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■ Welfare caseloads in the Detroit
metropolitan area fell 75 percent
between 1992 and 2000, while the
region’s adult welfare recipients
remained concentrated in the city
of Detroit. Over three-quarters of the
area’s adult recipients, and over 90
percent of its non-white recipients,
lived in the central city in 2000.

■ A considerable share of recipients
in the city of Detroit and its
suburbs had not been receiving
welfare one year before. Over half of
Detroit area welfare recipients in
February 2000 had joined or returned
to the rolls within the previous year, a
37 percent increase since 1998. 

■ The percentage of Detroit area
welfare recipients reporting earn-
ings increased between 1996 and
2000, but still varied by place and
race across the region. For example,
while the share of recipients in the 
city of Detroit that worked increased
nearly 60 percent between 1996 and
2000, recipients in the suburbs of the
metropolitan area continued to work
at higher rates overall.

■ Adult welfare recipients living in
suburban neighborhoods had 
significantly greater access to
employment opportunities than
recipients living in city of Detroit.
Welfare recipients in suburban Wayne
County just outside of Detroit had
access to 30 percent more low-skill
job opportunities than welfare recipi-
ents living in the city of Detroit.

■ Adult recipients who lived closer to
employment opportunities were
more likely to report work earnings
in 2000, all else equal. Better
geographical access to jobs was asso-
ciated with larger gains in the share
of non-white recipients with earnings
than the share of white recipients
with earnings.

Findings
An analysis of data on welfare recipients and employment opportunities in the Detroit
metropolitan area in the late 1990s finds that: 
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I. Introduction

A
nalyses of the current
national welfare caseload
indicate that a larger
percentage of welfare recipi-

ents reside in major urban centers
today than in the mid-1990s.2 Figures
from the 2000 Census indicate that,
despite positive trends in many metro-
politan areas since 1990, our urban
centers continue to be highly segre-
gated by race and class.3 Moreover,
there is mounting evidence that job
growth has occurred at a quicker pace
in suburban than in central city areas.4

Combined, these trends suggest that
welfare recipients in the inner city,
particularly racial and ethnic minori-
ties, may be at a disadvantage in
accessing jobs and making the transi-
tion from welfare to self-sufficiency.
Recent studies find that welfare recipi-
ents tend to live farther from low-skill
job opportunities than non-recipients,5

resulting in lower earnings rates
among welfare recipients.6

To understand the relationship
between spatial factors and the work
outcomes of welfare recipients, this
report analyzes unique data on changes
in welfare caseloads, caseload charac-
teristics and employment opportunities
within the Detroit metropolitan area in
the 1990s. The significant reduction in
the number of welfare recipients
nationwide and in the Detroit area
since the early 1990s suggests that
policymakers considering welfare
reform in 2002 may be confronted
with programmatic concerns very
different from those in 1996. In addi-
tion to discerning how variation in
access to jobs affects work outcomes
among welfare recipients, it is also
important to understand whether there
are differences in the characteristics of
welfare recipients across metro areas
that may further complicate efforts to
link central city recipients to metro-
wide employment opportunities. This
report describes changes in welfare
caseloads in Detroit metropolitan area
between 1992 and 2000, reinforcing

that welfare-to-work efforts must
respond to differences across place in
recipient characteristics and employ-
ment opportunities. The study
concludes by discussing potential
policy responses to the issues created
by shifting welfare caseloads and labor
market opportunities in our nation’s
urban centers.

II. Methodology

U
sing unique administrative
data on welfare receipt in
the Detroit metropolitan
area from 1992 to 2000 and

data from an employer survey
conducted by Harry Holzer in the
Detroit metropolitan area in 1997, this
survey offers new information on the
spatial dynamics of caseload decline,
caseload characteristics and employ-
ment outcomes for welfare recipients.7

Administrative data files from the
State of Michigan Family Indepen-
dence Agency (FIA) for June 1992,
June 1996, June 1998, and February
2000 provide a picture of how patterns
of welfare receipt have varied by race
and geography in the three-county
Detroit metropolitan area since the
passage of welfare reform. Further, the
administrative data supply insights
into the changing characteristics of
adult welfare recipients from 1996 to
2000, including how long they had
been on the rolls, their household size
and whether they were working. With
information on the location of recipi-
ents, it is possible to analyze how
these changes relate to the spatial
distribution of the welfare caseload. 

The Holzer employer survey
contains information for each firm
surveyed on the total number of jobs
in 1997, new jobs added between
1996–97, and low-skill jobs in 1997.
These data are used to create employ-
ment access measures that describe
the proximity of welfare recipients to
all jobs, to job growth, and to low-skill
jobs. (See Appendix A for further detail
on how these access measures were
constructed and for further back-

ground on the data sources used.)
Using these measures, this study
examines whether greater geographic
access to employment corresponds
with higher employment rates for
welfare recipients. 

