
primary studies (e.g. employment status and earnings). Sometimes the same outcome is
measured at multiple points in time. Because these data are from the same sample of
participants, and, therefore, are not independent estimates of treatment effect, we analysed the
data in such a way that any one analysis contained a single outcome from a particular time
period after random assignment. When two intervention groups shared the same control
group, we avoided including both intervention groups in the same analysis. Specifically, we
used four separate data files for employment, earnings, welfare payments, and proportion on
welfare. Within each data file, we grouped the outcomes according to follow-up time.
Intervention groups sharing the same control group were not analysed together. The only
exceptions were the direct comparisons in Atlanta, Columbus, Grand Rapids, and Riverside,
in which we compared two intervention groups sharing a common control group (not a meta-
analysis). For the exploratory analyses (meta-regression and the meta-analytic analogue of
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ANOVA) we used the mean effect magnitude (an option in Comprehensive Meta-Analysis)
for studies in which the same outcome was measured at different follow-up times.

Statistical procedures and conventions

Results were analysed using Comprehensive Meta-Analysis software version 2 (Borenstein,
et. al., 2004). Prognostic variables were used in analyses if there were less than or equal to
20% missing data. Graphical presentations of effects (forest plots) were produced using
Comprehensive Meta-Analysis.

Changes in this review from the published protocol

The main change is that we have extended the inclusion criteria to all programmes that the
field perceives as “welfare-to-work™ programmes. We previously excluded studies where the
programmes did not offer time-limited work experience. But the external reviewers argued
that work experience was only a main part of welfare-to-work programmes in the 1960s and
1970s. This component has become less and less important. Wider inclusion criteria are more
meaningful and useful for policy purposes.

We have also assessed the quality of the evidence using GRADE (GRADE Working Group,
2004). For each of the four outcomes we graded the evidence for the 2 year follow-up time.

Results

The screening process

Figure 1 is a flowchart of the inclusion process. After having excluded 191 citations from
reading the fulltext reports, we were left with 113 citations. Another 45 citations (mainly from
Europe) were excluded because they were either nonrandomised controlled studies or they did
not include work experience. We included 68 citations when using the limited protocol
inclusion criteria. After incorporating the extended inclusion criteria, we included another 34
citations, making the total 102 included citations.

Citations can be reports, journal articles, books, book chapters, etc. Each programme can be
reported in several citations and/or several programmes can be reported in one citation.
Finally, a programme can be implemented in several sites. Table 1 shows the 46 included
programmes described in 102 citations. It was difficult to arrive at the number of programmes
because many had several different names. For instance, the programme “Welfare Reform
Indiana” is also labelled “Indiana Manpower Placement and Comprehensive Training
(IMPACT) Program”. The programme “EWEP (Experimental Work Experience Program” is
also called “San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Demonstration”. And “EMPOWER”
also goes under the name “Arizona Works”. A further complication is that even if the same
programme was conducted in different states, the programme operators were free to include
or exclude programme components, and they had varying degrees of monitoring and
sanctioning.

Multisite programmes with different intervention conditions: Many of the programmes were
conducted in several sites. The highest number of sites was in the Food Stamp Education and
Training Program (53 sites). Sometimes separate results for each site were reported for a
programme, but at other times results were summed up for all sites. A few sites reported more
than one intervention condition (Atlanta, Columbus, Grand Rapids, and Riverside). Atlanta,
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for instance, had one group randomised to receive a labour force attachment strategy and
another group receiving a human capital development strategy.

Intervention conditions: Table 1 describes 46 programmes but it has 58 rows. This is because
the GAIN evaluation had 6 conditions and the NEWWS evaluation had 8 conditions.

Different endpoints: For some of the 58 conditions there were more than one follow-up time.
Because of this, there were e. g. 73 different employment endpoints.

Excluded studies

Table 2 (list of excluded studies) consists of 24 citations from 16 studies which were not
randomised controlled trials (e. g. cohort studies or nonrandomised studies). Most of these
studies were from the United States, but some were from Norway, Belgium, Canada, and the
United Kingdom.

Ongoing studies
We identified two ongoing studies which possibly conform to our inclusion criteria:

The first one is a Dutch study (Blonk & Brenninkmeijer 2004) which investigated effects of
the JOBS programme in Holland.

The other is the ERA Programme (The Employment Retention and Advancement Program,;
Anderson & Martinson 2003, 2005). It is conducted in several U. S. sites (Los Angeles
County, Riverside County (2), Duval County, Leon County, Cook County, St. Clair County,
Medford, Eugene, Hennepin County, New York City (2), and Portland). The programme is
also being evaluated in the UK (Walker, et. al., 2006). Over the course of about 15 months,
Jobcentre Plus randomly assigned over 16,000 people, making the ERA evaluation the largest
random assignment test of a social policy’s effectiveness in the UK to date.

Studies awaiting assessment

According to Vasiliy V. Vlassov, director of the Russian branch of the Nordic Cochrane
Centre (personal communication, 24 January, 2006), there are a number of Russian databases
with free internet access where trials may be described. (A list of databases is at
http://www.inion.ru/product/db_2.htm.) We have not been able to access them because of the
language barrier.

Raw data
We would like to draw attention to the four included Microsoft Excel files labelled

“employment.xIs”, “earnings.xls”, “welfare payments.xls”, and “welfare proportion.xIs”. The
files contain all the raw data collected for this review. There are two reasons for including
these files, both having to do with transparency. Firstly, interested researchers will be able to
transfer the data into their statistical software package of their likings and check our results, or
they may do additional analyses, like multiple meta-regressions. Secondly, anyone having
first-hand knowledge of the included primary studies might point out possible errors in the
data files or add missing values. Appendix B (data extraction form) provides explanations of

the variables in the attached Excel files.

Description of included studies
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A main finding is that there are many randomised trials from the United States but few such
trials from outside North America (two Canadian programmes were included; see Table 1).

Year when data collection started: Figure 2 shows that the first programme of this type
started in the late 1960s. The number of studies was low in the 1970s. It increased sharply
around 1980, and increased further in the late 1980s. After peaking in the period 1990-1994, it
decreased somewhat in the late 1990s. The numbers refer to intervention sites (n= 59) with
separately reported results.

Policy context and evaluators: In 1988, US Congress passed the Family Support Act, which
offered states $1 billion a year in new federal money for welfare-to-work programmes, but
only if they put up matching state resources. Most of the studies reported here were conducted
by the MDRC (previously known as the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation). In
their studies, many background variables have been recorded in the same way across different
sites and different programmes. Some other studies are evaluated by Mathematica Policy
Research or Abt Associates. Finally, a few programmes have been evaluated by universities
and federal agencies.

