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FOREWORD

For nearly ten years therz has been debate and controversy over
the effects of extending cash assistance to the 'working poor'" --
intact families with children headed by able-bodied, non-aged males who
are currently ineligible for most public assistance programs, Central
to this detate has been the question of the laber supply response of such
families. Would tne receipt of assistance payments cause them to work
less or, in some cases, quit work altogether? Clearly, any substantial
reducticns in labor supply would not only incrcase the cost of assistance
to the working poor, but would also tend to undermine the anti-poverty
objectives of assistance by weakening labor market ties and reducing earned
income.

It was primarily to address this question that the Office of Economic
Opportunity initiatcd the Graduated Work Incentive Experiment in 1967.
This study was a carefully controlled, scientific field test of the effects
on recipient families of eight different 'negative income tax'" or tenefit
formulas. A unegative income tax plan can be characterized by a '"basic
benefit," the amount paid to a family that has no other source of income,
and an "implicit tax rate,'" the rate at which benefits are reduced as
family income rises. The present cash welfare system and many non-cash
assistance programs-~-e.g., food stamps and public housing--have the
general benefit structure of a negative income tax; but they also

include administrative cestrictions and eligibility requirements which
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are not necessarily present in a general negative income tax plan,

The experimental plans included a broad range of levels of both basic
benefits (ranging from 50 percent to 125 percent of the poverty line)
and implicit tax rates (ranging from 30 percent to 70 percent).

Over 1,350 randomly selected low-income families in five New Jersey
and Pennsylvania cities were enrolled in the experimental plans and a
control group. The control group received no transfer payments; they
were included to allow comparisons which would isolate the effgcts of the
various payment blans. Each family remained in the experiment for three
years, Intensive interviews were conducted every three months to measure
a variety of family attributes, including labor supply and other behavioral
responses, The first comprehensive analysis of this wealth of data has
now been completed by the Institute for Research on Poverty of the
University of Wisconsin and Math~matica, Inc., who conducted the study.
This report summa: zes the major findings of that analysis for the 693
husband-wife families wh. were present throughout the experiment.

The analyses rensr-ed here, like the experiment itself, are complex
and multi-faceted. A -side variety of response measures were analyzed
for a number of different groups of participants, For example, in the
area of labor supply alore, four basic response variables were analyzed
for husbands, wives, 2uad the family as a whole, within each of three major

ethnic groups. Moriover, the analytical models employed highly sophisti-
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cated statistical techniques. Inevitably, the specific quantitative
esttmétes of labor supply vary somewhat from one response measure

to another, from one group of participants to another, and from one
analytical model to another. The analysis of these data is an on-

going process; further work is already underway at the Poverty Institute
and it is our nope that other researchers will take full advantage of
this unique data base. It 1s also our hope that the completed analyses,
available in the form of a large set of detailed Technical Papers, will
be carefully and critically scrutinized by other scholars, and we are
taking steps to facilitate such a review.

Despite the complexity of the analyses and the diversity of the
results, the broad outlines of the central labor supply results, and
their importance for public policy, are now apparent. It seems unlikely
that further research on this data base will significantly alter the
general characteristics of these results although some caveats are
discusseu relow.

The ruwst striking feature of the findings is that the observed
changes in labor supply in response tc the experimental payments were
generally quite small. For most groups of participants, the various
measures of labo~ supply showed reductions relative to the control group
of less than 10 percent; many of the differentials were much smaller,
and often were not statistically different from zero. Indeed, for

black families statistically significant reductions in labor supply
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were virtually never found, and in a number of cases a statistically
significant increase in work effort wes observed. Only for wives were
large percentage reductions in labor supply observed with any consistency
and, again, these responses were largely confined to non-blacks. Even
these responses were quite small in absolute terms; they were large only
relative to the initiclly small amounts of labor supplied by wives.
Because the labor supply of wives was small even in the absence of
assistance, and because the vast majority of husbands in the e*periment
were employed, these reductions in wives' labor supply had only small
effects on overall family labor supply and earnings. It is worth noting
that over the course of the experiment, correcting for inflation, the
average payment to continuous families actually declined.

It is also worth noting the form taken by those labor supply reduc-
tions which were observed, especially for husbands. It seems clear that
these reductions were not the consequence of a small number of partici-
pants withdrawing from the labor force entirely to live on assistance
payments. Approximately 95 percent of all husbands, in both the treat-
ment and control groups, were in the labor force during any survey week
throughout the experiment. There was no significant reduction in either
labor force participation or employment rates for either white or black
husbandg, although whites did reduce slightly the number of hours worked
per week. Only for Spanish-speeking husbands was there a statistically

significant reduction in labor force participation, and it was small. The




overall reduction in labor supply among the Spanish-speaking was largely

accounted for by somewhat higher unemployment rates among those in the
labor force.

A large number of behavioral responses to the experimental negacive
t~x plans outside the labor supply area have also been analyzed. These
are not discussed in detail in this report, although abstracts of the
Téchnical Papers dealing with these topics are presented in an appendix.
In general, few significant responses were found in these other areas.
Cash assistance at the levels involved in this study do not appear to
have a systematic effect on the recipients' health, self-esteem, social
integration, or perceived quality of life, among many other variables.
Nor does it appear to adversely affect family composition, marital
stability, or fertility rates. Perhaps these findings are not surprising,
in view of the relatively modest umounts of the experimental benefits,
Monthly payments averaged about $100 across all plans. Even in a plan
with a basic benefit equal to the poverty line, average monthly benefits
were only $125. This is because earnings of families in the experiment
averaged about $450 per month. What we can say with certainty is that
these benefits represented a net increase in family income, allowing
these families greater command over material goods and services, and
enhancing their economic well-beiag. The anti-poverty effectiveness of
.1e payments was not seriously vitiated by offsetting reductions in

earnings due to reduced work effort,
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There are a number of caveats and qualifications which must be
observed in assessing the results of this study, and a good deal of
further research can be profitably pursued with these data. The
temporary nature of the experiment may have had some effect on the .
responses observed that is different than one would expect under a per=~
manent national program. Moreover, as with any study of a panel of
families over time, there are problems of missing data and droP-outs.

In addition, the existence of relatively generous AFDC-UP and General
Assistance programs in the experimental sites greatly complicates the
interpretation of the results. These and other problems of analysis
and interpretation have been investigated in some detail by researchers
at the Institute for Research on Poverty, and are the subject of con-
tinuing research. Their resoliation will undoubtedly affect many of
the specific findings of the study; however, the Poverty Institute's
investigations suggest that the overall results of the study are valid.

Thus, they would appear to have importent implications for public
policy. They clearly indicate that a negative tax type plan with a
basic benefit as high as the official poverty line will not trigger large- -
scale reductions in work effort among male heads of families. Indeed,
there is no evidence rere that even a smali proportion of male heads
would drop out of the labor force completely in response to such a plan;

small labor supply reductiors are likely to be evenly spread over large
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numbers of workers. Without a mandatory work requirement the male
heads of families maintained high ievais of labor force participation

under all of the experimental plans.

It does seem likely, on the basis of these results, that a national
income-conditioned cash assistance plan would result in a rather sub-
stantial (percentage) reduction in the labor supply of the 15~20 percent
of low-income wives who are employed. Whether this is viewed as an undesir-
able outcome depends on one's social values. On the one hand, it is
true that a second paycheck can be the route out of poverty for many
low-income families. On the other hand, there may be important costs
to low-income families, their children, and society as a whole, when
these women work outsidelthe home due to economic necessity. In any event,
the incomne security provided by such income supplementation enhances the
freedom of individual women to choose their own balance between work
inside or oitside the home.

Even the smzll increases in unemployment rates among some male heads
observed in the experiment are not an unambiguously undesirable outcome.
There is some evidence that, especially for younger woraners, these
reflect longer periods of search between jobs, resulting in better jobs
and higher wage rates. Thus, these supply responses should not be
viewed as negatively as we would unemployment caused by insufficient
demand.

Since benefits depenc on family earnings and income, the cost of

any given plan will be sensitive to family labor supply responses, and
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particularly, earnings. Total earnings of these families tend to be
dominated by those of the head, since wives tend to work few hours at

low wages. Thus, the experimental results ind;cate that only small changes
in family earnings, with only minor cost implications, should be expected
in response to a negative income tax type plan. Offsetting these would be
the potential for substantially reducing income poverty, increasing the
command of the poor over material goods and services, and enhancing their

freedom to choose among economic options.

d//xf/u f ///w«/(

William A, Morrill
Assistant Secretary for

Planning and Evaluation
DHEW
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I. The Experiment: Background & Choices

The Policy Debate in the Mid-1960s

In 1964, the President declared a War on Poverty. The goal--to
increase the well-being of low-income people-dictated that attention be
paid to a principal form of income for the poor, transfer payments, and
their obverse, tax payments. It was generally known that the poor paid
at least their proportional share of taxes and that government could help
the poor by relieving them of some portion of their positive taxes. iow-
ever, ways to lessen the tax burden for low-income persous were seen as
limited. State and local sales and property taxes and payroll taxes for
social insurance were widely regarded as regressive, but are not easily
modified to reduce their impact on the poor.

In the mid-1960s, one commission ana advisory group after ansther
produced recommendations for various income maintenance plans. In October,
1965, the Office of Economic Opportunity included in its submittal to the
Bureau of the Budget a negative income tax as the centerpiece of a cumpre-
hensive national anti-poverty plan. In 1967, the President of the United
States announced his intention to appoint a Commission on Income Maintenance
Programs.

Throughout debates on these policy alternatives ran one recurring
question: Would extension of cash assistance to the low-income '"working
poor" substantially reduce incentives to work? Both common sense and
economic theory suggested that people might work less if they were given

money. But how rach less?




The cost of any national transfer program would be very dependent on
how much less people would work, Existing estimates of the cost of such
a program varied anywhere from $3 or $4 billion to $75 billion as specifi-
cation of the income maintenance plans changed, and as estimates of the
amount people would alter their work behavior varied from almost not at
all to quitting work altogether.

Beginning with the Poor Law debates in England there has been a sub-
stantial literature on the question of work disincentives., Little empirical
.analysis existed, however, to test the validity of varying conclusions.
Advances in data gathering and statistical techniques over the past fifteen
years have made such analysis more feasible, but even so the data available
have suffered from two major defects: (1) they have not had as their major
focus the low-income members of the population, and a traditional argument
has been that the poor act in some way differently from the rest of society;
and (2) in the real world from which such data are drawn, few members of
the working poor receive income maintenance benefits. Thus, on the basis
of existing data, only indirect inferences could be made as to the effects
of such plans if they were to be adopted as national policy.

Then, in 1966, it was suggested that an experiment be carried out to
yield direct observations on this issue of whether, and how much, people
would reduce their work effort in response to cash transfers. This sug-
gestion was received favorably both inside and outside OE0 ior three main
reasons: (1) the government was searching for a cost-effective policy to
make low-income people "better off;" (2) academic economists were coming

to the realization that reliable estimates of labor-supply effects were




not forthcoming from static survey-type data; and (3) the social science
research community was developing increasing interest in the possibility

of extending experimentation into the area of social policy.

OEO officials were persuaded by these considerations to do a social

science experiment into the effects of income maintenance on incentives

to work (i.e., on labor supply). The questions then became: What kind

ot income maintenance program, and what kind of experiment?

The Nepative Income Tax

In 1967, as now, policy interest centered on transfer programs which
would restrict benefits to the low-income population, and would provide
the largest benefits to those femilies with the least income, That is,
it was agreed that transfers should be income-conditioned, The simplest
form of income conditioned transfer program is one in which a "basic
benefit" is provided for recipients with no other income, and benefits
are gradually reduced as the recipient's income rises. The rate at which
benefits are reduced as income rises may be termed the "implicit tax rate"
in the program. For example, in a program which reduced benefits by $.60
for each $1.00 of additional income, the implicit tax rate 1is 60%. At
scme point under such programs, the recipient's income reaches a 1evé1 at
. which benefits are reduced to zero by the implicit tax rate; this point

is known as the "breakeven level" of income, Individuals below the break-

even level receive program benefits; those above it do not.,




An example of an income-conditioned transfer program of this general
form, with a basic henefit of $3000 and an implicit tax rate of 50%, is
shown in the table below:

Transfer Payment

(Basic benefit minus
Implicit earnings times implicit Total Family

Family Earnings Tax Rate tax rate) Income
0 50% $3,000 $3,000

1 " 2,995 3,005

100 " 2,950 3,050
1,000 4 2,500 "3,500
2,000 " 2,000 4,000
3,000 " 1,500 4,500
6,000 " 0 6,000

As can be seen from this example, increases in earunings always make the
recipient family better off under such a program, because total family
income increases wlth earnings. As earnings, and total family income.
rise to the breakeven level ($6000 in this example) transfer payments are
smoothly reduced to zero.

This general form of income~conditioned transfer program has come to
be known as a ''megative income tax.'" Most of the existing public assis~
tance programs, including Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).
Supplementary Security Income (SSI), food stamps, public housing, and
others, have benefit structures of the negative income tax form. The
Family Assistance Plan (FAP), proposed by tine President in 1969, was also

a negative income tax; as revised in 1970, ‘AP would have provided a




basic benefit of $2400 (for a family of four) with an implicit tax rate
on earnings of 67%.