Background on the Detroit 
Metro Area
The Detroit metropolitan area
includes three Michigan counties:
Macomb, Oakland and Wayne. The
city of Detroit rests in the eastern
corner of Wayne County (see Figure
1), with the largely suburban counties
of Oakland and Macomb lying to the
northwest and northeast, respectively,
of Wayne County.8 Metropolitan
Detroit is typical of many older, 
Rust Belt industrial areas with a high-
poverty, racially segregated central city
and a low-poverty suburban ring.
Female unemployment in 1998 in the
city of Detroit was 7.2 percent, nearly
twice the rate for the Detroit metro-
politan area overall (3.8 percent).9

The mean poverty rate in Wayne
County in 1997 was 18.0 percent,
compared to 5.9 percent in Macomb,
and 6.0 percent in Oakland.10 Recent
research indicates that among 
metropolitan areas, segregation in 
the Detroit region was the highest 
in the nation in 2000.11 In that year,
81 percent of the city’s residents 
were African-American, while only 
7 percent of suburban Detroit’s resi-
dents were.12

III. Findings

A. Welfare caseloads in the Detroit
metropolitan area fell 75 percent
between 1992 and 2000, while the
region’s adult welfare recipients
remained concentrated in the city 
of Detroit. 
The number of adults receiving
welfare in the Detroit metropolitan
area fell dramatically during the
1990s.13 In June 1992 there were
107,869 adults receiving AFDC in the
three-county Detroit metropolitan
area, but by February 2000 the
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number of adults receiving TANF in
the area had fallen to 24,752—a 77
percent reduction in less than eight
years.14 Of this decline, more than
three-fifths (50,892 of the 83,117 case
reduction) occurred prior to June
1996, two months before federal
welfare reform was enacted into law.
The bottom panel of Table 1 tracks the
reduction in the number of adult
recipients in the suburban and central
city areas of Detroit since 1992. While
percentage declines in welfare receipt
were considerable across the metro-
politan area, the decline was
somewhat higher in suburban Wayne
and Oakland counties than in the city
of Detroit.15

Despite a significant metro-wide
reduction in the number of adults on
welfare, there was not a dramatic shift
in the percentage of adult recipients
living in suburban versus central city
areas. Table 1 shows that the
percentage of the region’s adult recipi-
ents living in central city Detroit
increased slightly between June 1992
and February 2000, from 73 percent
of all AFDC cases to 77 percent of
TANF cases. In February 2000, about
12 percent of all welfare households
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Figure 1.  Detroit Area Welfare Recipients by Census Tract,
February 2000

Table 1.  Welfare Caseload Trends in Detroit Area by County: 1992 to 2000

Detroit 
Metropolitan Oakland Macomb Wayne City of 
Area County County County Detroit

Number of Welfare Recipients, 
June 1992 107,869 10,404 4,954 12,959 76,746
Percentage of Metro Area Caseload, 
June 1992 -- 9.9 4.7 12.3 73.0

Number of Welfare Recipients, 
February 2000 24,752 1,731 1,255 2,686 18,690
Percentage of Metro Area Caseload, 
February 2000 -- 7.1 5.2 11.0 76.7

Percentage Change in Caseload 
June 1992 to February 2000 -77.1 -83.4 -74.7 -79.3 -75.6

Wayne County excludes the city of Detroit.

Sources: June 1992 and February 2000 Administrative Data from the State of Michigan Family Independence Agency.



lived in the largely suburban counties
of Oakland and Macomb, and 11
percent lived in suburban Wayne
County. Figure 1 displays graphically
the concentration of welfare recipients
in central city Detroit.

While the overall racial composition
of the Detroit area caseload did not
change substantially during the late
1990s, minority recipients continued
to be concentrated in the central city.
Across the Detroit metropolitan area,
the overall percentage of adult welfare
recipients who were non-white
increased only slightly in the late
1990s, from 78.5 percent to 80.2
percent of the caseload between June
1996 and February 2000.16 In Oakland
County, Macomb County and
suburban Wayne County, there were
slight increases between 1996 and
2000 in the proportion of the caseload
that was non-white. However, given
the much larger size of the city of
Detroit’s caseload, and the fact that
nearly 94 percent of recipients living
in the city were non-white, Detroit
was home to about 90 percent of the
metropolitan area’s non-white adult
welfare recipients in February 2000
(17,467 of 19,544 non-white adult
recipients).