Program goals and components: Goals like preventing social exclusion and increasing
quality of life were not emphasised in the included reports. No study had the aim of drug
rehabilitation. Almost all programmes had multiple components. This could be, for instance,
job search assistance, job clubs, educational classes, case management, time limits on welfare
receipt, financial incentives, or child care or transportation services.

Data sources: Most studies had data on earnings and employment from state and county
administrative records (register data).

Publication Type: Of the 102 included citations, only 11 were journal articles. The rest were
reports, books, and book chapters.

Methodological quality of included studies

Inter-rater reliability

Six raters worked independently and then compared results in pairs. The results reported here
were recorded after a pilot test period of the first 12 programmes during which we had
meetings and negotiated how to code the studies consistently according to a version of the
data extraction form (Appendix B is the latest version). We then coded agreement for 11
programmes”. In total, we coded agreement for 55 variables 11 times, summing up to 605
possible disagreements (Table 3). Note that agreement means different things depending on
the type of question. For variables coded “Met”, “Unclear” and “Not Met”, there are six
possible ways of disagreeing. For variables such as mean age, there are in principle an infinite
number of ways of disagreeing. In such cases, raters had to report exactly the same numerical
value in order to get an agreement. The data extraction form (Appendix B) was edited several
times during the pilot period, but ultimately all 46 programmes were coded in a consistent
way.

* In November 2005 we included two additional programmes (WRP in Vermont and CWEP in
Washington. These programmes are not included in the inter-rater agreement reporting in Table 3.
The 21 programmes that were included in March 2006 were also not included in the inter-rater data.
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For all pairs of raters and all variables we achieved the proportional agreement P,= .82. Table
3 shows in detail how the disagreements were distributed over the 41 variables with
disagreement. For the remaining 14 variables® there was perfect agreement.

Type of design

All included programmes at all sites were reported as randomised controlled trials (although
the exact randomisation procedure was not always explicitly reported). Results are for
individual sites where these have been reported in such a way that we could calculate an
effect size for each site. (For some programmes, e. g. the Food Stamp Employment and
Training Programme [53 sites], we could not obtain separate results for each site).

Columns 8-13 in Table 1 show how we judged the reporting of the methodological quality in
each programme. In only three instances (EWEP, WDP, Work Program) were all
methodological indicators coded as met (truly random allocation, acceptable allocation
concealment, prevention of performance bias, prevention of detection bias, prevention of
attrition bias, intention-to-treat analysis performed). In five cases all indicators were coded as
unclear. There were few cases where the indicators were explicitly not met. (The MASSWEP
programme had high attrition. The FIP programme had performance bias, etc.).

In cases where different citations gave conflicting information on the same programme, we
gave the authors the benefit of the doubt according to the following rules: If at least one
citation was coded as “met”, the whole programme was coded “met” on that variable. But if
one citation was “not met” and the rest were “unclear”, the programme was coded as “not
met” on that variable.

Prevention of detection bias was met on 48 out of the 58 intervention conditions (Table 4).
This was mainly because most studies used state and county records which were defined as
being relatively free of this bias.

Prevention of attrition bias was met on 33 conditions because there are systems in place for
registering welfare payments, earned income, etc.

Intention-to-treat was explicitly mentioned for 28 of the intervention conditions.

Concealment of the randomisation was met for only 15 conditions, and the proper generation
of the randomisation allocation sequence was only met for 10 intervention conditions. It
should be stressed that this quality coding refers to the reporting of methodological quality.
The generation of the randomisation allocation sequence could have been completely
satisfactory in many cases, while the reporting was insufficient for us to code it as “met”.

Finally, prevention of performance bias was met for 21 conditions. This was because in most
programmes, the control group participants were free to take part in other programmes while

the programme was evaluated. This is only a problem if the purpose of the study is to find the
theoretical, counterfactual impact of the intervention. In practice, however, one is often more
interested in whether the intervention received by the programme group “adds value” relative

® Main reference, publication type, publication status, publication year, design type, control variables,
proportion of Hispanics, mean years of education, broadness of enrolment, degree of monitoring,
table/figure where outcome was reported, sample size in intervention group number 3, sample size in
intervention group number 4, sample size in control group number 3.
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to whatever assistance this group would normally have received. Table 4 shows the number

and percent of conditions with reports coded as “met”, “unclear” and “not met” for a number
of quality indicators.

Quality of evidence

The GRADE evidence profile (Table 14) concluded that the quality of evidence is very low
for all four outcomes. The reasons for this low grading are (1) there are serious limitations in
the reporting of the generation of the randomisation sequence and the concealment of this
sequence, (2) there is important unexplained inconsistency (heterogeneity) in the results, and
(3) there is major uncertainty in the directness of the results because almost all studies are
from the USA.

Participants

Our best estimate of the sample size in this systematic review is 412,045 participants, of
which 245,509 were randomised to an intervention group and 166,536 were randomised to a
control group. Almost 9 out of 10 were women (Table 7). This is because lone parents are
usually women. The few males are either unemployed men in two-parent families with small
children or heads of single-parent families.

In 1990, the U.S. Bureau of the Census (U.S. Census Bureau 1990) classified race into four
major groups: (a) White; (b) Black; (c) American Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut; and (d) Asian
and Pacific Islander. According to the 1990 Census, the White population accounted for 82.5
% and the Black population for 12.4 %. The remaining 5.1 percent were in categories (c) and
(d). According to Table 7, Black citizens are over-represented and Whites are under-
represented in the studies in this review.

Also according to the Census, the percent of people 25 years and over who have completed
four years of high school or more rose steadily from 69 percent in 1980 to 84 percent in 2003.
Among the participants in this review (some of whom were under age 25), 43 percent had a
general educational diploma (GED) and 46 percent had a high school diploma. A GED is
received by high school dropouts who pass a qualifying test.

Study participants can also be classified either as recent applicants of welfare when they enter
a study, or people who already receive welfare (recipients). Also, they can be divided into
single-parent families or two-parent families. We have not taken these distinctions into
account in this version of the review, but we might consider doing this in future updates.

Intervention

Table 5 shows that of 73 endpoints® we classified 46 as employment-focused. Another name
for employment-focused is labour force attachment. This means that we judged that the aim
was to try and get participants as quickly as possible into jobs, even if that meant accepting
the lowest paying jobs. The rationale behind such a focus is that the best place to acquire job-
relevant skills and build competence is a real workplace. The education-focused approach
(also called the human capital development approach) reasons that if you start by educating
the participants, they will eventually be qualified for better paying jobs, and not the low
paying ones which can not sustain a family economically. For 16 endpoints, the intervention
focus was classified as education-focused.