The negative income tax is thus a very generally applicable form of
income-conditioned transfer program. By varying the basic benefit and
implicit tax rate, any of a wide range of penefit structures can be
achieved. Because of its generality, it was the form selected for study
in 1967 when this experiment was being planned,

Although as noted above, a family is always better off by working
because total family income rises with earnings, the negative income tax
contains some potential, at least in theory, for reducing labor supply as
compared with a situation in which the family receives no assistance. This
is true for two reasons. First, the basic benefit raises the family's
spendable income, This may be expected to lead to consumption of more
goods and services, including leisure -- one 'purchases'" leisure by reducing
work hours, thereby foregoing income. In effect, the recipient may decide
tc use part of the transfer to replace income he previously obtained by
working. Second, the implicit tax rate has the effect of reducing the net
value of additional earnings to the recipient family. As seen in the
example, an additional $1.00 of earnings leads to an increase in total
family income of only $.50 if the implicit tax rate is 50%. This could
alsc have a tendency to reduce labor supply.

Some redur:tion in benefits as earnings rise is, ¢f course, unavoidable
in any income maintenance program which is intended to restrict benefits

to families below a specified income level. The question in 1967, as now,




was how rapidly benefits could be reduced (i.e., how high the implicit
tax rate could be set) without creating a serious work disincentive--or
if, indeed, any acceptable benefit reduction formula could be found.
Experimental analysis of alternative income-conditioned transfer plans
promised to provide reliable empirical estimates of both of these work

disincentive effects.

A Controlled Social Science Experiment

Any of three wajor kinds of field tests could have been chosen. The
first can best be described as a demonstration., This is simply a project
to show that a program can work. It contains no control group and often
has no systematic evaluation procedures. The second can be called a pilot.
It is a program that has been approved for adoption which is implemented
on a small scale to begin with, in order that lessons can be learned as
to how to implement it best, and how to avoid administrative errors. The
thira--which is the one chosen by OEO in 1967--is the controlled experiment.
Its purpose is to measure the behavioral response of a group or groups to
1 certain, carefully defined, "treatment.," Such an experiment involves
a systematic statistical design, and includes a "control" group that does
not receive the experimental treatment but is like the treatment group in
every other possible way, to allow cowparisons which enable analysts to
isolate affects which are due solely to the treatment,

In setting up the controlled experiment in negative income taxation,

three major issues had to be resolved: (1) From which population should




the sample be drawn? (2) Where should the experim~nt Lo located?
(3) What specific experimental treati.ents should be used?

(1) From which population shou.d the sample be drawn? In 1967,
the population group about which least wa2s known, and for wi:ich people
expected the greatest disincentive, was the so-called "working poor."
This group is composed primarily of intact families headed by non-aged,
able-bodied males with dependents. The working poor have historically
received almost no transfers from the American welfare system.‘;c From
both the experimental and policy points of view, they are the families
most likely to have observable changes in their labor supply in response
to cash transfers. It was decided, therefore, that although a major
part of the recipient population in any national transfer program would
be the traditionally eligible public assistance population--female-headed
families, the disabled, and other categorical groups--the most important
group to obtain information about first was that group about whose
potential withdrawal of labor least was known, and whose labor supply is

the largest. (It shouid be noted that, for the existing welfare popula-

tion in 1967, a negative income tax with implicit tax rates of less than

The only existing federally-funded cash uvransfer program for which
intact working poor families are eligible is the Unemployed Parent
segment of Ald to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC-UP)., To

be fuitially eligible for AFDC-UP benefits, a male family head must be
totally unemployed and have exhausted any unemployment compensation to
which he is entitled. The program therefore covers only a small pro-
portion of the working poor. Moreover, AFDC--UP programs have only been
adopted by about 30 States.




1007 would have increased werk incentives, because at that time welfare
recipients were subject to a 1007 implicit tax rate on net earnings.)

The alternative of trying to put together a sample that would repre-
sent a microcosm of the whole potentially eligible population was rejected
on the grounds that it would run the risk of lumping together such diverc~

groups that, within the limits of a reasonsble sample size and budget

limitaticn, the information gained would not be suificient to yield ruliable
results about any of the subgroups. It was assumed in the planning dis-
cussions in 1967 that the problem of representativeness would be solved

by a series of income maintenance experiments, each of waich would focus
on different subgroups of the potentially eligible pupulation. (Some of
these groups other than intact families are now being studied in other
experiments initiated subsequently.)

In addition to the restriction on t: e o7 famnily, the sample was also
restricted to the low-income groups in the population. To be eligible for
participation in either the treatment or com..1l greurs, a family had to
have an income of not more than 150 percent c: ¢ jcwerty line. 1In
1967, this cutoff level was approximately $5000 for a family of four. The
income cutoff was deliberately set above the poverty iLine itself, first
because some plausible negative income tax plans have bresk: 'a levels
above the poverty line, and second because theor; and commo: :nse both
indicate that response to an income-conditioted tr insfer prop:im may not
be restricted simply to those eligible at the :star% of th2 program, but

might also affect those above the breakeven level i iti .i\y whc seauce




thei~ earnings in order to qualify, or whose income sub.e uently
redv2d for reasons beyond their control.

{“% Where should the experiment be located? Here, aguin, a
decision was made to limit the type of family included~-~this uime,
geographically. Although there were some reasons to favor a dispsraed
national sample, this alternative was rejected primarily on operational
grounds. L.arge-scale social experimentation was a largely untried
methodology and there was real doubt as to whether an experimeut in-
volving a dispersed national sample could, in fact, be admir .. cered
satisfactorily. It wa: thus decided to restrict the experimont to one
geographical area.

Why New Jerscr end Pennsylvania? The urbaan industrial center cities
in general contained < significant enough proportion of the working poor
who would be newly eligible under a national transfer program to make
them a necessary category of interest, The Northeast was chosen as a
fairly restricted geographical area in which a large number cf the
residents were central city inhabitants., The State of New Jersey was
chosen in part because, at the time the site selection was being made,
New Jersey was viriually tie only major Northeastern industrial State
which had no AFDC-U? program--the principal welfare program ior which
intact families arc eligible, It was thus anticipated that the choice
of New Jersey would mirimize the danger of the results being confounded
by competing welfare alternatives. As it turned out, in January 1969,

the month in shich the second site was being activatec, New Jersey intro-




duced a generous . DC-UP propvam, and this advantage was lost. (The
impact of the existerce of the AFDC-UP alternative on the experimental
results is discussed i Sectior III below.)

It was not originaily antic.pated that experimental sites would be
selected in other states, Howzver, when it became clear that the
eligible population in the sit.s chosen in New Jersey did not contain
enough non-Spanish-speaking whites to enable the sample to maintain an
ethnic balance, it became nece:sary to look further for a population
of eligible whites, Tiis consideration led to the selection of Scranton,
Pennsylvania as an additional experimental site.

(3) What experimentai treatments should be used? As was explained
above, a negative income tax plan is composed of a basic benefit and
an implicit tax rate. A decision, therefore, had to be made as to what
magnitudes of these two plan parameters to use in the experiment. Policy
interest in 1967 centered around implicit tax rates in the neighborhood
of 50 percent, and basic benefits of around 75 percent of tue poverty
line, The experimental plans were therefore designed to bracket this
area of policy interest. It was alsc thought important to employ 2
‘ufficientl, broad range of plans to allow mcasurement of response to

ariation in the plan parameters. [Light negative income tax plans were
rinally chosen (combinations of three tax rates and four basic genefit

Levels), as follows:
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Basic Beneiit for Implicit

Basic Benefit a Family o. 7ecur Tax Rate

(Percent of poverty line) (Dollars in 1363) (Purcent)
1 50 $1650 30
11 50 . 1650 50
I1T 75 2475 30
v 75 - 2475 50
\Y 75 2475 70
VI 100 3300 50
VII 160 3300 ' 70
VIII 125 4125 50
Control Group 0 0 0

Basic benefits under each of these plans were adjusted for family size,
in proportion to the family size adjustments employed in the official
poverty line. In addition, over the course of the experiment, basic
benefits were adjusted annually for changes in the Consumer Price Index.
Eligible families were identified within a randomly selected sample of
residents of poverty aveas in the cities chosen as sites. This pool of
eligible families was then randomly assigned to the various plans and
the control group, in accordance with a statistical design which deter-
mined the number of families in each income stratum to be assigned to each

group.
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There were 1,216 families originaily enrclled in the experiment--
725 in the treatment groups and 491 in the control group. They were
enrolled sequentially in four sites, as follows:

August, 1968 --Trenton, New Jersey
January, 1969 --Paterson and Passaic, New Jersey
June, 1969 --Jersey City, New Jersey
September, 1969 --Scranton, Pennsylvania
In October, 1969, 141 additiona’l families in Trenton, Paterson, and
Passaic were added to the control group.

The operation of the experiment luated for three years in each site.
During the three-year period, the famlfiies in the trezatment groups and
the contrnl group were administered an hour-long interview every three
months. In addition evervy four wecks zach family in the treatment
groups filled out a I:.ome Report Form on the basis of which the payments
for the families were calculated. Fayments were recalculated every four
weeks, and the family received the indicated amount in bi-weekly checks.
Paymeuts averaged about $23 per week across all plans, with weekly
averages of $5 in tha least generous plan and about $50 in the most

generous, In comparison, weekly family earnings averaged about $115,

(The allocation of families among plans and the control group, average
payment levels, and average values of various measures of labor supply
are presented 1in Appendix A.)

The operational phase of the experiment was completed late in 1972.

Over the past year intensive efforts have heen devotred to data preparation
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and editing, and estimation of analytical models. A number of

separate studies have now been completed, and are available at reproduc-
tion cost from the Institute for Research on Poverty, at the University
of Wisconsin. (A listing of these Technical Papers is provided as
Appendix B.) The following section of this Report summarizes the major
findings of these studies with respect to labor supply response. Section
IIT discusses several qualifications of the data and findings, and briefly
describes the nature of the results in areas otlier than labor supply,

as well as mgoing and future research with these data, (Abstracts of
those 3tudies which have been completed are presented as Appendix C; a

description of the data base itself is provided as appendix D.)
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II, Labor Supply Response

The New Jersey experiment was a complex research undertaking which
produc "d massive amounts of data., It should be expected that the
results are complex, somewhat ambiguous, and difficult to summarize.

This is the case. Indeed, there is no one result; there are many. For
example, the principal goal of the experiment was to measure labor-supply
response. But labor supply is nct a one-dimensional concer and in the
discussion that follows findings pertaining to four diffcrent measures

of lasor supply wlll be discussed. Nor is the population studied homo-
genecous either in demographic characteristics or in responses across
demographic groups. Significant differences were continually found

among the three ethnic groups: white, black, and Spanish-speaking
Americans,

While there is great diversity in the rosults of this complicated,
sophisticated and on-going statis;ical anélysis there is also sufficient
unifo-mity to allow certain significant policy inferences to be drawn,
The previous sentence may seem somewhat paradoxical. Recall, however,
that thke »urpose of the experiment was to determine it income-conditioned
transfers would have a substantial effect upon labor supply. The results
for Aifferent groups and different measures of labor supply can vary
consideratly, while at the same time few of the results for particular
groups be large and/or statistically significant. It is the latter sort

of overall finding that allows a relevant policy inference to be drawn.
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Statistical Methodology

The purpose of the analysis is to explain variations in several
dimensions of labor supply: 1labor force participation, employment,
hours worked, and family earnings. In order to do so these response

%

variables are statistically related to two other types of variables:

treatment variables and control variatbles.

The '"treatment" can be viewed as eligibility for experimental pay-
ments, that is, being in the treatment group, as opposed to being a
"control" family which receives no payments., Or the treatment may
be considered to be the payment level, which depends on the plan to
which the family is assigned, as well as the family's size and income.

Finally, the level of the implicit tax rate (30%, 50%, 70%) and the

* The data from the experiment were analyzed by regression analysis,

a statistical technique for estimating relationships among several
variables, The estimates show, on average, the values of these
relationships in the population studies and provide estimates of
the variability of these relationships within that population. A
particularly vuseful property of regression analysis in the context
of anything as complex as this experiment is that it permits the
analyst to control or hold constant a wide range of influences
while estimating a particular relation. For example, in estimating
the effect of NIT payments on the differential in hours worked
between experimental and control families, it is useful to include
as control variables the values of such attiibutes as pre~enrollment
hours worked, location, ethnicity, age, family-size, education,
occupation, and industry. The experimental effects on hours worked
estimated from such a regression eq:ation may be interpreted as
applicable to control and experimental groups with identical composi-
tion in terms of these variables,




basic benefit (50%, 75%, 100%, and 125% of the poverty line) may be
used directly as variables measuring the experimental treatment. In
each case, the size and statistical significance*of the relationship
between the response variable and the treatment variable allow us to
determine how labor supply is affected by the negative income tax
plans in the experiment. Below, an effect of the treatment on a measure
of labor supply will be referred to as a treatment effect or experimental
effect,

All of the effects discussed will be in the form of differences be-
tween the value of a response variable (hours worked per week, for
exampie) for "treatment families" and the value of the same variable

over the same period for "controls,"

A treatment family is one which
received (or was eligible to receive) payments, A 'control" is a
member of the control group, which did not receive any payments. The
existence of the control group allows the analysis to abstract from

events iu the particular site and from the point in time that the experi=

ment was conducted. This is because both treatment and control familtes

% 1In this report when relationships er effects are termed "significant,"
formal statistical significance is implied. This concept may he
defined as follows: The data in the experiment were collected irom
a sample of the population. Within such a sample, no matter how
careful the sampling procedures, there is some unknown degree of
randor error in the observed relationships and there is always some
possibility that estimated relationships occurred by chance. Statis-
tical theory allows one to determine the probability that a given
result could have occurred Ly chance. Thus, wher it is said that a
particular relationships between labor supply and an experimental
treatment is "significant,'" it is meant that the probability that
the estimated relationship could have occurred by chance is less
than a specified propability level. The probability levels used in
this report are no greater than five percent and are frequently less,
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were subject to identical labor market and other external condiciors.
Thus, for example, experimentals and controls lived in geographical
areas with the same employment rate.