6 “Endpoints” refer to sites with separate results. Studies with one site report only one endpoint,
whereas a study with e. g. seven sites is listed here with seven endpoints.
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Nine endpoints (labelled “other”) had a detailed screening process at the outset. The results of
this screening influenced whether the participant started job search immediately or began with
some kind of educational activity. Finally, in two instances we could not decide what type of
intervention focus was in place.

The first activity is closely related to the intervention focus in that employment-focused
interventions tend to start with job search assistance, job clubs or work placement, while the
education-focused ones usually have more varied first activity, often depending on the job-
readiness of the individual client. For 24 endpoints, we coded the intervention as job-search
first. For 20 endpoints, we coded varied first activity, and for 26 we coded it as other (Table
5).

Sanctioning: If participants did not comply with their assignments in the mandatory
programmes, programme managers could sanction them. This could mean denying them their
welfare payments. Across all the 34 mandatory programmes (74 percent of the programmes
were classified as mandatory), we estimated that about 17 percent of participants were
sanctioned.

Reporting of outcomes

As shown in Table 6, most of the 73 endpoints (N = 46, 63%) had data on earnings and
employment from state and county administrative records (register data).

Meta-analysis

Figures 3 through 6 show meta-analytic summaries of effects grouped according to follow-up
time. For each follow-up time, there are two rows that show the fixed-effects and random-
effects estimates. A few studies have results for more than one follow-up. These are included
in the rows labelled “Combined”. The effect magnitudes with lower and upper bounds of the
confidence intervals are shown in the middle part. The schematic on the right is a summary
forest plot. The middle of the (orange-coloured) diamonds is located at the estimated effect
magnitude, and their widths indicate the length of the 95 percent confidence interval around
the estimate. At the bottom, there are two summary rows which give an impression of the
overall estimates (with green diamonds). Note that these summaries are meaningful only if the
effects do not vary systematically with follow-up time. For proportional outcomes
(proportion employed and proportion on welfare) we use risk ratios. The risk ratio is e.g. the
relative “risk” of becoming employed. If, for instance, 55 out of 100 in the intervention group
become employed and 50 out of 100 in the control group become employed, the risk ratio is
0.55/0.50 = 1.1. A risk ratio of 1.00 indicates no effect. A number greater than 1 indicates that
the intervention group is becoming employed to a greater degree, and a number smaller than 1
indicates that the control group is becoming employed to a greater degree.

For continuous outcomes (such as earnings) we use Hedges’ g. A g of zero means no
difference between the intervention group and the control group. Large samples usually have
more precise estimates than small samples. This precision is measured by the standard error of
the estimate.

Each study is weighted by its precision. This means that large and precise studies are given
more weight in the analyses. While the confidence intervals for an individual study can be
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wide, the meta-analysis confidence intervals are much narrower, signalling a more precise
estimate.

Heterogeneity is a measure of the spread of results. Statistical tests of homogeneity (i.e. lack
of heterogeneity) assess whether the individual study results are likely to reflect a single
underlying effect, as opposed to a distribution of effects. If this test fails to detect
heterogeneity among results, then it is assumed that the differences observed between
individual studies are a consequence of sampling variation and simply due to chance.

Impact on employment, earnings, welfare payment, and proportion
on welfare

Impact on Employment

Figure 3 shows the impact on employment graphically for all follow-up lengths. Each follow-
up time has two separate meta-analyses (fixed-effects and random-effects). Thus, there are
two separate meta-analyses for ‘employment 2 years’ and two others for ‘employment 1-3
years’. Figure 3 shows that the employment at 1 year random-effects risk ratio is 1.097 (95%
CI: 1.006-1.196). The employment at 2 years random-effects risk ratio is 1.092 (95% CI:
1.032-1.157), and the five year random-effects risk ratio is 1.037 (1.004-1.071). Homogeneity
tests show that, in addition, the following follow-up times should use random-effects
summaries: 0.25 years and 1-3 years. The remaining follow-ups were homogeneous and
should use fixed effects.

There are three overall impressions: (1) Effects are more and less consistently in favour of the
intervention group; (2) effects vary, and (3) effects are small. The intervention group does
better than the control group, but the effect is small. The overall effects are heterogeneous
(Qull studics = 414.967, df = 59, p = .000, I* = 85.8).

Overall, 60.9 percent of intervention participants (weighted by sample size) were employed at
the follow-ups. But 57.9 percent of control participants were also employed. Another way to
look at these results is to compute the number needed to treat (NNT). The absolute risk
reduction (ARR) was 0.609 - 0.579 = 0.03. The number needed to treat was 1/ARR =~ 33 (95%
confidence interval: 30-37). This was estimated by first computing the confidence limits for
the ARR’ and computing the confidence limits for the NNT as the reciprocals of the ARR
confidence limits. In other words, an average of 33 welfare recipients had to receive one of
the work programmes in this review in order to predict employment of one more recipient.

When 54 employment outcomes were ranked according to effect size, the GAIN programme
in Riverside ranked in 6™ place, while the same intervention in Alameda, Los Angeles, San
Diego, Tulare, and Butte ranked 9, 13, 21, 28, and 47, respectively. This is an indication that
the local context in which a programme is executed has a more powerful effect on the
outcome than the programme itself.

1 1
’ Standard deviation for ARR = ARR = \/p(l — p)(——= +——) where p = the weighted (pooled)
nG, nG,
G pG, +nG, pG
proportion for both groups p = (n l(pGl nGZI; ) . nG; is the number in group 1, nG; is the
nG, +nG,

number in group 2, pG; is the proportion in group 1 and pG; is the proportion in group 2.
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Impact on Earnings

Because few studies reported the standard errors necessary for direct computation of Hedges’
g, we had to use p-values to estimate most of the standard errors. This was the only way to
estimating effect sizes. Only a few studies reported exact p-values. If a standard error was
reported, we used it. If not, we used p-values. If an exact p-value was reported, we used this
value. Otherwise, we used the following conversion:

“Not significant” — p = 0.1

The included studies mostly used p = 0.1 as the critical value for choosing between
significant/not significant. We decided that any other value of p would be arbitrary. This
probably caused some comparisons reported as nonsignificant to have caused an upward bias
to effect-magnitudes. Therefore we ran two sensitivity analyses. In that way, we established a
range of probable results. In the first scenario we used p = 0.99 for nonsignificant findings. In
the second scenario, we used p = 0.55 (midpoint between 0.1 and 1.0) for nonsignificant
findings.

P<0.1 - p=0.075
The rationale is simply that this value is half way between 0.1 and 0.05.

P<0.05—-p=0.03
This value is half the way between 0.05 and 0.01

P <0.01 — p=0.01

Every smaller value would be arbitrary. This causes some comparisons with very low p-
values to be underestimated. However, some exploratory analyses with extremely small p-
values (not shown) did not change the estimated effect size to any large degree.

Figure 4 shows the impact on earnings. Overall, the intervention groups did slightly better
than the control group, but the difference was small. The results are heterogeneous (Q =
180.96, df = 65, p =.000, I* = 64.1). At the one-year follow-up, the random-effects Hedges’ g
was 0.043 (95% CI: 0.011-0.076). At two years the random-effects g was 0.044 (0.022-
0.066), and at five years the random-effects g was 0.011 (-0.029-0.050). Apart from these, the
1-3 years analysis should also use random effects.

Sensitivity analyses showed that using p = 0.99 for nonsignificant results lowered the overall
g from 0.047 to 0.032 (0.022-0.042), and that using p=0.55 produced a g of 0.035 (0.024-
0.045). The three confidence intervals overlap, and, hence, we used p=0.1 for all
nonsignificant analyses.

The mean earnings (in year 2005 US dollars) across all the intervention outcomes were $
11,021 compared to $ 8,843 in the control groups. Two studies were conducted in Canada.
We converted the Canadian dollars into US dollars using the exchange rate of 1CAD = 0.873
USD (17 April, 2006).

Using the Binominal Effect Size Display (BESD®) the results roughly correspond to a positive
effect for 51.1 % in the intervention groups and for 48.9 percent in the control group.

® BESD shows the proportion in the intervention group with a positive result as 0.5 + r/2 and the
proportion in the control group with positive result as 0.5 — r/2. First we had to convert the
standardised mean difference into r.
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On a ranked list of 64 effect magnitudes, the different sites at which the GAIN programme
were implemented ranks 5, 18, 29, 36. 43 and 44. Similarly, the NEWWS evaluation sites
rank 12, 13, 14, 24, 25, 27, 28, 33, 38, 41, and 57. This is again an indication that aspects of
local implementation may matter more than the programme model itself (note that these
comparisons are inherently quasi-experimental).

Impact on Welfare Payments

Figure 5 shows the impact on welfare payments. Once again, the intervention group mostly
does better than the control group (the intervention group receives less welfare payments), but
the effect is small (overall random effects Hedges’ g = 0.043, 95% CI: 0.034-0.053). The
results are heterogeneous (Q = 105.7, df = 42, p = .000, I* = 60.3). At one year follow up the
random-effects g was 0.038 (95% CI: -0.022-0.098). At two years, the random-effects g was
0.053 (-0.005-0.111), and at 5 years the fixed-effects g was 0.044 (0.028-0.060). The 1-3
years follow-up was heterogeneous and should use random effects.

The BESD indicates that 51.2 percent in the intervention groups and 48.8 percent in the
control groups would receive less welfare payments as a result of taking part in a programme.

Using p = 0.99 for nonsignificant results reduces g from 0.043 to 0.040 (0.026-0.053), and
using p = 0.55 estimates g to be 0.042 (0.029-0.055). Again, the CI’s overlap, and we used p
= 0.1 for all nonsignificant analyses.

On a ranked list of 43 effect magnitudes, the sites of the GAIN evaluation rank 7, 13, 20, 22,
29, and 39. The California Work Pays evaluation sites rank 2, 14, and 25.

Impact on Welfare Proportion

Figure 6 shows the impact of the programmes on the proportion of people who were still
receiving welfare at the follow-ups. Note that “favours treatment™ is on the left side. Overall,
the intervention groups do slightly better than the control groups (the intervention group
participants are less likely to be on welfare at the follow-up), but the effect is small. At the
one-year follow-up, the random-effects risk ratio is 0.967 (95% CI: 0.926-1.009). At two
years, the random-effects risk ratio is 0.946 (0.886-1.010), and at five years, the fixed-effects
risk ratio is 1.003 (0.984-1.023). The results for the 1-2 years and the 3 years follow-ups were
also heterogeneous. The overall results are heterogeneous (Q = 529.292, df = 38, p =.000, I’
= 92.8). Overall, the proportion of intervention participants living on welfare at the follow-ups
was 68.4% compared to 72.1% in the control groups. This gives an absolute risk reduction of
0.037 and a NNT of 27 (95% confidence interval 24-30).

On a ranked list of 40 effect magnitudes, the California Work Pays evaluation sites rank 10,
18, and 37.

The differential effect of employment focus and education focus

As part of the JOBS (NEWWS) evaluation, in three sites (Atlanta, Grand Rapids and
Riverside), subjects were randomised into either a HCD (human capital development)
condition, a LFA (labour force attachment) condition, or a control condition.
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LFA versus HCD

Employment: A random-effects meta-analysis at the three sites showed that the LFA approach
had a slightly better effect on employment (risk ratio: 1.094, 95% CI: 1.056-1.133) than the
HCD approach (risk ratio: 1.049, 95% CI: 1.003-1.098), but the confidence intervals have a
large overlap. Overall, the results were heterogeneous (Q = 25.7, df = 5, p =.000, I* = 80.5).
The subgroups were also heterogeneous (HCD: Q= 8.7, df =2, p=.013,1*=76.9/ LFA: Q =
4.8,df=2, p=.087, I = 59.0)

No direct comparisons on the effects on earnings, welfare payments or welfare proportion
were available for the LFA and HCD approaches.

Integrated or traditional case-management

At Columbus, Ohio the participants were randomised into either a traditional case
management approach or an integrated approach. In the traditional case management model,
welfare eligibility and employment programme functions were performed by separate staff
members. In the integrated case management model, these two functions were performed by
the same staff member. At two years the two approaches generated almost exactly the same
earnings that were also close to the control group (integrated: Hedges’ g = 0.076, 95% CI:
0.018-0.133, traditional: Hedges’ g = 0.075, 95% CI: 0.018-0.132. At five years, the
approaches did not have a statistically significant effect on employment, and neither did they
differ (integrated: risk ratio = 1.022, 95% CI: 0.999-1.045, traditional: risk ratio = 1.012, 95%
CI: 0.989-1.035.

Publication bias

Figures 7-10 are funnel plots showing for each of the four outcomes the relation between each
study’s effect size and its standard error. In the absence of publication bias the studies will be
distributed symmetrically about the combined effect size. By contrast, in the presence of bias,
the bottom of the plot would tend to show a higher concentration of studies on one side of the
mean than the other. This would reflect the fact that smaller studies (which appear toward the
bottom) are more likely to be published if they have larger than average effects, which makes
them more likely to meet the criterion for statistical significance. We have used a “trim and
fill” function which builds on the key idea behind the funnel plot; that in the absence of bias
the plot would be symmetric about the summary effect. If there are more small studies on the
right than on the left, the concern is that studies may be missing from the left. The trim and
fill procedure imputes these missing studies, adds them to the analysis, and then re-computes
the summary effect size. Figures 7-10 indicates that there is some asymmetry in the plots for
employment, earnings, and welfare payments, but not for welfare proportion.