In order to take account of any systematic differences between treat-
ment and control families, a large set of control variables wus typically'
used in the statistical analysis. 1In part, these were necessary to control
for differences between the vreatment and control groups resulting from
stratified random assigmment. In part, however, their inclusion was in
response to the fact that even in a simple design it is important to
control for systematic differences that may survive the randomization
process. The purpose of the control variables is to ensure that any
relationships found between the response variables and the treatment are
just that and not the result of systematic differences between treatment
and contrul families in terms of factors such as, for example, age, health,
education, or, in the case of the labur supply of wives, the number and
ages of children. Thus any remaining differences between treatment and
control families should represent only those factors with respect to

which the two groups differ: namely, the experimental treatments.

The results will be presented for three categories of participants--
husband, wife, and the famiiy as a whole. The analysis reported here is
based on data from ''continuous husband-wife families'--two-parent families
who completed ac least eight of the quarterly interviews. There are 693
such families in the sample, out of an initial sample of 1216 families,
and a totair of 1003 of these same families remaining at the end of the

experiment. This subset of families was selected for discussion here




because they are a relatively homogeneous group representing the
modal family type among the working poor, for whom the analy.ls is
not complicated by the problems of changes in family composition and
widely varying degrees of missing data which characterize the rest of
the sample. A comparison of the full sample and the subset of continuous
husband-wife families, in terms of characteristics at pre-enrollment and
allocation by plan, site, ethnicity, and income level, is presented in
Appendix A, Tables 1 and 2.

The analyses described here are based on data from the "central two
years' of the experiment; that is, the third through the tenth quarterly

interviews. This data set was selected in order to avoid the possibility

D

that the experimental effects would be confounded with any transitory
effects arising from the beginning of the experiment (e.g., ''learning
effects") or the anticipation of its termination. The full three-year
data set is also being analyzed by the Institute for Research on Poverty,
with particular'attention to identification of amy transitory effects. \
Two sets of results are described below, They differ in the defini-
tion of the treatment variables and in the form of the analytical models
estimated. Quantitative estimates are presented for the first set of
results, which are based upon a relatively simple wodel., These esti-
mates provide the most straight-forward summary measures of the impact
on labor supply of the experimental transfer plans. The second set of
results, based upon more sophisticated, complex models, provides esti-

mates of the experimental effects which are, in general, more detailed
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and precise. Full explication of these models is beyond the scope of
this Summary Report. The discussion of these results will therefore
focus primarily on those areas where the more refined estimates differ,
in magnitude or significance, from the results of the simpler models.
Complete specifications of these models are contained in the Technical

Papers.

Labor Supply Response--Mean Treatment-Control Differentials

The simplest measure of experimental effects is the difference in
mean labor supply between treatment families and control families, The
treatment-control differentials reported here were estimated by regres-
sion analysis, including as control variables age, education, number of
adults, number and ages of children, sites, and pre-experiment family
earnings and labor supply.

Tables 1-3 show, for husbands, wives and the entire family, the
control family mean, the treatment family mean and the absolute and
percentage differentials between these two means for four different
measures of labor supply. Negative differentials indicate smaller labor
supply on the part of treatment families as commared with control families,
Within each Table, results are reported separately for each ethnic group.

The most striking features of the results for husbands, shown in
Table 1, are that all of the differentials are quite small in both
absolute and relative terms--none exceed 10 percent of the control

mean and most are less than five percent--and all are statiscically
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%*

differentials occurred purely by chance). There are no findings here

insignificant (l.e., one cannot rule out the possibility that these
to

indicate a significant reduction in labor supply resulting from

the experimental payments, Moreover, many of the differentials,

including all of those for blacks, are positive, indicating greater

labor supply among husbands in the treatment group than in the control
group, Finally, it is worth noting that the means for both groups

indicate that the vast majority (approximately 95 percent) of the hus-
baiids were labor force participants who when employed worked close to °

full-time (37 to 40 hours per week),

The results for wives, are presented in Table 2, showed predominantly

negative labor supply differentials. These were small in absolute magni-

tude, but, because of the low levels of market labor supply of wives,

" these differentials represent relatively large percentage differentials--

. ek .
at least for white and Spanish-speaking wives. Even eo, cnly two of the

differentials shown in the Table--those for labor force participation

* See fn, page 16.

%% The means presentad in the tables are averages over all individuals
within a given group, including non-workers. Corresponding means
for workers only can be readily calculated from the numbers presented.
For example, while all white wives worked an average of 4,5 hours per
week, the 17.1 percen* of the control group who were employed worked
an average of 26.3 (4.5/.171) hours per week.




21

and employment rates of white wives--are statistically significant.
This lack of significance reflects the small absolute size of the
differentials aad the small sample sizes of working wives in each of
the three ethnic groups; for example, in any given survey week there
were only about 15 working wives among the Spanish-Speaking families
in the entire sample.

Mean labor supply differentials for the family as a whole, shown in
Table 3, were preponderantly negative, but again were relatively small.*
In no case do the differentials exceed 14 percent of the control mean,
and most are less than 10 percent. All of the differentials for white
families except for the earnings measure are statistically significant,
while none of those for black or Spanish-speaking families are signifi-
cant.

In summary, these results present a picture of generally small abso-
lute labor supply differentials between the treatment and control groups
as a whole. Only among wives, whose mean labor supply 1is quite small
to begin with, are the differentials large in relative terms. While a
number of the differentials are positive, contrary to theoretical expec-
tations, great confidence cannot be placed in the specific numerical
values because of their statistical insignificance. That 1is, one cannot

rule out the possibility that these differentials occurred by chance

* Family means and differentials include the labor supply of all workers
in the family, not just husband and wife.
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and that there was no svstematic treatment effect on labor supply,
All of the statistically significant differentials are negative,

While the treatment-control differentials discussed above provide
a useful summary measur2 of the overall impact of the experimental
treatments on labor supply, this analysis is not as detailed or precise
as one might wish. First these differentials are based on a simplistic
definition of the experimental treatment--namely, the nere presence
of experimental payments, without any distinction among the eight
different negative income tax plans ermloved in the experiment., The
experimental effects implied by these differentials, then, reflect an
average response to a rather hetevogeneous mixture of treatments.
Second, these differentials renrescnt'an average of responses across
widely differing families. A more refined analysis would allow for the
likelihood that the response would vary systematically with family
characteristics; thus, for exampie, one might expect that families
whose labor supply was iow to begin with would respond differently
than families with high initial iabor sunply.

The models analyzed in the Technical Papers take these refinements
into account. They allow for different responses to plans which vary
both in basic benefit levels and imn'icit tax rates. They also allow
the response to vary with such familv characteristics as income level
and length of time in the experiment. These results are discussed in

this section, with emphasis on those findings which differ from the

’

‘4
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responses implied by the simplé treatment-control mean differentials

in

labor sup>ly reported above,

Husbands. Differences in work behavior between treatment and control

husbands were small. Save for the fact that no sizable work effort

reduction appeared, however, no clear behavior pattern was revealed,

%
Looking first at labor force participation we find no significant

treatment effect for whites and blacks. The treatment did, however, result

in

a small but statistically significant decrease in labor force partici-

pation on the part of Spanish-speaking husbands, .Turning to hours worked

per week, significant treatment effects were again found for Spanish-

speaking husbands, If one evaluates the estimated response function

for an average Spanish-speaking husband on a plan with a basic benefit

equal to the poverty line and a 50% implicit tax rate, the treatment

effect on weekly hours worked is a reduction of 3.2 hours (mean hours

*

Jese

Official government labor force concepts, used in the experiment
define someone as in the labor force if he is employed or unemployed,
Someone is unemployed if he is actively seeking employment, waiting
recall from layoff or waiting to report to a new wage or salary job,

The 'response functions' on which the results presented in this section
are based are regression equations relating the labor supply response
variables to a set of control variables and the basic benefit levels
and implicit tax rates of the experimental plans., These regressions
were estimated using data from all continuous husband-wife families,

in all plans and the control group, By inserting specific values of
the control and treatment variables in these equations, one can pre-
dict the labor supply response of a particular type of family on a
particular plan, In this section references to responses under a
specific plan are based on this type of calculation. In general, these
predictions will be more precise than those based only on data from
families in a particular plan,
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worked by Spanish-speaking control husbands were 34.3). A similar
calculotion for white husbands yields a statistically significant
reduction of 2.4 hours per week. For black husbands there was once again
no significant treatment effect.

Much of the reduction in hours among Spanish-speaking husbands can oe
accounted for by declines in their employment rate (that is, the frac-
tion of all Spanish-speaking husbénds in the experimental population who
were employed). This implies that Spanish-speaking. husbands were un-
employed more when in the treatment group,* a result which is given
independent confirmation when data on unemployment are analyzed directly.
For white husbands, whose hours were reduced as noted above, the emp loy=
ment effect was small (and positive) so that all of the experimental
effect woﬁld appear to be in hours worked per week for those at work.

As yet we do not know if this result arises from less overtime work, a
reduction in multiple job -holding, or some other source.

Viewing the results by.experimental plan, it was found that the reduced
labor supply for Spanish-speaking husbands varied, as we would expect,
with the implicit tax rate-~higher impliéit tax rates produced substan=-

tially stronger disincentives. For whites the reverse was true-~the

largest disincentives were estimated for plans with the lowest implicit

% To see this, note first that treatment-control differences in labor
force participation were small. Labor force participation includes
employment plus unemployment. Thus, if husbands in the treatment
group have a lower employment rate but about the same labor .force
participation as controls, the difference must be accounted for by
a higher unemployment rate among those in the treatment group.
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tax rates. In neither case was there a strong or consistent ordering by
basic benefit level; -indeed, the most generous plan (125-50) showed the
smallest treatment effects. Overall, then, the eXperiment produced no
ccnsistently significant effects by implicit tax rate or basic benefit
These results do not, of course, allow prediction of the labor supply
effects of implicit tax rates or basic benefits outside the range

employed in the experiment--that is, implicit tax rates below 30% or above
70%, or basic benefits less than 50%, or.greater than 125%, of the poverty
line.

By far the most surprising result of the analysis for husbands is the
complete failure to find any significant effect for blacks, despite the
fact.that black husband-wife families received slightly larger average
paymeuts than the other two ethnic groups. Indeed, the estimated
supply response for blacks is not only insiginficant, but preponderantly
positive. This kind of finding for blacks is not limited to husbands;
it recurs in the analysis of other components of the household. We
have no plausible explanation for this outcome. The data indicate that
earnings of the black control group increased more slowly over the
course of the experiment than those of the other control and treatment
groups. Thus when treatment-control comparisons are made for blacks
the di.fferential in favor of the treatment group is noticeably large.

We do not know why this is so although there is always some possibility
that the result arises from sampling variability.

To summarize the results for husbands: significant reductions in

hours were found for white and Spanish~speaking husbands, with those
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for whites being quite small absolutely., Only for the Spanish-speaking
husbands was there a significant treatment effect on labor force partici-
pation., Finally, no significant labor supply response of any kind was
found for.blacks.

These results, while diverse and sometimes inconsistent with theoreti-
cal expectations, do shed substantial light'on one of the policy questions
the experiment set out to answer. The effect of income-conditioned cash
transfer programs on the labor supply of male family heads has been a
prime concern in discussions of welfare reform since the mid-1960s. To

_ the extent that the results of the experiment can be generalized to the
national low-income population, they indicate that a national program
of income~=conditioned transfers, at the benefit levels considered here,
would have only relatively small effects on the labor supply of male
family heads. (The generalizability of the results is discussed in
Section III below and in Part C of the Technical Papers,)

Wives. The results for wives are discussed in terms of labor force
participation and hours worked. It is important to note that the labor
supply of wives in the experiment as refle:ted by both of these measures,
particulearly labor force participation, are well below théir a§erage
values for the population as a whole, For example, the pre-enrollment
labor force participation rates of 16.0 percent and 13,4 percent for
treatment and control wives, respectively, are less than one-half their
values for all married women in the population. This results from the way

in which the sample was selected, Only families with income less than
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one and one-half times the poverty line were admitted to the sample.
Therefore, families with multiple earners had a low probability of
selection. In addition, because the poverty line is adjusted upward

as family size increases, the higher-income families in the experiment
were 1ikely to have larger families and younger children. Both of
these factors lead to an underrepresentation of working wives. Be~
cause pre-enrollment labor supply was quite small the absolute differ-
entials seem large indeed in percentage terms. We shall return to this
point below.

The analysis showed signifi ant ncgative effects on labor=force
participation rates for all wives in the treatment group, taken as a
whole. When the results are disaggregated by ethnic group, they are
seen to arise almost entirely from the behavior of white wives--the
estimated effects of the treatment on the participation rates of blacks
are close to zero and sometimes positive and the estimates for Spanish-
speaking wives are unstable and never significant. When the response
variahle is hours worked, the results are generally similar, but somewhat
weaker. The estimated effect for black wives is positive and signifi-
cantly different from that of white wives., Once again we have no
_explanation for the strong differences in results by ethnic group.