Exploratory moderator analyses

Because the results were heterogeneous, we attempted to explore this heterogeneity using
moderator analyses. Note that by doing this, randomisation is lost, and, hence, the following
are quasi-experimental results. Also note that they are exploratory hypothesis-generating
analyses. They are not theory-driven, hypothesis-testing analyses.

Data on a number of variables were collected, but not used as possible moderators. Country
where the study was conducted was e.g. not used because all but two studies came from the
USA. For the same reason, publication type was not used because the majority of citations
were reports. Publication year was not used because we used the year when the data collection
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started. Design was not used, since all studies used RCT. Some potentially interesting
variables were not used because of a large number of missing values (number of children, age
of youngest child, previous work experience, previous welfare history, extent of work
experience). Finally we did not use data on funding and implementing agents. Studies were
mostly funded and implemented by federal and state authorities.

Continuous moderators

Table 7 provides descriptive data on continuous moderators. Table 8 shows the zero-order,
non-parametric Spearman correlations among moderators.

Tables 9 through 12 show the results of meta-regressions using the continuous moderators. As
indicated above, one moderator was entered into these regressions at a time; thus, these are
bivariate (not multivariate) regressions that do not control for influences of other moderators.

Table 9 shows for instance that if, for example, the mean age in a study is raised by one year,
the proportion becoming employed is expected to be 0.8 percentage points higher (slope:
0.00829). In the following we list the regressions where the 95 percent confidence interval for
the regression slope does not cross the point of no effect. An asterisk is also listed at the end
of these variable names in the tables. All in all, there were 48 such comparisons. We also note
the deviations from this pattern in the sensitivity analyses using imputation of the mean for
missing data.

Employment (Table 9)
» Positive associations: mean age, percent other ethnic group, duration of intervention,
and regional unemployment.
* Negative associations: proportion of Whites, proportion of Blacks, and percent
sanctioned
* In the sensitivity analysis, proportion of Hispanics also showed a positive association.

Earnings (Table 10)
» Positive association: proportion of Blacks
* Negative associations: year when data collection started, proportion of Whites,
proportion of Hispanics, and proportion with a general educational diploma or high-
school degree.
* In the sensitivity analysis, proportion sanctioned showed a negative association. We
also failed to reproduce the negative association with GED.

Welfare payments (Table 11)
* Negative associations: proportion of males, proportion of Whites
* In the sensitivity analysis, duration of intervention showed a positive association.

Welfare proportion (Table 12)

* Negative associations: mean age, proportion of males, proportion of Hispanics,
proportion of other ethnic group, duration of intervention, proportion sanctioned,
regional unemployment, and number of intervention elements.

* In the sensitivity analysis, we also found a positive association with proportion of
Blacks, and a negative association with proportion of Whites.
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The proportion of males, proportion of Whites, and percent sanctioned have negative slopes
for all outcomes, but these slopes are not always statistically significant. These findings
indicate (but only very weakly) that the programmes might have been more effective for
women, and for non-Whites, and that programmes with less sanctioning have been more
effective. For the other variables, the direction of the slope varies. The sensitivity analyses
found five additional significant slopes (11%), while one significant slope (2%) in the main
analysis was not significant in the sensitivity analysis.

For all regressions, the residual Q was significant at p =.00000. This indicates that any single
moderator explains only a very small part of the variability in effect magnitudes.

Categorical moderators

Tables 13 through 20 show the effects of categorical moderators on employment, earnings,
welfare payments, and welfare proportion. An asterisk is listed at the end of the variable name
if the between-group heterogeneity p-value is below 0.05. These are interpreted as statistically
significant differences among the categories of moderators.

Design qualities:

Table 13 shows the separate risk ratios for each level of the design quality variables regarding
effect on employment. The number (k) of outcomes contributing to each level is shown first.
For example: we coded 12 outcomes as “Met” on random allocation. The separate meta-
analysis for these outcomes showed a risk ratio of 1.064 with a 95 percent confidence interval
from 1.016 to 1.115. This risk ratio was significantly different from zero (p = .008). The
Quithin groups Was 53.9 and the I-squared was 79.6. The Qpetween groups Was 26, which shows that
this meta-analytic analogue of ANOVA is significant. In other words, the effect magnitude
varies over the different quality ratings of random allocation. Specifically, studies coded as
“Not Met” have smaller risk ratios than studies coded as “Met” and “Unclear”.

Tables 15, 17, and 19 do the same as Table 13 for the effects of design characteristics on
earnings, welfare payments and welfare proportion.

Overall, these analyses show that “Not Met” and “Unclear” are associated with very high or
very low effect magnitudes. High-quality reporting (Met) is associated with larger effect
magnitudes in 54% (13/24) of the comparisons. The “Unclear” category had strongest effects
in 21% of the comparisons (5/24), and the “Not Met” category had strongest effect sizes in
25% (6/24) of the comparisons.

A coding of “Met” on allocation concealment is always associated with the largest effect
magnitude (although the difference was not always statistically significant).

Other categorical moderators:
Tables 14, 16, 18, and 20 show estimated effects of the other categorical variables on
employment, earnings, welfare payments and welfare proportion.

Other consistent findings:
* Voluntary programmes show larger effects than mandatory programmes, but
differences are not statistically significant.
* Programmes with work experience show larger effects than the ones without work
experience (again differences are not always significant).
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* Programmes with job search show larger effects than programmes without job
search.20

We note once more that these associations are not of a causal nature and should be taken only
as exploratory analyses.

Discussion

A major finding of this review is that randomised effect evaluations of welfare-to-work
programmes come almost exclusively from the USA. Why is this so? In the USA, having a
randomly allocated control group has sometimes been a condition for receiving money to
evaluate a programme. But randomisation has also sometimes been a condition for receiving
federal waivers that allow proposed programmes to go forward. The latter has probably been
more important in stimulating the use of random assignment in the United States than the
former.

In Europe, randomisation is often regarded as unethical, because the control group is denied a
possibly beneficial intervention. In the United States this is not looked upon as a problem. In
fact, they argue, whenever only some of the welfare recipients can receive a programme,
random allocation is the fairest way of sharing these scarce resources. It has also been claimed
that not using the best design is unethical because if not, one will never learn whether the
intervention works, is ineffective or harmful. “Possibly beneficial” interventions are not
necessarily beneficial and may, in fact, be harmful; and we will not know whether something
is beneficial or harmful until we do randomised controlled trials.