In distinguishing among experimental plans, responses were generally
consistent with expectations, For all wives the estimated negative
response is consistently larger the higher the more generous the plan,

and the differences in response by plan are usually significant, A
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similar comparison by implicit tax rates found larger effects the higher
the implicit tax rate, but these differences were usually small and never
significant,

The estimated effects on labor supply of wi&?s are subject to two
rather different interpretations, The average estimated reduction in
labor-force participation for all wives referred to above is 3 percentage
points; for white wives it is 8 percentage points, These do not repre-
sent large absolute charges take. alone. But, because the mean partici-
pation rate for all control wives is only 17 percent, the estimated
percentage reduction in labor supply for all wives in the treatment group
(compared to controls) is 20 percent, and, for white wives, it is a
sizeable 50 percent.

The results thus indicate that income-conditioned cash transfers may
cause a substantial percentage reduction in the proportion of working
wives, at least among white wives with large families., How such a result
1s evaluated in terms of social priorities will depend on one's views about
the value of having mothers remain in the home. The average number of
children in the sample famiiies was approximately four. Wives in families
of this size provide valuable services in the home. Viewed as a realloca-
tion of wives' total work effort between the home and the outside labor
market, reductions of several hours per week in the market work of wives
look less substantial.

It should also be noted that these estimated effects may be larger than
those to be expected in an otherwise similar, but permanent, income mainte-

nance program. For the control families, no more than 19 percent of wives
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were in the labor force in any one.quarter, but 41 percent were in

the labor force in at least one of the 13 quarters (counting pre-
enrollment). In other words, this is a group that enters and leaves

the labor force frequently. The experimental treatment creates a strong
incentive to concentrate periods out of the labor force during the life
of the experiment. A permanent program might therefore be expected to
have a somewhat smaller impact.

The Family. The analysis summarized here covers the family as a whole,
including husbands, wives, and all other members of the household 16
years of age and over. In addition to hours worked by the family, family
earnings is used as a response variable. Variations in earnings are
particularly important since transfer payments to a family depend on
family earnings. If a labor supply decline should cause an earnings
reduction, program costs would rise. Another desirable property of
earnings as a labor supply measure is that it provides a natural way to
value or weight the hours worked by different family membcrs; the
weight is the wage rate of each member,

Unfortunately, however, there is a possible bias in the use of the
earnings variable not present in the other measures. Treatment families
fi1led out an income report form every four weeks, while control families
did not. The treatment families may therefore have learned more quickly
than control families that what was to be furnished was gross rather
than net earnings (that is, earnings before taxes and other deductions,

not take-home pay). 1f this were the case, since gross earnings exceed




net earnings in the treatment group would appear greater, relative to
control earnings, than they actually are. This differential learning
process could have caused & spurious differential in earnings in favor
of the treatment group, especially during the early part of the experi- -
ment.' Therefore, the results for hours worked and labor-force partici-
pation may be more reliable than for earnings.

Hours worked and earnings both showed a significant reduction for white
families, ranging from 8 to 16 percent for hours and 8 to 12 percent for
earnings. For biacks, the earnings effects are significantly positive,
rising by 9 to 13 percent. Effects on hours worked by black families are
small and show no consistent pattern; in one analysis a decline of 3
percent was found, while in another an increase of 1 percent appeared,

For Spanish-speaking families estimates of significant hours reductions
in the neighborhood of 2 percent to 6 percent were found, while earnings
were estimated to fall from 2 percent to 28 percent, These estimates are
based on evaluation of the estimated response functions for families in
plans with a 50 percent implicit tax rate.

In parts of the analysis the stétistically predicted variance of family
income was included as a control variable. This variable represents the
fluctuation in income over time--for example, from $200 per month in
February to $600 per month in July for a construction laborer. Such a
variable was included for two reasons, First, families with variable

income may have weaker attachments to the labor force, and therefore the
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experimental payments may have a stronger effect on their behavior.
Second, variation in'income gives the family experience with the effect
of the implicit tax rate on the level of payments. This variance of
income measure had a highiy significant effect on the labor supply of
whites. The more variable was income, the more labor supply declined.
Other ethnic groups did not evidence such behavior.

The results for white families are thus consistent with those from-
the separate analyses of husbands and wives in that significant negative
effects on labor supply are found. For blacks, the results again show
medominantly positive responses, though not consistently so for hours
worked, For Spanish-speaking families, the labor supply effects are

negative, though generally smaller and less significant than for whites,
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Summary

In general, the estimated effects of the experimental negative income

tax plans on labor supply are in accord with theoretical expectations,
The major surprise is the absence of any negative effect on the labor
supply of black households, For white and Spanish-speaking families,
and for the experimental group as a whole, the effects are negative,
usually statistically significant, but not very large. They consist
primarily of a reduction in hours worked of white husbands, an increase
in the unemployment rate of Spanish-speaking husbands, and a large rela-

tive reduction in the labor -force participation rate of white wives,

If the results found by ethnic group were applied to the national
low-income urban population, given its ethnic composition, then the
relative importance of the response of whites would rise and the
importance of the response of Spanish-speaking families would fall.

Of course, any such extrapolation to national estimates is risky; it
is not at all clear, for example, that results for Puerto Ricans in
New Jersey say anything at all about the behavior of Spanishe~speaking
Americans of Mexican descent in the Southwest.

We place less weight on the results for blacks for a different reason.
These appear to arise in large part from the unusual behavior of the
black control group, whose labor supply and especially earnings fell
relative to other control groups for reasons we do not understand. That
the experimental treatment effects for blacks are often statistically

s ignificant is not an assurance that they are not biased,
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The patterns of labor supply response found in the experiment are not
as clear as might have been expected., Yet in many ways they are clearer

and more sensible than the results of much of the nonexperimentai litera-

s
“

ture. Certainly they call into serious question the very large effects
estimated in some of the nonexperimental studies. On the basis of the
experimental results, it does not appear that income-conditioned cash
transfers for intact families at tlie levels of basic benefits and implicit
tax rates employed in the experiment would have very large effects on

labor supply.

’. * [
* The nonexperimental literature on work incentives uses cross-sectional

data such as the Census or the Survey of Economic Opportunity to esti-
mate (via regression analysis) the relation between hours of work or
labor force participation and wage rates, non-labor income and a host
of control variables. The estimated relations between labor supply
and wage rates are used as an estimate of the implicit tax rate effect
of a negative income tax and the non-labor income effect is used as
an estimate of the basic benefit effect,

A very serious problem with this procedure is that the non-labor income
variable generally includes some income which is in fact directly
related to employment status (e.g., unemployment compensation, welfare,
or pensions) and in any case is an imperfect proxy for the basic benefit
in a negative income tax. In general, the data from an experiment
designed to measure transfer program effects are almost certainly far
superior, in that response to an actual transfer program can be
measured, as opposed to simulating responses.

The results of studies using non-experimental data are not inconsistent
with the results of the experiment, although the latter are toward the
low end of the range of work disincentive estimates. The non-experi-
mental estimates of labor supply reduction in response to a negative
income tax range from about 3 percent to 18 percent, 'with only a few
studies providing higher estimates. For wives the range is from 20
percent to 50 percent.

For critical survey of the non-experimental literature see Irwin
Garfinkel, "Income Transfer Programs and Work Effort: A Review,
"Studies in Public Welfarc, Paper Yo, 13, Sibcommittee on Fiscal Policy
Joint Economic Committee, U. 5. Congress (forthcoming).
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III. Qualifications, Other Findings, and Further Research

Qualifications

While the results of the experiment probably provide the most relia-
ble estimates to date of the effects of income-conditioned cash transfers
on the labor supply behavior of low-income families, several qualifica-
tions mus% be borne in mind in assessing these findings.

First, it must be emphasized that the sample was not designed to be a
nationally representative cross-section of the low-income population.
Rather, it is a random sample of families headed by non-aged, able-bodied
males, drawn from four urban areas of the Northeast, whose family incomes
at enrollment were less fhan 150% of the po;erty line. As compared with
the national population of non-aged, male-headed low-income families, for
example, the experimental sample contains larger proportions of non-whites,
large families, and young family heads. Throughout the analysis, therelore,
it ‘was necessary to control statistically for those characteristics of the
samplé which may be non-representative and which may influence labor supply
behavior. While these statistical procedures complicate somewhat the pre-
sentation of the results, they do greatly enhance the generalizability of
the findings.

A detailed comparison of the attributes of the sample and of the ex-
perimental sites with national data is contained in Part C.IV of the Tech-
nical Papers, While a number of differences are apparent, the sanple and
the experimental sites as a group do appear to be reasonably representative
of the urban U,S., and particularly the non=-South urban U.S., in terms of

most characteristics of labor force behavior and labor market conditions.
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Nevertheless, caution should be exercised in generalizing specific quan-
titative findings from the experiment to the national population,

Secondly, generalizations from the experiment to the effects of a
permanent national program must be qualified by recognition of the tem-
porary nature of the experiment. There are theoretical reasons to expect
that in a program which participants know to be temporary, the observed
labor supply responses to basic benefit levels will understate, and the
responses to implicit tax rates will overstate, the responses that could
be expected under a permanent program®, The magnitude of these biases
can be expected to depend -- in a very complex fashion -- on the duration
of the experiment, the time period for which participants plan in making
economic decisions, and the discount rate at which they value future income.
While there is .some indication that such biases are present to some degree,
" the existing data do not allow precise quantificatisa of the bias. Much.
more precise analysis of this problem will be possible in the ongoing in=-
come maintenance experiments in Seattle and Denver, which include families
enrolled for five years as well as for three years.

It should be noted, however, that since the biases in response to
basic benefits and implicit tax rates operate in opposing directions, their
importance is greater for assessing these responses separatély than for

_assessing tre overall response to any particular income maintenance plan.
Taken together, these two biases will tend to cancel each other. Our best
current estimates indicate, for example, that while the coefficients meas-

uring responses of white families to these two policy parameters may each

% This issue is discussed in detail in Part C. III of the Technical Papers.
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be biased by as much as 20 percent, the net combined response is probably
understated by less than five percent, For labor supply reductions as
modest as those found in the experiment, a five percent bias is trivially
small in absolute terms, Moreover, as noted above, the observed response
to a temporary experiment probably ovérstates the labor force withdrawal
to be expected among married women in ; permanent program. This is
probably true of other secondary earners in the family.

A third qualification which should be borne in mind is that the ex-
periment did not simulate a program which would replace existing welfare
programs. Instead, the experiment coexisted with a relatively generous
welfare program (AFDC-UP) for unemployed male heads and their families.
Participants were allowed to move freely between welfare and experimental
payments =-- although they were not allowed to receive both simultaneously.
The proportion of families in the experiment receiving welfare ranged from
ahout 9 percent to 14 percent for families Ln the treatment group and frum
15 perceuat to 27 percent for controls, over the course of the experiment,

Families who chose welfare in preference to the experimental plans
were not a random subset of participants -- their capacities and preferences
for work almost certainly differ from those of other families in the sample.
Moreover, the different levels of support provided by the various experi-
meital treatments created different incentives to opt for welfare, This
raises the possibility that the composition of the sample receiving experi-
mental payments, relative to that of the control group, was differentially
affected, introducing systematic bias into the results.

The quantitative significance of this potential bias is analyzed in




43

Part C.II of the Technical Papers. By appiying alternative assumptions
about the behavior which would have been observed in the absence »f wel-
fare, it is possible to estimate upper and lower bounds of the true
‘Treatment-control differential in labor supply response.,* These esti-
mates indicate that the existence of welfare in the experimental sites
did not have a major effect on the estimated labor supply differentials--
at most, the bias is a few percentage points.

Fourth, as in any longitudinal study, there is the problem of missing
data. Gaps in data arise for a variety of reasons, including non-response
to individual questionnaire items, entire interviews which were missed
due to inability to locate families, and families who dropped out of the
experiment completely. Of the 1,216 families present at pre-enrollment,
333 missed one or more of the thirteen quarterly interviews conducted over
the course of the experiment. Of these 213, or about 187 of the total
sample, dropped out of the experiment completely. This is very close to
the rate of attrition anticipated at the outset of the experiment,** and

somewha{ better than the attrition experienced in other panel studies.

% There is no straightforward way to estimate the true differential di-
cectly, One cannot, for example, simply drop the welfare families from
the sample or treat welfare as a separate experimental treatment, be-
cause welfare families are not a random subset of the sample, Either
of these approaches would, therefore, also result in biased estimates.

%% The experimental design was based on anticipated losses of 10 percent
among families receiving large payments and 20 percent among controls
and treatment families receiving minimum payments.
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It data losses due to missing interviews and attrition are randomly
distributed across plans and family types, they are unlikely to bias
the estimated experimental response, If systematic relationships exist
between missing observations and experimental treatment or family charac-
teristics, however, the response mstimates may be hiased. The extent
to which this is the case has been investigated in detail in Part C.I of
the Technical Papers, This analysis indicates that there are indeed some
systematic differences betwcen famiiies who remained in the experiment
and those who dropped out, It is however, an exceedingly difficult and
complex matter to infer from these diffcrences whether, or to what extent,
the observed fespuuses are biased, Further analysis of this question is
still underway, In particular, analysis is just beginning of a special
attrition interview which was adﬁinistered to as many of the dropout famie
lies as could be located near the end of the experiment, This interview
sought to ascertain the reasons for attrition, as well as the subsequent
labor foirve behavior of families who dropped out,

Wiile it is impnegible to say definitely whether attrition bias is
" likely to create an overestimate or an underestimate of labor supply re-
sponse, one general observation is in order. One would not ewnpect thos?
families who responded to the experimental payments with large reductions
in iabor supply to drop out of the experiment, for to do so would mean v
giving up the very payments which allowed them to reduce their work effort,
If this is the case, and dropout families tended tc be those who responded
least to the payments, the observed reduction in labor supply of treatment
families relative to controls may be an overestimate. Direct confirmation

ot this hypothesis is dilficult, however, because of the 1imited amount
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of data available for drop-outs and the extreme vériability of measures
of labor supply for individual familics over time,

Finally, it should be emphasized that the experimental plans in-
cluded none of the non-financial components which have been widely pro=-
posed as adjuncts to cash transfers to the working poor, There was, for
example, no work requirement, job training or placement, or attempt at
job creation. The experimental treatments consisted solely of cash pay-
ments. To the extent that these other components might be included in
a4 national program, the labor supply reduction it might induce could be
expected to be less than that observed in the experiment. At the same
time, the modest levels of labor supply reduction observed among families
receiving experimgntal payments indicates that these work-inducing com-
ponents may not be necessary or cost-effective, at least if they are in=-
tended only to prevent.a reduction in work effort,

Other Behavioral Responses

While the primary focus of the experiment was on labor supply behavior,
a great deal of {n{crmation about other economic, social and psychological
attributes was collected in the quarterly interviews. These data inélude
measures of consumption patterns, health and health care utilization, psy=
chological factors such as self-esteem and perceived quality of life, so=
cial integration, leisure activity, 1ife style enhancement, fertility,
household composition, and marital stability.

In the analysis of the experimental results, these measures have served
two distinct functions, First, where appropriate, they have been used as

control variables in the anlysis of labor supply response, 1In this capacity,
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they both improve the precision of estimation of the experimental effects
on labor supply and alsu yield tindings that are themselves of policy
interest, For example, inclusion of measures of physical health indi-
cates that the labor supplv recduction of husbands in response to the ex-
perimental treatmeats wds signiticantly .tronger among individuals in
poor health than amuug healthier workers.

Secoud, these measures have also beon anaiyzed to detect any signi-
Licant vxpurimental impacts in areas other than labor supply. A priori,
it might bLe expected that cash transfers would affect at least some of
these characteristics, Abstracts of studies which analyzed a large number
of such response variables are presented in Appendix C; for the sake of
brevity, these results will not be discussed in detail here.,* In general,
however, few significant experimental impacts were found in non-economic
arcas, Where statistically significant effects were detected, they seldom
formed any consistent pattern,

The general absence of e#perimental effects in non-economic areas may '
reris o soveral factors, It is true that many of the variables analiyzed
reflect basic personal attributes which change only slowly in response to
‘external circumstances. Thus, it is possible that in the long run a per-
manent national transfer program might have effects which are not discern-
able in a three-year experiment. It is also possible, however, that cash
payments o several hundred, or even several thousand, dollars per year do
not alter the life circumstances uf low-income families substantially enough
Lo cause significant changes in basic personal attributes, evan in the

long ruin,

% These studies are contained in Part D.I-VIII of the Technical Papers,
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Further Research

It wouid be a misnomer to term the results reported here
and in the Technical Papers the 'final repoft" of the experiment.
These results do representa relatively comprehensive analysis of the
major issues posed at the outset of_the experiment, and it is unlikely
that they will be substantially altered by subsequent aualysis., But
the deta base produced by the experiment is an exceedingly rich and
versatile one,.and there are still many unresolved issues to be
pursued -- indeed, many new questions have been raised by the present
analysis. In a real sense, then, publication of these results marks
only the beginning of a research effort which is likely to continue
for years.

To facilitate this effort, the experimental data are now being
made available to the research community at large. The Institute
for Research on Poverty will furnish, at cost, fully documented
computer tapes contalning any subset of the data desired by researchers.

In this way, it is hoped that maximum use will be made of this unique

¥

data set.'

The Poverty Institute itself is continuing its analysis of the
experimental outcomes. As noted above, further research is being
devoted to the effects of sample attrition and the labor supply
response of families other than the continuous husband-wife families

analyzed here. 1In addition, the behavior of several population groups

% A brief description of :he data is included in Appendix D,
Inquiries with respect to the data may be addressed to the
Institute for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin,
Madison, Wisconsin.
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within the sample.will be more intensively analyzed; these include the
black control families; white families in Scranton, as compared with
other white families in the sample; and welfare families, More detaiied
analysis of the separate effects of basic benefit levels and implicit
tax rates is also underway., Other studies will focus on the dynamics

of labor supply response, school performance of children, health and
health care, and a variety of social and psychological variabics,

These and subsequent research results from the experiment will, of
course, be subjected to the critical review of the larger research com-
munity. That review will undoubtedly suggest additional areas of investi-
gation and alternative analytical models to be tested. A conference of
experts in social experimentation and labor economics will be convened
under the auspices of the Brookings Institution in the Spring of 1974 to
review the experimental research methodology and results, It is also
anticipated that technical papers summarizing the labor supply analysis

will be published in the Spring, 1974, issue of the Journal of Human

Resources, and individual studies will be publisheQ in other prdfes~

sional journals,

The results of this experiment will be augmented and extended as data
become available from the other income maintenanée experiments now in
progress. Analysis is now underway of the Iowa-North Carclina experiment
sponsored by the O{fice vl Economic Opportunity as a rural counterpart
to the New Jersey-Pennsylvania urban experiment, Results from this pro-

ject are cxpected within the next six months,
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In addition, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is
currently conducting similar experiments in Denver, Colorado; Seattle,
Washington; and Gary, Indiana. These projects are still in the opera-

tional phase and will not be completed for several years.
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DESCRIPTIVE TABLES

1. Sample Allocation, by plan, site, ethnic group, and income
level - total sample

2. Sample Allocation by plan, site, ethnic group, and income
level -~ continuous husband-wife sample (H/W)

3. Average Weekly Payment Level per Family, by ethnic group
and plan (H/W)

4, Average Weekly Family Earnings, by ethnic group and plan (H(w)

5. Average Weekly Earnings of Husband,by ethnic group and plan
(H/w)

6. Average Weekly Earnings of Wife, by ethnic group and plan (H/W)

7. Average Weekly Hours Worked per Family, by ethnic group and
plan (H/W)

8. Average Weekly Hours Worked by Husband,by ethnic group and
plan (H/W)

9. Average Weekly Hours Worked by Wife, by ethnic group and plan
(H/W)

10. Average Number of Employed Persons per Family, by ethnic group
and plan (H/W)

11. Employment Rate for Husbands, by ethnic group and plan (H/W)

12. ° Employment Rate for Wives, by ethnic group and plan (H/W)

13. Percentage Change in Average Weekly Payment Level per Family,
first quarter to quarters 10 & 12, by ethnic group and plan
H/wy

14. Percentage Change in Average Weekly Earnings Per Family, first

quarter to quarters 10 & 12, by ethnic group and plan (H/W)

15, Percentage Change in Average Weekly Earnings of Husband, first
quarter to quarters 10 & 12, by ethnic group aud plan (H/W)

16. Percentage Change in Average Weekly Earnings of Wife, first
quarter to quarters 10 & 12, by ethnic group and plan (H/W)




17, Percentage Change in Average Weekly Hours Worked per
Family, first quarter to quarters 10 & 12, by ethnic
group and plan (H/W)

18, Percentage Change in Average Weekly Hours Worked by Husband,
fi;‘;;: quarter to quarter 10 & 12, by ethnic group and plan
H

19. Percentage Change in Average Weekly Hours Worked by Wife,

fix;: quarter to quarters 10 & 12, by ethnic group and plan
H




TOTAL

NIT PLAN:

50-30
50-50
75-30
75-50
75-70
100-50
100-70
125-50
Controls

SITE:

Trenton
Paterson-Passaic
Jersey City
Scranton

PRE-EXPERIMENT
INCOME STRATUM
(percent of

poverty line):

TABLE 1
*
Sample Allocation - Total Sample

SPANISH-SPEAKING

" 0- 99
100-124
125-150

The first entries in each column are the number of familiés; the second

TOTAL WHITE BLACK AMERICANS
1357 440 9512 415
48 (3.5) 29 (4.3) 19 (3.8) 10 (2.4)
73 (5.4) 15 (3.4) 28 (5.6) 30 (7.2)
100 (7.4) 26 (5.9) 41 (8.1) 34 (8.2)
117 (8.6) 33 (7.5) 43 (8.6) 41 (9.9)
85 (6.3) 31 (7.0) 38 (7.6) 16 (3.9)
77 (5.7) 22 (5.0) 32 (6.4) 23 (5.5)
86 (6.3) 25 (5.7) 34 (6.8) 27 (6.5)
138(10.2) 61(13.9) 47 (9.4) 30 (7.2)
632(46.6) 208(47.2)  220(43.8) 204(49.2)
159(11.7) 25 (5.7) 105(20.9) 29 (7.0)
490(36.1) 49(11.1) 194(38.6) 247(59.5)
390(28.7) 52(11.8) 199(39.6) 139(33.5)
318(23.4) 314(71.4) 4 (0.8) 0 (0)
414(30.5) 119(27.0) 139(?7.7) 156(37.6)
454(33.5) 153(34.8) 173(34.5) 128(30.8)
489(36.0) 168(38.2) 190(37.8) 131(31.6)

entries (in parenthesis) are the percent of total families.




Sample Allocation - Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

TABLE 2

*

TOTAL

NIT PLAN:

50-30
50-50
75-30
75-50
75-70
100-50
100-70
125-50
Controls

SITE:

Trenton
Paterson-Passaic
Jersey City
Scranton

PRE-EXPERIMENT

INCOME STRATUM

(percent of
poverty line)

0- 99
100-124
125-150

The first entries in each column are the numbers of families; the second

TOTAL

693

27 (3.9)

32 (4.6)
60 (8.7)
65 (9.4)
48 (6.9)
44 (6,3)
53 (7.6)
96(13.9)

268(38.7)

60 (8.7)

158(22.8)
236(34.0)
239(34,5)

179(25.8)
237(34.2)
277(40.0)

WHITE

310

i3 (4.2)
11 (3.5)
22 (7.0)
24 (7.7)
24 (7.7)
20 (6.5)
21 (6.8)
46(14. 8)
129(41.6)

12 (3.9)
30 (9.7)
32(10.3)
236(76.1)

71(22.9)
105(33.9)
134(43.2)

BLACK

234

8 (3.4)
12 (5.1)
23 (9.8)
25(10.7)
21 (9.0)
14 (6.0)
17 (7.3)
31(13.2)
83(35.5)

38(16.2)
59(25.2)
134(57.3)

3 (1.3)

53(22,6)
85(36.3)

96(41.0)

SPANISH-SPEAKING
AMERICANS

149

6 (4.0)
9 (6.0)
15(10.1)
16(10.7)
3 (2.0)
10 (6.7)
15(10.1)
19(12.8)
56(37.6)

10 (6.7)
69(46.3)
70(47.0)
0 (0)

55(36.9)
47(31.5)
47(31.5)

entries (in parenthesis) are the percent of total families.




TABLE 3

Average Weekly Payment Level per Family - Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

1st Year . 2nd Year 3rd Year

TOTAL SAMPLE:

Experimentals $23 $23 $24

Coni s 0 0 0
WHITES ;

Experimentals 22 23 23

Controls 0 0 0
BLACKS:

Experimentals 24 24 25

Controls 0 0 0
SPANISH-SPEAKING

AMERICANS :

Experimentals 22 23 24

Controls 0 0 0
NIT PLAN:

50-30 12 12 11

50-50 5 5 5

75-30 27 26 25

75-50 12 10 10

75-70 ' 7 7 7

. 100-50 30 31 33
100-70 13 15 15

125-50 46 48 51




TABLE 4

Average Weekly Earnings per Family ~ Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

PRE-ENROLLMENT 1lst Year 2nd Year 3rd Year

TOTAL SAMPLE: .

Experimentals 95 108 114 124

Controls 95 105 113 128 .
WHITES:

Experimentals 100 107 114 126

Controls 98 107 122 143
BLACKS:

Experimentals 9% 115 120 128

Controls 90 105 104 110

SPANISH-SPEAKING
AMERICANS:

Experimentals 87 99 101 112
Controls 9 101 106 119

NIT PLAN:

50~30
50-50
75-30
75-50
75-70
100-50
100-70
125-50




TABLE 5

Average Weekly Earnings of Husband - Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

PRE-ENROLILMENT 1st Year 2nd Year - 3rd Year

TOTAL SAMPLE:
Experimentals 85 97 100 106
Controls 84 89 95 103
WHITES:
Experimentals 88 96 100 106
Controls 90 92 101 111
BLACKS :
Experimentals 84 102 105 108
Controls 75 85 86 90
SPANISH~SPEAKING
AMERICANS:
Experimentals 80 90 93 104
Controls 83 90 96 102
NIT PLAN:
50-30 76 83 88 77
50-50 ‘ 85 99 109 125
75-30 ' 82 98 104 110
- 715=50 86 103 106 111
. 75-70 80 97 96 102
100-50 81 89 91 92
100-70 90 99 100 - 109

125-50 89 96 101 110 |




Average Weekly Earnings of Wife - Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

PRE-ENROLLMENT 1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year

TOTAL SAMPLE:
Experimentals 7 7 8 10
Controls 6 8 7 10
WHITES :
Experimentals 7 6 7 9
Controls 3 7 8 10
BLACKS :
Experimentals 8 11 11 14 .
Controls 8 10 7 12
SPANISH=-SPEAKING
AMERICANS :
Eiperimentals 5 5 3 5
Controls 8 7 6 8
NIT PLAN:
50-30 11 11 7 8
50-50 10 10 12 15
75-30 7 5 8 8
75-50 3 5 9 11 .
75-70 8 12 10 14
100-50 8 10 9 8
100-70 4 7 6 11
125-50 6 4 A 6 )




TABLE 7

Averave Weekly Hours Worked per Family = Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