How reliable are the outcome data? The programmes mainly used administrative data from
state and county registers. A few also used client surveys. Each data source has strengths and
limits. Whereas administrative data are relatively free from recall and expectancy biases, they
will miss information on some events, e. g. employment in jobs that are not reported to the
authorities. We can see no reason why this would affect intervention and control groups
differently, but there may be some bias due to differential employment rates and differential
attrition.

How reliable are the study quality ratings? Study quality is not the same as the quality of
reporting. For instance, we have reason to believe that all the evaluations conducted by
MDRC used a proper method for generating the random allocation sequence. But since this
was often not explicitly reported, we had to code the studies as “Unclear”.

How strong and robust are the effects? The evaluations have clearly shown that the
programmes can increase the probability of becoming employed, increase earnings, and
reduce welfare payments. The results are not so clear about a reduction of the proportion of
participants on welfare. However, no meta-analysis significantly favoured the control group.
This was true even for welfare proportion. For every follow-up time and all of the four main
outcomes, either the intervention group did significantly better than the control group, or there
was no statistically significant difference between the groups (Figures 3 through 6).

For welfare recipients, the programmes only have a net effect if it can raise their total income.
This occurs only if the increase in earnings is greater than the reductions in welfare payment.
Cost-benefit analysis is not part of the present review though.

Some readers of the welfare-to-work literature may be unfamiliar with the reporting of results
as effect sizes. They are used to having results presented in their original metrics (such as
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dollars for earnings and percent for employment). We have attached all the collected data (as
Microsoft Excel files) in Appendix C. For each study and outcome the proportion employed
or on welfare is listed, and the dollar amounts in 2005 equivalents are used for continuous
measures. We invite readers to examine these data.

Can these results be generalised to the rest of the world (e. g. Europe)? The results cannot be
generalised because European countries have welfare systems that are very different from the
American system. In many European countries, everyone typically have access to welfare if
they are outside the labour market. In Norway, the workfare programme has lead to about 23
percent becoming employed (Lodemel et al. 2004) compared to about 60 percent in the US
studies reviewed here. The only way to measure the effect of workfare under the European
welfare model is to do randomised controlled evaluations.

The two Canadian programmes (SSP and SSP+) seem to perform somewhat better than the
US programmes according to a ranking of effect sizes. On a list of 54 employment outcomes,
SSP+ places second and SSP places fourth. On a list of 44 welfare payment outcomes, SSP+
is the “winner”, while SSP is at place 19. Finally, on a list of 36 welfare proportion outcomes,
SSP places second. Again, these are only quasi-experimental comparisons.

Are mandatory programmes more effective than voluntary ones? To our knowledge, no
welfare-to-work programme has randomised welfare recipients to either a mandatory
condition or a voluntary one (and this is may not be feasible), so this question is still largely
unanswered. Also, the operational differences between voluntary and mandatory approaches
are often cloudy, rather than representing a clear dichotomy (Gueron, Pauly, & Lougy 1991).
However, we have classified each programme as either mandatory or voluntary and
performed separate analyses for the two subgroups. The exploratory analyses showed that the
voluntary programmes have larger effect sizes, but these differences are not statistically
significant and this is only indirect evidence that they are more effective than the mandatory
ones.

Missing outcomes: We were interested in whether the programmes would affect quality of
life, social skills and self-confidence of the participants, and whether the programmes would
have any adverse effects on the participants. These outcomes were lacking in most of the
included studies.

Reviewers’ conclusions

Work programmes for welfare recipients in the USA have had a small but consistently
positive effect on employment, earnings, and welfare payments during the first six years
after the intervention. The effects on welfare proportion are close to zero. Because
evaluations from outside North America lack randomised controls, no conclusions can
be drawn about how such interventions might work under other kinds of welfare
systems and in other countries.

Implications for practice

US policy makers should weigh the cost of putting 33 welfare recipients through a work
programme against the anticipated benefit of employment for one more person (i.e.,
employment of 20/33 people instead of 19/33). They should also consider the benefit of
putting 27 welfare recipients through a programme against the anticipated benefit of
reducing the percent on welfare from 19/27 to 18/27. (The cost of enrolling a welfare
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recipient in a programme should be weighed against a predicted raise in earnings of
approximately 25 % and a predicted reduction in welfare payments of approximately 14
%.

Only two studies have been evaluated in Canada, but the results are somewhat more
promising in this country than in the USA.

We do not think this review should have any implications for practice in other countries.

Implications for research

Policy makers and research funders should allocate resources to conducting randomised
controlled trials in countries outside of the USA. When reporting results from
randomised trials, authors should report both mean values and standard deviations for
continuous outcomes. At the very least, exact p-values should be reported. We welcome
studies in which randomised trials are accompanied by qualitative evaluations. Without
the latter, systematic reviews can only inform society about what works, not why or
how.

Plans for updating the review

Searches will be performed every two years after publication of the full review.

Results of searches will be published and classified either as (1) search performed [date]
but no new studies found, (2) minor update: new studies found, but conclusions are
unchanged, or (3) major update: new studies found and consumers who read the
previous version are advised to read the whole update. Future versions of the review
will, hopefully, be able to synthesise results from randomised trials and qualitative
evaluations.
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Table 3. Variables (n = 41) with disagreement

(There were 605 possible disagreements. The remaining 14 variables had perfect agreement)

Variable Number (percent)

Aims of the program 6 (11)

Proportion of participants actually having work 6

Random generation 509

Allocation concealment 5

Attrition bias

Mean age

Sample size in intervention group 1

Sample size in control group

Year when data collection ended

(6]

Description of education

Employment- or education-focused intervention

Unemployment rate in the area

Previous welfare history

Number of children

Proportion sanctioned

Participation in work experience for control group

Did they report control of initial differences

Performance bias

Detection bias

(C)]

Intention to treat

Age of youngest child

Control for gender?

Types of outcome

Control for education?

Proportion “other ethnicity”

Sample size in intervention group number 2

Private or public implementing agent

Proportion of Caucasians

Control for age?