. PRE-ENROLLMENT 1st Year 2nd Year  3rd Year
TO'LAlL. SAMPLE:
' Experimentals 41 40 39 41
Controls 41 43 42 45
WILLTES ¢
Fapuerimentals . 42 40 40 42
Controls 42 44 46 51
Lxperimentals 40 42 40 41

Controls 36 41 39 37

SPANISH~SPEAKING
__ AMERICANS:

Fxperimentals 38 37 37 38
Controls

0T PLAN:

H0=-30

4$0-50

75-30

* 75-50
/5-70

100~50

L p - 70
[25-50




TABLE 8

Average Weekly Hours Worked by Husband - Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

PRE-ENROLLMENT  1st Year 2nd Year  3rd Year

TOTAL SAMPLE:

Experimentals 35 34 33 KX

Controls 35 34 33 34
WHITES :

Experimentals 35 34 32 32

Controls 37 35 35 36
BLACKS.:

Experimentals 34 ., 35 33 ' 32

Controls 30 31 30 29
SPANISH=-SPEAKING

AMERICANS :

Experimentals 34 33 33 34

Controls 38 37 35 35
NIT PLAN:

50-30 32 33 32 28

50-50 37 37 34 36

75=30 34 35 34 - 33

75=50 33 34 33 33

75-70 33 33 30 30

« 100-50 32 32 29 29
100-70 38 35 33 34

125=50 35 34 34 34




TABLE 9

Average Weekly Hours Worked by Wife - Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

PRE-ENRCLLMENT 1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year

TOTAL SAMPLE:
Experimentals 7 3 4 4
Controls 3 4 4 5
WHITES:
Experimentals 4 3 3 4
Controls 2 4 4 5
~~ BLACKS:
Experimentals 4 5 5 6
Controls 3 5 4 5
SPANISH~SPEAKING
__ AMERICANS:
Experimentals 3 2 1 2
Controls 5 4 3 4
NIT PLAN:

: 50-30 6 6 . 3 4
50-50 4 5 5 6
75=30 4 2 3 3
75=50 2 2 4 4
75=70 5 6 5 5

100-50 5 5 4 3
100-70 3 3 3 5
125-50 3 2 2 3




Average Number of Employed Persons per Family‘-

TOTAL SAMPLE:

Experimentals
Controls

WHITES:

Experimentals
Controls-

BLACKS :

Experimentals
Controls

SPANISH-SPEAKING

AMERICANS :

Experimentals
Controls

NIT PIAN:

50-30
50-50
75-30
75-50
75=70
100~50
100-70
125-50

TABLE 10

Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

PRE=ENROLLMZNT

1.05
.98

1.07
1.06
1.05

<94
1.17
1.11
1.09
1.09

lst Year

O e e
L]
OO OFHF OO K =

uvNLworofPp

2nd Year

- 3rd Year




'TABLE 11

Employment Rate for Husbands - Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

PRE-ENROLTMENY 1lst Year 2nd Year 3rd Year

TOTAL SAMPLE:

Experimentals .89 .89 .86 .84
" Controls .88 .88 .88 .85
WHITES :

Experimentals 91 .88 .86 .83

Controls 91 .88 .89 .88
BLACKS :

Experimentals 1 91 .88 .83

Controls _ .78 .83 .84 W77

SPANISH-SPEAKING
AMERICANS :

Experimentais .89 .89 .85 .87
Controls .96 .96 91 91

NIT PLAN:

50-30
50=50
75-30
75-50
75-70
100-50
100-70
125-50




TABLE 12

Employment Rate for Wives = Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

TOTAL SAMPLE:

Experimentals
Controls

WHITES :

Experimentals
Controls

BLACKS :

Experimentals
Controls

SPANISH~-SPEAKING

AMERICANS :

Experimentals
Controls

NIT PLAN:

50-30
50-50
75-30
75=50
75=70
100-50
100-70
125-50

PRE-EMPLOYMENT

.13
.10

14
.06

.15
W12

.14

15
.19
.13
.05
021
.18
.13
11

1st Year

.12
.14

.11
14

.17
.18

.08
.11

.18
.18
.10
.08
.20
o17
.13
.07

2nd Year

W12
.13

11
.15

.16
.13

.05
.09

.13
.16
.10
11
.16
14
.13
.08

3rd Year

.15
.16

.15
.18

.19
.16

.08
.10

.18
.19
.11
.15
.20

.12
.16
.11




TABLE 13

Percentage Change in Average Weekly Payment Level per Family -
Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

*
Percentage Change - °
First Quarter
. Level Q1-910 Ql-Q12

TOTAL SAMPLE:

Experimentals $23 3.8 5.0

Controls ' 0 0 0
WHITES:

Experimentals 22 : 2.3 3.0

Controls 0 0 0
BLACKS :

Experimentals 24 0.7 1.7

Controls 0 0 ]

SPANISH-SPEAKING

AMERTCANS :
Experimentals 21 12,7 15.2
Controls 0 0 0

NIT PLAN:

. 50-30 12 -13.7 - .6
50-50 3 54.1 70.2
75-30 . 27 - 9.0 - 8.6
75"50 ,13 "22.1 "2802
75-70 7 - 1.0 5.3
100-50 ' 28 18.6 20.5
100-70 15 - 3.6 9.4
125=-50 46 11.3 10.2

* Ql, Ql0, Ql2 denote quarters 1, 10, and 12, respectively,




TABLE 14

Percentage Change in Average Weekly Earnings Per Family -
Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

*
Percentage Change
First Quarter '

Level Q1-Q10 Ql-Q12
TOTAL SAMPLE ;
Experimentals $§95 24,9 36.6
Controls 94 28.7 47.0
WHITES :
Experimentais 100 ' 17.3 39.4
Controls 98 36.8 63.6
BLACKS :
Experimentals 94 32.9 36.9
Controls 90 24.3 23,7
SPANISH-SPEAKING
AMERICANS :
Experimentals 87 27.8 30.0
Controls 94 15.7 39,9
NIT PLAN:
50-30 92 -15.0 10,6
50=-50 96 63.8 53.6
"~ 75-30 : 93 29.3 41,6 .
75-50 91 ' 44.3 56.6
100-50 95 3.9 21.9
100-70 . 98 26.0 39,0

125-50 99 20,9 22,9

* Q1l, Q10, Q12 denote quarters 1, 10, and 12, respectively.




Percentage Change in Average Weekly Earnings of Husbands -

TOTAL SAMPLE:

Experimentals
Controls

WHITES :

Experimentals
Controls

BLACKS :

Experimentals
Controls

SPANISH~SPEAKING

AMFRICANS :

Experimentals
Controls

NIT PLAN:

50-30
50-50
75-30
75-50
75-70
100-50
100-70
125-50

s
Ql, Ql10, Ql2 denote quarters 1, 10, and 12, respectively,

TABLE 15

Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

First Quarter
Level

85
84

88

90

84
75

80
83

76
85
82
86
80
81
90
89

i‘.
Percentage Chqggé

Q1010 Q1 - QI2
21,4 30,0
16.0 31.7
12.3 29.6
16.4 35.5
27.0 30.6
17.5 23.0
31.6 29.7
13.2 34.0

-16.1 7.4
62.1 52.3
28.1 40,1
28.1 38.1
16.5 40,7
11.0 19.5
11.6 21.3
21,4 21,6




TABLE 16

Percentage Change in Average Weekly Earnings of Wife -
Cont inuous Husband-Wife Sample

Percentage Chggge?'
First Quarter
Level Q1-Q10 Q1-Q12
TOTAL SAMPLE:
Experimentals 7 54.0 39.2
Controls . 5 104.3 84.8
WHITES :
Experimentals 7 41.8 32.3
Controls 3 284.8 282.8
BLACKS :
Experimentals 8 76.9 73.7
Controls 8 76.8 48.6
SPANISH~SPEAKING
AMERICANS :
Experimentals 5 27.3 - 6.3
Controls 8 9.4 -10.0
NIT PLAN:
50-30 11 - 3.4 -59.3
50-50 10 60.6 3.9
75-30 7 15.3 21.9
75=50 3 248.5 187.6
75=70 8 68.1 101.0
100-50 8 2.4 25.9
100-70 4 125.1 193.2
125-50 6 26.4 19.1

*
Ql, Q10, Q12 denote quarters 1, 10, and 12, respectively,




TABLE 17

Percentage Change in Average Weekly Hours Worked per Family -
Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

*
Percentage Change

First Quarter

: Level 1-Q10 Q1-Q12 '
TOTAL SAMPLE:
Experimentals 41 - 4,3 3.7
Controls 41 6.6 17.1
WHITES :
Experimentals 42 - 7.4 7.5
Controls 42 14.5 32.1
BLACKS:
Experimentals 40 - 3.0 .1
Controls 36 5.8 1.5
SPANISH-SPEAKING
AMERICANS :
Experimentals 38 o2 1.4
Controls ' 44 - 9.7 2.8
NIT PLAN:
- 50-50 41 -21.9 - 5.2
" 50=50 , 42 13.9 10.9
- 75-30 40 - 6.2 - 5.0
75-70 42 =20.0 2,1
) 100-50 39 18.1 - 4,8
100-70 43 1.5 7.0
125-50 41 - 3.2 - .9
%

Ql, Q10, Q12 denote quarters 1, 10, and 12, respectively,




Percentage Change in Average Weekly Hours Worked by Husband -
Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

*
Percentage Change
First Quarter
Level Q1-Q10 Ql-Q12 -
TOTAL SAMPLE:
Experimentals 35 - 9.5 - 4,0
Controls 35 7.0 . - .3
WHITES :
Experimentals 35 -15.2 - 4.4
Controls 37 - 5.0 2.6
BLACKS ¢
Experimentals 34 - 2.9 - 5.5
Controls 30 - 5,7 - 3.3
SPANISH=-SPEAKING
AMERICANS :
Experimentals 34 3.1 - .7
Controls 38 -13.2 - 3,4
NIT PLAN:
50-30 32 -24,5 - 9,4
50-50 37 5.6 .5
75"30 34 - 704 - 5.3
75-50 33 - 4.9 6.7
75-70 33 "16.8 1.5
100-50 32 -10.2 - 7.1
100-70 38 -16.2 -16.0
125-50 35 - 7.5 - 4,3

* Ql, Q10, Q12, denote quarters 1, 10, and 12, respectively.




Percentage Change in Average Weekly Hours Worked by Wife -
Continuous Husband-Wife Sample

Percentage Chgggg*
First Quarter

Level Q1-010 Q1-Q12

TOTAL SAMPLE:

Experimentals - 4
Controls 64.

0
1

WHITES :

Experimentals
Controls

BLACKS :

Experimentals
Controls

SPANISH-SPEAKING
AMERTCANS :

Experimentals
Controls

NIT PLAN:

WL \O =t P =k =t O O

50-30
50-50
75-30
75-50
75-70
100-50
100-70
125-50

LWLuuunnP o
-

N @ W SO W

RO OONWYWPHoONY

*Q1, Q10, Q12 denote quarters 1, 10, and 12, respectively,
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LISTING OF THE TECHNICAL PAPERS, GRADUATED WORK
INCENTIVE EXPERIMENT IN NEW JERSKY AND PENNSYLVANTA

PART A. AN OVERVIEW OF THE LABOR-SUPPLY RESULTS AND THEIR SIGNIFLCANGH
FOR CURRENT POLtCY: Albert Rees

PART B, LABOR-SUPPLY RESPONSE

Chapter T Concepts Used in the Central Analysis and theiv Mea-
suremynt , Harold W, Watts, Dale Poirier, and Charles
Mallar

Chapter LI (a) Labor Supply of Married Men, Harold W. Watts
(b) The Impact of Negative Taxes on the Labor Supply
ot Low-Income Male Family Heads, David Hormer

Chapter 1YL (a) The Labor Supply Response ot Married Women, Glen
Cain et al.
(b) Relationship of the Female Labor Supply Clmarac-
teristics of the Experimental Sample to Those
ol Other Samples, Walter Nichglson

Chapter IV  School Enrollment and Labor-Force Participatidon Among
Youny, adults, Charles Mallar

Chapter V (a) Labor Supply of the Family, Robinsom Hollister
(b) The Etfects of the Welfare "Pias' o Family
Earnings Response to the Experimemt , Robert Awery
Chapter VI  Wage Rate Response, Harold W, Watts and John Mamesr
Chapter VII  The Eifect of Negative Income Tax Payments on Job

Turnover and Job Selection, Seymour fpilermin amd
Richard Miider |

Chapter VIII  The Effects of Health on Lhe Supply of ¢nd Returns to
Labor, David Elesh and My¢oft Js Lefcowitz

Chapter 1X  Social Peychological Characteristics gpd lLabor-Foree
Response of Male Heads, Sonia Wright

Chapter X Infermation Levels amd Labor Response, Jan Hy Kaudsen,
Roburt A, Scott, and Arnold R, Bhore

PART C. THE VALIDITY AND GENERALIZABILLITY OF RESULIS

Chapter I ° The Problem of Attrition, Jon K, Peck

Chapter II  Thw Effcvets of Welfare on Fapefimental Response;
Irwin Carftinkel




Chapter 111

Chapter IV

Chapter V

Chapter VI

Chapter [

Ghaspter 11

Chaptey 151

Chapter fy

Chapter V

Chapter VI

Chapter VII

Chapter VIII

Predicting the Effects of A Permanent Program from
a Limited Duration Experiment, Charles Metcalf

Lesnes Redated to Site Selection and Representa-
tivenews of Sample, Michael Taussig

Sample X-sign and the Use of Experimental Data,
Chaw les hetcalf :

Tihe loe v Yarta Series in the Graduated Work In-
¢ept ive Experamemt: Ap Amwlysis of their Dif-
ferences, Walter Nicholson

PAES D, BEUAYIORAL RESPONSES 10 ThE EXPERIMENT GFHMER THAN THE LABOR-
FORCHE. RESPONSE*

@yerview of che Anafysis amd Reswlts Reported in Part
®, Yillian Bawmol

Measurement of the Experimenta) Yawisbles and Re-
lated Mrgsurememt Issues, Harold ¥, fatts

(#) Fowsipg Consympr' ion in the Ney Jersey-Pemnsyl-
vania @xperiment , Judith Weoldridye

(b) Egenditure Pattoeras in the Craduated Wowk
{d¢emt ive Experiment: A Bescriptive $yrvey,
Waléey Nicholsonm

(c) consumpt fon Behayvior Uadey a Purngnemt ngngvg
#mcome lax: Prelimfpary Evidence, Chg¥les
Medcalf

Fxper fment g Fffects on Health gnd Health Gare Utilf-
7t on, Myron J, Lefcowitz and dypyid Elesh

$ocial Psycholggical Consequences of the Graduateg
Work Incemt fye Lxperiment , Russell MidJLean,aqd
Yernog Allen

Social Inteuration, Luisure Asfiyity, Media Exposure,
and Lite-Style Eghancement, Jack fgdinsky aoff Apnd Wifle

The Effect of Income Maintepance Laywd of Fﬁrﬁi?ﬂﬁyf
Glen Cain

Changes in Household Compusition, Jog H, prdsen,
Robert A. Scott, and Arnold R. Shore

* Sce Appendix C for abstracts of these papers,
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Chapter 1
Chapter 1I

Chapter III

Technical Note on Bilinear Splines; Daie Poipder
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Components Model to InteMttent Panel ®ata;
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Chapter II  Sample Selection
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Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
Chapter
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Chapter
Chapter
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XII1 Stopping Payments At The End of The
Expariment
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ABSTRACTS OF RESEARCH INTO BEHAVIORAL RESPONSES IO THE

EXPERIMENT OTHER THAN THE LABOR SUPPLY RESPONSE (Part
of Technical Papers) :

lHousing Consumption in the New Jersey-Pennsylvania Experiment
Z}leip W6olg£igﬁgl: An important hypothesis often put forward

is that a guarantecd income of some kind will enable low-

income people to acquire better housing. This study, therefore,
estimated (within the constraints of very inadequate data) the
effects of the experiment on house buying and quality of rental
housing. 7The primary finding was that it was increases in carned
income, not payments, that played the major role in stimulating
increased home owvunership during the experiment. Experimental
payments were more likely to be used for improved rental

housing than for home buying. On the other hand, experimental
families with cnough income to be above their hreakeven point
(and therefore receiving no payments) were more likely to acquire
homes than their control counterparts--one apparent explanation
being that their guaranteed incomes gave them the financial
gecurity to do so.

Expenditure Patterns in the Graduated Work Incentive Experiment:-
A Dexpriptive Survey (Walter Nicholson). The purpose of this
fesearch was to provide a descriptive survey of the consumption
data from the New Jerseyv~Pennsylvania experiment. For this
teasou, relatively simple statistical tests and regression specei-
fications which resembled those typically uscd in cross=-section
studies of consumption behavior were used, which should indicate to
future researchers possible relationships between the experimental
data and other bodies of data. There are, however, limitations

to such an approach which should be clearly recognized, The two
most important are these: (1) This approach ignores the cross=-
substitution effects on consumption behavior which arise because
the price of "leisure" differs systematically across experimental
familics and (2) it neglects the long-term nature of consumption
decisions and does not incorporate long-~term variables into the
gpecification of the income serices being used,

Within these constraints, two specific questions were addressed:

(1) Did experimental families allocate their payment income differ-

ently from other increases in purchasing power? (2) To what cxtent

were the expenditure patterns of homeowners and renters structurally
distinct?




With respect to the first question, the evidence suggested
that control and experimental families did pot differ greatly
in the ways in which they cxpended their incomes. Concerning
the second issuc, homeowners (and those moving from renter to
owner status) behaved in substantially different ways from
renters; specifically, homeowners were more likely to use
payments for the purchase of durable goods. Structural

dif ferences by race were also suggested., White and Spanish-
speaking families have higher marginal propensities to spend

on food caten at home than do black families, For Spanish-
speaking families there is soeme evidetice of important effects
of cxperimental payments on durable acquisitions,

Consumpt fon Behavior Under a_Permanent: Negative Income Tax:

??EﬁjndBar?uﬁvldcnpg_j@hﬁi}iymE@ggglﬁl. This research
EEEI&ZEE‘&GFHBIE";oods purchascs and assct and debt accumulations
primarily from the perspective of providiug insights into the
impact of a permanently adapted negative income tax (serving as

a companion paper to the onc described ahove on Predicting the
Lffects of Permancnt Programs from a Limited-Duration Experiment.)
The empirical strategy differs from that adopted by Nicholson in
two major respects. First, the wmodel specification paralled more
directly those adopted for estimating labor supply responses;
thus, the level of earned income was regarded as an outcome of
the labor supply decision rather than as an independent variable
in a conventional system of expenditure cquatioms. Second,
stress was placed on interpreting varjations in expenditure
behavior over the span of the experiment; the most striking
results were obtained for the first threc months and for the
second half of the experiment. )

While the statistical power of many of the results was weak,
evidence of both positive net saving (normally associated with
temporary income changes) and of substitution from future to
current consumption (associated with the temporary price change
implicit in the experimental tax rate) was found. From the
fragmentary information availap%e, the marginal propensity to
save out of experimental pdyments appeared to reach 21 percent
during the second half of the experiment, and was positive for
all ethnic groups. While it is sometimes argued that the
behavior of low-income households cannot be interpreted within
the context of conventional cconomic models such as those
represented by the permanent income hypothesis and related
theories, results obtained from the experiment have provided
renewed optimism in this direction.




Experimental Effects on Health and Health Care Utilization
(Myron J, Lefcowitz_ and David klesh)., The effect of the
experinental treatments on investments in health and the
utilization of health care for the head, spouse, and children
separately was assessed for the three points in time during the
experiment at which health data were gathered, - Two measures

of health status were used: a person's number of chronic
illnesses and days lost from work (including liousework or schcol)
due to illness. The measures of health care utilization were
the number of days spent in a hospital (for children, it was
whether or not there had been a hospital stay), the total
number of physician visits, the number of private physician
visits, and the number of "other" physician visits, No
evidence of any experimental effects was observed, either for
the health measures or for the measures of the health-care
utilization. This was not a surprising finding, given the

fact that the effects of income on these variables have usually
been found to be small or nonexistent.

_Arguments that the failure to find any experimental effects is
due to the experiment's limited duration, or to our sample's
lack of access to care, or to meagerncss of the experimental
payments, are not borne out. While the experiment was limited
to only three years, the fact tiat people genernlly put an
extremely high priority on their health suggests that the
effects~-if they were to be obscrved at all--should have
occurred quite rapidly. Morcover, the utter lack of amy

sign of an increase in illness or utilization over the time
makes it unlikely that a longer experiment would produce
different results. As far as the question of access to care
is concerned, there is no evidence that our sampleis
seriously disadvantaged in this respect. The vast majority
of the families report that they have a regular physician
within a reasonable distance from their homes. Finally, the
argum-nt that the experimental payments are too small to have
any cffect can be dismissed with the observation -that the
average payment per family per year was about $1,000; since
average family earnings for the whole sample were approximately
$5,500, this amounts to 18 percent of their earnings--a non-
trivial amount. )




C-4

. Social-Psychological Consequences of the Graduated Work
Incenti!g_Experlmcut ( Russell Middleton and Vernon Allen).
This investipation was concerned with whether the experinent
had an effect on a serics of social-psychological variables
among the male hzads of families participating in the program.
Scales were constructed to measure sense of community efficacy,
support for government social programs, scnse of control of
future, anomy, sclf-estecem, and psychosomatic and nervous
symptoms. In addition, five individual items assessed worry; )
five items from the Cantril scale measured present, past and
expected quality of life; and olher items dealt with future
job, perceived financial well-becing, amount of money needed,
and bchavior if given more money.

In most cases the analysis revealed no significant differences
between the experiment and control groups in their social-
.psychological rcactions, or among responses to the different
pians. There were only scattered instances of significant
differences, and these did not constitute a systematic or
meaningful pattern. Furthermore, there were no systematic
differences in the social-psychological reactions of major
subgroups--such as different ethnic groups, different age

groups, different education groups, and residents of different
cities.

The possibility that positive psychological effects of the
program payments might have been cancelled out by concomitant
negative consequences of a possible reduction in hours worked
or earncd family income was then cxamined--the expectation
being that any experimental ecffect on the social-psychological

variables would be a consequcace primarily of a family's
receiving additional income through the program payments.,
Using path analysis, however, only five out of 48 instances
were found where program payments were significantly related
to the soclal-psychological variables. Therec was also little
if any experimental effect on hours worked by the male head
or on family earnings.

Finally, a canonical correlation procedure was employed to
summarize the cffects of the cxperiment on a broad range of
social-psychological variables considered as indicators of
"seneral psychulogical well-being'., This analysis also
showed 1littlc or no effect of the experiment.




It 1s important to note that little or no negative consequences,
such as a loss of sclf-esteem, were found, A slight positive
cffect was expected on the basis of mumerous studlies which
have shown that sociocconomic status and income are positively
correlated with the variables that tap psychological well-~
being., The lack of positive results may have been due to a
threshold effect; had the payments been appreciably greater

or if the program had lasted for a longer period, perhaps
there would have been an improvement on the part of the
experimental subjects., Some of the data do suggest that the
subjects did not perceive that their financial situation had
been significantly improved relative to that of cumpurab:c
others.

Socinl Integration, leisure Activity, Media FExposure, and
Life Style Enhancement (Jack Ladingky and Anna Wells)., The
objectives of this rescarch were to determine whether the
experiment, especially during t'e second and third years,
brought about perceptible changes of behavior in the following
four areas: (1) family integration, social visiting, and aid-
giving, (2) leisure pursuits, (3) mass media exposure, and

(4) goods :nd services purchases for life-style enrichment.
Underlying the research was a concern for evidence of changes
in social integration or social cohesion--ties to family

and friends, organization and community--as a result of the
higher income and greater economic security for the experi-~
mental participants,

Within each of the four areas of concern, analysis was
presented for one or more dependent variables using a basic
regression model that variced only slightly from case to
case. The independent variables in the regression model
included background variables measured at pre-enrollment

(or at some instances at first quarter), site variables, and
variables relating to the experiment,

In the process of analyzing the four behavior areas, some
statistically significant experimental effects were found (in
six out of 42 regression models). But these effects were
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sporadic. The experiment scemed to affect dependent variables
that were unrelated in different wvays (sometimes generally,
other times through the guarantee or tax rate), and at only

one point of measurement (when the dependent variables were
measured at two or three poiunts during the experiment). As a
result, the effects did not sceew substantively significant,

and no meaningful interpretation could be plven, Significant
effects from independent variables, other than the experimental
ones were invariably present, patterned, and more easily
interpretable,  For instance, cducation was positively related
to newspaper reading at all three points in time. Thus, within
the limits of our analysis, there was no cvidence of an increase
or decrease in social integration in the cxzperimental group over
the span of the experiment, and the control and experimental
groups secmed very similar in their social behavior,

The Fifect of Tncome Maintenance Laws on Fertility (Glen Cain),
Becaﬂso-itLLillty “decisions involve paanth commitments for
18 years or so, the three-year experiment can offer only
limited information on fertility responses to legislated
income maintenance plans. buring the three-year duration,
however, the experimental plans changed economic variables
affecting fectility by raising family incomes and by reducing
child cousts=-both the direct costs and the opportunity costs
(in terms of foregone carnings) of the wifc's time.  Despite
these pro-natal changes, the statistical results for the first
10 quarters show no significant effect of the experimental
plans on the rate of pregnancy and births, Moreover, there
was no tendency among the treatment families for the more
penerons pluns to be associated with higher fertility than the
least generous plan.

The empirical results, taken at face value, say that urban poor
familics containing a husband and a4 wife of child-bearing age
do not have more births when implicitly offered cash transfer
payments for additional children during a three-year period.
They do not, at least, when the cash payments range betwecn
$200 to $900 per ycar fer the one or two yecars that they might
actually receive such '"baby bonuses.'" Moreover, these urban
poor families do not have more births when confronted with
relatively high implicit tax rates over the three-yecar period--
rates which are belicved to decrease market work and promote
the substitution of homework and leisure.




Plans are underway to add the data from the final two quarters
and to examine other measures of family planning behavior.