2

Description of age

Proportion of males

Proportion of African Americans

Previous work experience

Job-search first or varied first activity

Duration of intervention

Extent of work experience (e.g. number of hours per

Private or public funding agent

Sample size in control group number 2

Adverse effects

5
5
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
Year when data collection started 2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Total number (percent) of disagreements 07 (18)
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Table 4. Quality coding of the included programmes (58 sites)

Quality Indicators'* Met Unclear Not met

% N | % N % N
Random generation of allocation |19 11 |78 45 |3 2
Allocation concealment 28 16 |72 42 |0 0
Prevention of performance bias 36 21 |47 27 |17 10
Prevention of detection bias 84 49 |16 910 0
Prevention of attrition bias 59 34 |31 18 |10 6
Intention-to-treat 50 29 |48 28 |2 1

" The quality indicators are explained in the protocol.
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Table 5. Description of interventions by endpoint (n = 73)

Variable

Intervention focus | Employment-focused | Education-focused | Other Unclear
n= 46 (63%) n =16 (22%) n=912%) n=2 (3%)
First activity Job search first Varied first Other Unclear
n =24 (33%) activity n =20 n =26 (36%) n =3 (4%)
(27%)

Proportion
sanctioned

0.169 (SD: 0.113)
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Table 6. Type and reporting of outcomes by endpoint (n = 73)

Variable
Type of Data from Administrative | Report by | Self- Administrative | Unclear
outcome state and records and social report n = |records + n=2(3%)
county self-report n = | worker 19 (26%) |report by
administrative | 22 (30%) and self- social worker
records report n = + self-report n
n =46 (63%) 9 (12%) =8 (11%)
Reporting |38 not 2 reporting
of adverse |reporting (5%)
outcomes | (95%)
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Table 7. Descriptive data on all recorded continuous moderators

Moderator Mean Sd Range
Mean age 31.3 2.97 18-39
Year when data 1989 5.99 1967 - 1996
collection started

Percent males 11.3 16.0 0-100
Percent Whites 39.2 23.9 0-98
Percent Blacks 42.3 26.3 0-96
Percent Hispanics 17.4 18.9 0-77.6
Percent other group 7.1 12.2 0-88
Percent regional 6.7 1.89 2.8-13.3
unemployment

Percent sanctioned 16.9 11.3 0.7-39.1
Proportion with GED 43.3 19.1 5.7-84
Duration of 25.8 11.4 3- 60
intervention (months)
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Figure 1: Selection process of eligible randomised controlled trials

from all identified citations

Identified citations (n = 8,149)

Citations excluded as clearly

\ 4

not relevant based on titles and
abstracts (n = 7,845)

Potentially relevant citations retrieved in
fulltext (n = 304)

\ 4

Citations excluded as clearly not relevant
based on fulltext reports (n = 191)

Citations studied in detail assessed for
inclusion criteria (n = 113)

> Citations excluded with descriptions (n = 45)

v

Included in first version of
review (N = 68)

Included citations (n = 102)

Not work experience (n = 21)
Not randomised study (n = 23)

Several reasons (n = 1) (Non-randomised trial, effect of
increasing participation requirement. Not effect of work experience.)

Citations included after external review
process (n = 34)
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Figure 2. Year when data collection started (n = 58 intervention

sites)
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Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Log risk ratio

0,00
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Log risk ratio

Figure 7. Employment publication bias.

Funnel plot of log risk ratio against its standard error. Open circles signify the actual studies.
Closed circles are virtual imputed studies that would be expected if there were no publication
bias present in the data.
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Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Hedges's g

0,00

0,05 |
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0,15
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-2,0 -1,5 -1,0 1,0 1,5 2,0

Hedges's g

Figure 8. Earnings publication bias.
Funnel plot of Hedges’ g against its standard error. Open circles signify the actual studies.

Closed circles are virtual imputed studies that would be expected if there were no publication
bias present in the data.
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Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Hedges's g
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Figure 9. Welfare payments publication bias.
Funnel plot of Hedges’ g against its standard error. Open circles signify the actual studies.

Closed circles are virtual imputed studies that would be expected if there were no publication
bias present in the data.
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Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Log risk ratio

0,0
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-2,0 -1,5 1,0 1,5 2,0

Log risk ratio

Figure 10. Welfare proportion publication bias.
Funnel plot of the log risk ratio against its standard error. Open circles signify the actual

studies. Closed circles are virtual imputed studies that would be expected if there were no
publication bias present in the data.
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Appendix A: Details of the search strategy

The following is the search strategy that we used to search Sociological Abstracts:
Social Security/

Social Welfare/

Social Support/

Benefits/

Welfare Services/

Welfare Recipients/

Financial Support/

(social adj1 assistance$).tw.
(social adj1 securit$).tw.

10 (social adj1 welfare).tw.

11 (social adj1 allowanceS$).tw.

12 (insurance$ adjl benefit$).tw.

13 (social adj1 benefit$).tw.

14 (welfare adj1 benefit$).tw.

15 (welfare adj1 payment$).tw.

16 (welfare adj1 recipient$).tw.

17 (welfare adj1 support$).tw.

18 (economic adjl support$).tw.

19 (public adj1 assistance$).tw.

20 (public adj1 support$).tw.

21 (financial adj1 support$).tw.

22 (welfare adj1 service$).tw.

23 (direct$ adjl payment$).tw.

24 TANF.tw.

25 AFDC.tw.

26 temporary assistance to needy families.tw.
27 aid to families with dependent children.tw.
28 eitc.tw.

29 earned income tax credit.tw.

30 food stamps.tw.

31 (general adj1 assistance).tw.

32 (cash adj1 assistance).tw.

33 (income adj1 assistance).tw.

34 wic.tw.

35 (special supplemental food program for women infants and children).tw.
36 or/1-35

37 Vocational Rehabilitation/

38 Workfare/

39 Employee Assistance Programs/
40 Job Training/

41 Employability/

42 (vocation$ adjl rehab$).tw.

43 (occupation$ adj1 rehab$).tw.

44 employability.tw.

45 (subsidi?ed adj1 employment).tw.
46 (employ$ adj1 incentive$).tw.

47 (employ$ adj1 program$).tw.

O 0NN AW =
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48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97

(employ$ adjl scheme$).tw.
(employ$ adj1 training).tw.
(support$ adjl employ$).tw.
(employ$ adj1 rehab$).tw.

(target$ adj1 employ$).tw.
(subsidi?ed adj1 job$).tw.

(job$ adj1 incentive$).tw.

(job$ adj1 programs$).tw.

(job$ adj1 scheme$).tw.

(job$ adj1 training).tw.

(job$ adjl creation$).tw.

(support$ adj1 job$).tw.

(job$ adj1 rehab$).tw.

(job$ adj1 search$).tw.

(job$ adj1 applicat$).tw.
(subsidi?ed adj1 work).tw.

(workS$ adj1 incentive$).tw.

(work adj1 programs$).tw.

(work adj1 scheme$).tw.

(work adj1 training).tw.

(support$ adjl work$).tw.

(work$ adj1 rehab$).tw.

(work adj1 approach$).tw.

(work$ adj1 relief).tw.

(training adj1 program$).tw.
human capital development.tw.
hed.tw.

WIN.tw.

JOBS.tw.