Changes in Household Compositicn (JQE;Helge Knudsen, Robert A,
Scott, Arnold R. Shorc). The purpose of this rcsearch was to
study, from a policy perspective, the impact of a necgative
income tax on houschold compesition changes among families
enrolled in the experiment, Iu the absence of firm theoretical

propositions obtainable from the existing literature, transition
probabilities for the sample were generated by means of a
Markov chain analysis and then decomposed,

N> evidence was found of changes in houschold composition among
experimental familics indicative of major disruptions in

ramily life. Analysis of the changes that did occur focused

on the impact of cxperimental parameters and selected policy-
relevant variables. The findings were these: (1) Families on
medium generosity plans had higher transition rates out of the
nuclear status than those on high and low generosity plans, (2)
Averaged over the whole sample, white families had lower rates of
transition than either Spanish-speaking or black families. (3)
Other variables such as husband's age, prior income, family

size, and education had less impact on composition changes than
ethnicity and plan. (4) Several interactions among variables
were important, including the interactions between plan and ethni-
city and between husband's age and ethnicity. '
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DATA AVAILABLE FROM THE GRADUATED WORK

INCENTIVE EXPERIMENT IN NEW JERSEY AND PENNSYLVANIA

1. General Description of the Experiment and Available Data

The New Jersey-Pennsylvania Experiment was designed to measure the
respense of households containing an able-bodied male between 18 and 58
(not going to school full time, institutionalized, or in the armed forces)
to a set of negative income tax plans. These plans guaranteed a certain pay-
ment (the guarantee) in the event that the household received no other
income, and reduced this payment by a certain percentage (the tax rate) of
every doilar earned up to the income level (breakeven level) at which
the payment was reduced o zero, Four guarantee levels (50, 75, 100, 125
percent of the official poverty line) and three tax rates (30, 50, 70
percent were tested. These were combined into 8 separate negative income
tax plans (50-30, 50-50, 75-30, 75-50, 75-70, 100-50, 100-70, 125~50). To
be eligible, families hsd to have an income for the year preceding the |
experiment of not more than 150 percent of the poverty line.

originally, 1 "16 families were enrolled in the experiment: 725 in the
experimental groups and 491 ~ontrols. They were enrolled sequentially at
the following sites: Trep:on, New Jer.ey (August, 1968); Paterson-Passaic,
New Jersey (January, 1969;; Jersey City, New Jersey (June, 1969); and
Scranton, Pennsylvania (September, 1969). After the experiment was underway,

141 new controls were added in Trenton and Paterson- ?assaic (October. 1969).




There are 7 categories of data available for anulysis:

1.

2,

3.

The Screening Interview

This is a short interview designed to assess eligibility

for inclusion in the experiment. The eligibility criteria

were as follows:
1) Family income had to be no higher than 150
percent of the official poverty line during
the year preceding the experiment.
2) The family had to include an able-bodied male,
aged 18~58, who was not in the armed forces,
institutionalized, or going to school full time,

plus one other family member.
The interview was administered to 28,000 families.

The Pre-enrollment Interview

This interview was administered to collect extensive base-

1ine data on all the families selected (from the screening

interview) as eligible for inclusion in the experiment. It

was administered tc 2,341 families before enrollment.

Twelve Quarterly Interviews

These interviews constituted the main data source for the
experiment. They were administered to all families (1,357 were
actually enrolled) 4 times a year for the three-year period
over which mayments were being made., They were approximately
one hour long, and were composed of 2 sections: (1) A 20

minute section (called the '"core") on the labor-force status
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and participation of all family members 16 years of age

or older. This section was repeated in every quarterly

interview (i.e., every three months). (2) A non-core
t- section which varied by quarter and covered at varying
frequencies such items as assets, durable goods and debts,
child care, child support; educational background and
aspiration, family integration, leisure activity, vacations
and hobbies, home ownership, insurance policies, job history,
job satisfaction, media, medical and dental care, mobility,
membership in organizations, political activity and involve-
ment, social and demographic backgrognd, social-psychological
attitudes, a time-budget study, and welfare status,
In addition to information obtained in direct responses to
the questlons on the quarterly interview, a group of con-
structed variables have been generated and added to the
quarterly files. These are designed to provide standard
information on labor-force participation, wages, and hours
worked for all adult household members for the week previous
to each quarterly interview., They were constructed using
- ‘ various sets and combinations of core variables, plus a

conservative and strictly limited system of data editing and

imputation,

4, 13 ("Follow=-up') Quarterly Interview
This interview was administered tnree months after the transfer
payments had ceased. It also cnntained a labor-force core

- section for each family member 16 or over. Its main purpose,




6.

7.
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however, was to investigate the families' understanding
of the experiment, and their reactions to the transfer

payments and the interviews.,

Special Attrition Interview

After the experiment was over a concerted effort was made to
trace the 25 percent of families who had attrited during the
experimenf. About 41 percent of those families were found,
and a special interview was administered to them. It in-
cluded family composition changes since the last interview,
plus a labor-force core, work history, jJob status, geographic
mobility, and welfare status, since leaving the experiment.
In addition, questions were asked to attempt to determine

the reason for dropping out.

The Payments File

This file is camposed of information from the income report

forms required from families in the experimental group every

4 weeks in order to qualify for payments, and the actual

amounts of each payment. The data collected include hours

worked, gross earnings, certain deductions, and changes in )
family size. This file, of course, only exists for families

in the experimental grovp, because control families submitted

no Income Report Forne and received no payments.,

The Annual Income Supplement

This interview administered st the end of every year of pay-

ments at each site. It was designed to get annual totals




for different categories of income for the purpose
of getting an independent series for comparison with the
) monthly and quarterly income data collected on the income

report forms and questionnaires, respectively.

The sections that follow list the specific data available,




2. QUARTERLY LABOR-I'ORCF._DATA f

Core

husband

wife -
- 1lst other adult

2nd other adult )
3rd other adult : .

Hours worked last week (month)

husband

wife

1st other adult
- 2nd other adult
3rd other adult

Pay last weck (month)

Job

husband

wife

1st other adult
2nd other adult
- 3rd other adult

husband

wife

- 1lst other adult
- 2nd other adult
= 3rd other adult

Looking for work

Other labor-force data - head

- gpouse
1st other adult
2nd other adult
3rd other adult

Constructed Variables

Earnings last week at all jobs - head Ny
' = Spouse

1st other adult

2nd other adult

3rd other adult

Total household earnings last week
Total number of adulf earners in household

Hours worked last week at all jobs ~-head
-spouse
-1st other adult
-2nd other adult
=3rd other adult




Regular hours worked last week on main job - head
- spouse
= ]lst other adult
= 2nd other adult
-~ 3rd other adult

Total regular hours worked last week on main job
by all adult in household

head

- spouse

- 1st other adult
- 2nd other adult
= 3rd other adult

Total hours worked on main job last week

Total nours worked on main job last week by
all zdults in household

Lator-force participation status last week = head

spouse

lst other adult
- 2nd other adult

3rd other adult

Family labor-force participation status last week
Number of adults "available" for work*

Ratio of hours actually worked to total hours if all
"available" adults worked 40 hours (realized work effort)

Ratio of houis actually worked to total feasible hours if
all adults in household worked 40 hours (potential work effort)

Wage Rate - head
- spouse
- 1st other aduit
- 2nd other adult
= 3rd other adult

Number of adults in houschold employed last weék
Number of adults in household unemployed last week

o

Number of adults not in labor force or in labor force but
further not classifiable

Number of adults with no labor force status classification
Guarantee level of experimental plan

Tax rate of experimental plan

%
excludes those in school, disabled, or women with children under 6.
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Control or experimental status
Ethnicity of houschold head
Education of household head

Site
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Spevific
Quarter
3. SUBJECT INDEX (excluding laboxr-force status) OF Asked
QUESTIONNAIRE CONTENTS '
KCE - heaa i -
- gpouse
- children
ATTITUDLS (head of household)

Anomie scale and fate controi Pre¥%
5th
7th
9th -

Future events 7th

: 11th

Outlook

Happiness Pre
5th

9th

Ladder of life Pre
4th

8th

Worry Scale | Pre
' Sth

9th

Political

Attitudes (Liberalisq/@onservatism) Pre -
5th
9th

Awareness ' Pre

. 1st

5th

9th

| Integration ' Pre
5th

9th

Self-esteem N i 7th
11th*

Social Desirability. 7th

Subjective Social Status : Pre

* —
Pre~enrollment, baseline interview




Time Horizon

Work

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND SCHOOLING

Children
Children (Aspirations of parents for)

Husband
Wife

Husband's family-parents

- male or female guardian

- s8iblings
Wife's family-parents

- siblings

ETHNIC11Y - head

FAMILY

Cémposition
Birth Control
Child Care~gencral

Child care-wife working or not working

Child Support and alimony

Specific
Quarter
Asked

- 7th

See job satis-
faction

1st
5th
9th
- 1st
5th
9th
1st
1st

1st
11th

11th

1st
11th

lst
11th

1st

Every quarter
.12th
Every quarter

4th
8th
12th

Every quarter
4th
11th




Expenditure patterns

- appliances ' ‘

-~ clothing

- food

Family history and Background

- deceased parents of head

marital history of head and spouse

marital status of head's parents

religious background

social & demographic background
of head and spouse .

verbal facility of head and Anmons &
Ammons Quick Test

Family integraticn (general)

Family integration (spouses separated)
Homework and children's chores

N

Ledsure activity (family)

Specific
Quarter

Asked

3rd
7th

3rd
7th
11th
3rd

7th
11lth

11lth

11th
12th

11th

7th
7th

12th

Pre
3rd
5th
7th
9th

11th

12th

lst
3rd
5th
7th
9th-

3rd
7th
11th

D-11




Leisure time spent with children

Neighborhood - ethnic composition

Social integration

Time budget study
FINANCIAL STATUS

Financial management

Credit and installment buying

Pawvned items

Assets, savings

Debts

Garnishments
Repossessions -

Appliances owned

Specific
Quarter

Asked

3rd
7th
lith

7th

Pre
4th
8th
12th

3rd

1st
6th
10th

10th
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Motor Vchicles owned

Furniture owned.

Insurance
- general

- life

- medical

Income Tax Return (joint or separate)
HOME OWNERSHIP

Housing & property ovnership

Family housing conditions

Home improvements

~JOB HISTORY AND EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS
Head job history (1ifetime)

Husband and wife job history-general

Wife job history, current marriage
(1f working)

Wife job history, current maxriage
(Lf not working)

Specific
Quarter

Asked

Pre
lst
6th
10th

1st
éth
10th

Pre

4th
8th
12th

2nd
6th

12th

AIS
Pre
4th

Pre

3rd
7th
11th

1lth

2nd

4th
8th
l2th

4th
8th
12th
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’

Occupational experience of head's parents
or guardians

Occupational experience of head's siblings

Recent Work Experience (last week or last
month) each adult

Annual Work Experienca each adult

JOB SATISFACTION (head of household)

Attitudes toward work

Job expectations

Job satisfaction and job satisfagtion scale

Job alienation
JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS

Head

Wife of Head
LEISURE, HOBBIES, VACATIONS
Family leisure activiéy
Leisure time spent with children

Leisure activity - wife

Specific
Quarter
Asked

11lth

11th

Every quarter

Every quarter
AIS*

Pre
4th
8th
12th

Pre
4th
8th
12th

Pre
4th
8th
12th

12th

2nd
4th
8th
12ih

2nd

(see FAMILY)
(see FAMILY)
3rd

1th
1lth
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Specific
Quarter
Asked

- husband ’ 3rd
’ - 7th
11th

Sports and hobbies - head 7th
. 1ith

Vacations - head 7th
11th

MEDIA
TV, Radio, Newspapers, Magazines - general 3rd

Newspapers, Magazines, Books - head 7th
11th

1V, Radio, Newspapers - Spouse 7th
11th

MEDICAL AND DENTAL

. - 2nd
Attitudes toward - head 6th
Health practices - general 2nd
6th
10th

Medical care adults (excluding pregnancy) 2nd
. 6th
10th

Medical care (pregnancy, wife only) 2nd
6th
10th

Medical care (children) 2nd
8th
12th

Long~term illncsses or disabilities (adults) 2nd
6th
N . 10th

Loag-term illnesses or disabilities (children) 2nd
8th
12th

llospitalization (adults) _ 2nd
6th
10th
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Specific
. Quarter
Asked

Hospitalizafion (children) N 2nd

8th
12th

Psychosomatic 7th

10th

Dental care (adults) ' 2ud Ut
6th
10th

Dental care (children) _ - 2nd
8th
12th

ORGANIZATIONAL INVOLVEMENT
General - family * 3rd

Memberships -~ Head Pre
3rd
5th
9th

- gpouse " 3rd
5th
9th

= children 3rd.
Sth
9th

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE (see WELFARE)

RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY 4th
8th
10th

Marriage termination if related to mobility 10th
Mobility follow-up special

WELFARE, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE .
- amount . Every quarter
' AIS

-~ detail Pre
4th
11th
12th




Welfare status of head's family at age 16
Welfare status of spouse's family at age 16

Family welfare status during experiment
(applicants).

Family welfare status during experiment
(non-applicants)

Family welfare status prior to experiment

Specific
Quarter
Asked

i1th
- 12th
1lih
12th

11th
12th

"~ 11th
12th

11th
" 12th
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4., FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW

Respondents Understanding of Experiment |
Budgeting of Faming Income

Family Budgeting - general

Family budgeting - during experiment N
Effect of interviews on budgeting )
Effect of payments on budgeting

Participation in Quarterly Interviews versus Receiving Payments

"Effect of payments on personal and public relationshipss
Effcct of interviews on personal and public relationships
Percception of amount, accuracy, timing of payments*

Effect of payments on helping others financially*

Cheating®

Payments received*

Perception of accurucy of reported income

Perception of present and future financial status

Effect of end of payments on welfare status:

Preparation for interview questions

Expectecd responses to interview questions

Perception of rationale behind certain questions

Estimate of influence of interview questions

Reasons for refusal to answer certain questions

Perception of clarity of questions

Extent of discussion of questions outside household

Knowledge and perception of relationship between payments
and interviews®

Satisfaction with help received from the paymentst

Satisfaction with the interviews and explanations given for them*

A

Asked of experlmentals only,




5. SPECIAL DATA FILES

Annual Income Supplement

Special Interview for Attrited Units
Screening Interview

° Payments File