(job opportunity and basic skills program).tw.
(employment adj1 initiative$).tw.
(employment adj1 experience$).tw.
(employment adjl experiment$).tw.
(workS$ adj1 initiative$).tw.

(work$ adj1 experience$).tw.
(work$ adj1 experiment$).tw.
(GAIN adj1 program$).tw.
(independence$ adjl program$).tw.
(independence$ adj1 demonstration$).tw.
FTP.tw.

family transition programs$.tw.
FIP.tw.

family investment programs$.tw.
(welfare adj1 restructuring).tw.
(welfare adj1 reform).tw.

(ABC adj1 program$).tw.

(better chance adjl independence program$).tw.
or/37-94

36 and 95

welfare to work.tw.

112



98 workfareS.tw.
99 0r/96-98
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Appendix B: Inclusion form and data extraction form

NB: IF NOT OBVIOUS, INDICATE WHERE YOU FOUND THE DATA (PAGE, TABLE NO, ETC.)

ASSESSMENT AND DATA EXTRACTION
FOR RANDOMISED STUDIES (April 3, 2006)

RefMan ID of this report:

SRS ID of this report:

Reviewer (three letters): Date of completing form:

PUBLICATION/STUDY

(1 study can have several publications and 1 publication can report results from several studies)

Study identifier: (study name, site) (e.g. GAIN, Miami)

Publication type:
report [ |1 journal article[ ]2 book[ |3 book chapter [ |4 dissertation[ ]5 conference [ ]6
other [_]7

Publication year: |:| |:| |:| |:|

First year of data collection: I:“:“:“:' Last year of data collection: I:“:“:'
[]

Country or countries of where study was conducted:

TYPE OF DESIGN (use flow chart)
Randomised controlled trial [ 1
Cluster randomised trial [ ]2

Quasi randomised trial K]

TRIAL QUALITY

Random generation of allocation

Met I:' 1 (Resulting sequences are unpredictable (explicitly stated use of either computer-generated random numbers, table of
random numbers, drawing lots or envelopes, coin tossing, shuffling cards, or throwing dice)).

Unclear |:|2 (Vague statement that the study was randomised but not describing the generation of the allocation sequence.)
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Not met |:|3 (Explicit statement that the study was not randomised OR explicit description of inadequate generation of
sequence, e. g. (e.g., using case record numbers, alternation, date of admission, date of birth).

Allocation concealment

Met |:| 1 (Participants and investigators cannot foresee assignment, e.g. central randomisation performed at site remote
from trial location, sequentially numbered, sealed, opaque envelopes).

Unclear |:|2 (Vague statement that the study was randomised but not describing the concealment of the allocation sequence.)

Not met |:|3 (Explicit statement that allocation was not concealed OR statement indicating that participants or investigators
can foresee upcoming assignment (e. g., open allocation schedule, unsealed or non-opaque envelopes)).

Performance bias
Met I:' 1 (Interventions other than the present one avoided or used similarly across comparison groups.)

Unclear |:|2 (Use of interventions other than welfare-to-work programmes not reported and cannot be verified by contacting
the investigators.)

Not Met |:|3 (Dissimilar use of interventions other than welfare-to-work programmes across comparison groups, i. e.
differences in the care provided to the participants in the comparison groups other than the intervention under investigation.)

Detection bias

Met I:' 1 (Assessor unaware of the assigned treatment when collecting outcome measures. Score as met if outcome is
questionnaire data or register data.)

Unclear |:|2 (Blinding of assessor not reported and cannot be verified by contacting investigators.)

Not met |:|3 (Assessor aware of the assigned treatment when collecting outcome measures.)

Attrition bias

Met I:' 1 (Losses to follow up less than or equal to 20% and equally distributed between comparison groups (proportion of total
loss to follow-up equal to or less than 60% in group with the highest loss to follow-up).

Unclear |:|2 (Losses to follow up not reported.)

Not met |:|3 (Losses to follow up greater than 20% or not equally distributed between comparison groups.

Intention-to-treat
Met I:' 1 (Intention to treat analysis performed or possible with data provided.)

Unclear |:|2 (Intention to treat not reported, and could not be undertaken by contacting the investigators.)
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Not met |:|3 (Intention to treat analyses not done and not possible for reviewers to calculate independently.)

PARTICIP ANTS (Use data for total group. If not reported, use data for intervention group).

Age Data

Age not reported |

If data are only reported for
subgroups, use the Excel files
“combine two groups” or “combine
three groups”

Total
group
Mean age
St. dev.
Median age

Description of age data:

Gender

Gender not reported [

Percent males total group

Ethnicity

Ethnicity not reported D

Percent Whites (Caucasians)

Percent African Americans.............

........ I:“:' (round to nearest whole percent)

Total group

........... (round to nearest whole percent)

I:”:I (round to nearest whole percent)

Percent HiSpanics cceecececcccccces I:”:I (round to nearest whole percent)
Other, specify..ccceececcscccsse I:“:' (round to nearest whole percent)

Education Level Data

Education not reported [ ]

Total
group

Percent with GED
or High school
diploma

Mean number of
years of education

St. dev.

Median number of
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Total
group

years of education

Describe education data:

Number of children I:',I:'

Percent

Unemployment rate in the area: I:”:' Go to
http://data.bls.gov/PDQ/outside.jsp?survey=la

and search the county, city or state. Use average unemployment
for the study years.

INTERVENTION

Table/figure/page where interventions are
described

Short description of
intervention:

Employment focused or education focused (mark one)

Employment-focused [ ] 1 Education-focused [ ] 2 Other[ |3 Unclear [ ]
4

Job search first or varied first activity (mark one)

Job search first[ ] 1 Varied first activity [ 12 Other[ ]3 Unclear[ |4
Enforcement

Mandatory [ ] 1 Voluntary [_] 2 Unclear [ | 3

Components of intervention (mark all that apply)

Work experience || job search assistance [ |  job club [_]
Time limits [_] financial incentives [ | child care assistance [_]
Transportation assistance [_] education [_]
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Other
(describe)

Duration of intervention (period when intervention and comparison groups face

different conditions)

Participation

In any activity:

In job clubs:

In job search:

In education and training:
In work experience:

In vocational training:

Percent

1

»

EmnEEN
mas
mininininin

_

Proportion sanctioned: I:“:' (round to nearest whole percent)

Short description of comparison group:

Not reported |:|

OUTCOME

Table/figure and page where results are

reported

Sample Size at baseline

Number in intervention group 1
Number in intervention group 2
Number in intervention group 3
Number in control group 1
Number in control group 2

Number in control group 3
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Type of outcome:
Register data[ |1  Report by social worker [_]2 Self-report [_]3

Reporting of adverse outcomes? Yes [ |1 No [ ]0

Description of adverse outcomes:
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