B. A considerable share of recipients
in the city of Detroit and its suburbs
had not been receiving welfare one
year before.
Along with caseload declines, there
were important changes in the charac-
teristics of adult recipients in the
Detroit area in the late 1990s. Most
notably, the share of adult recipients
with active case files of less than one
year increased from 37.5 percent of
the three-county caseload in June
1998 to 51.2 percent in February
2000. Over one-half of all adult recipi-
ents in February 2000, therefore, were
new entrants or returners to welfare.
Long-term continuous welfare receipt
in the Detroit region actually declined
modestly in the late 1990s; 18.3
percent of all recipients in February

2000 had an active case file of more
than four years in length, down from
22.3 percent in June 1998. These
findings run counter to the notion that
most individuals currently on the
welfare rolls are “long-stayers.” To the
extent that some of these recipients
returned to the rolls after a short time
in the labor market, however, this
growth in new cases may signal that
former recipients had difficulty
remaining employed.

Although Figure 2 shows that the
increase in the percentage of case files
open for a year or less was most
pronounced in the city of Detroit (a
15.2 percentage point increase
between June 1998 and February
2000), significant increases occurred
in suburban areas as well—seven
percentage points in Oakland and
suburban Wayne counties, and ten
percentage points in Macomb County.
Figure 2 also indicates that slightly
higher percentages of adult recipients
in suburban Wayne County and the
city of Detroit were long-term contin-

uous welfare recipients than in
Oakland or Macomb counties.
Although the gap between these juris-
dictions in long-term welfare receipt
narrowed in recent years, nearly 80
percent of metropolitan area adult
recipients on assistance for four or
more years in February 2000 (3,105 
of 3,965 recipients) resided in the
central city.

Administrative data also show that
the average size of Detroit area house-
holds receiving assistance increased
after the passage of welfare reform. In
June 1996, 21 percent of adult welfare
recipients came from households with
six or more individuals; less than four
years later, 29 percent of recipients
came from such households. In
February 2000, nearly one-third of
adult recipients residing in Wayne
County and in the city of Detroit were
from households with six or more indi-
viduals, while around one-quarter of
adult recipients in Oakland and
Macomb counties were from house-
holds of that size. This trend towards
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Figure 2.  Short-Term and Long-Term Detroit Area Welfare
Receipt by County, June 1998 and February 2000

Wayne County figures exclude the city of Detroit.

Source: June 1998, February 2000 Administrative Data from the State of Michigan Family 
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larger recipient households is likely
due in part to the challenges associ-
ated with finding and retaining work
while managing a household with a
large number of dependents. It may
also be related to the fact that larger
families receive larger TANF grants,
and can therefore earn more than
smaller families before losing eligi-
bility for cash benefits.

C. The percentage of Detroit area
welfare recipients reporting earnings
increased between 1996 and 2000,
but still varied by place and race
across the region. 
Between June 1996 and February
2000, the percentage of adult recipi-
ents in the Detroit metropolitan 
area reporting earnings from work
increased from 26.7 percent to 
38.5 percent.17 Although there was
greater parity in recipient earnings
rates across counties in 2000 than in
1996, Figure 3 shows that rates
remained higher in suburban counties
than in the central city. In the city of
Detroit, the percentage of recipients

reporting earnings increased from 
23.5 percent to 37.1 percent between
June 1996 and February 2000, a 
60 percent jump. Yet this was still
about five to ten percentage points
behind earnings rates for recipients
living in suburban Wayne (42.0
percent), Oakland (46.9 percent), and
Macomb (41.6 percent) counties. 

Differences in earnings rates
between city and suburb held for
minorities as well, as suburban non-
whites receiving welfare had higher
earnings rates than those living in the
city of Detroit. For instance, Figure 3
shows that 49.7 percent of non-white
recipients in Oakland County reported
work earnings in February 2000 (up
from 29.3 percent in June 1996),
while 36.9 percent of non-white recip-
ients in the city of Detroit reported
work earnings in the same month (up
from 23.0 percent in June 1996).

D. Adult welfare recipients living in
suburban neighborhoods had signifi-
cantly greater access to employment
opportunities than recipients living
in city of Detroit. 
Using information from the Detroit
employer survey, three measures of job
accessibility were calculated for each
residential census tract in the Detroit
metropolitan area: access to all jobs in
1997; access to job growth between
1996 and 1997; and access to low-skill
employment opportunities in 1997.
Each accessibility measure controls
for labor market competition in the
low-skill labor market by dividing
recipients' proximity to jobs by their
proximity to adults with a high school
degree or less. (See Appendix A for
further detail.) For ease of interpreta-
tion, each tract access score is divided
by the overall metropolitan mean score
for that particular access measure.
Thus, a tract with an access score of
1.10 is in proximity to 10 percent
more jobs per job-seeker than the
mean tract; a tract with an access
score of 0.90 is in proximity to 10
percent fewer jobs per job-seeker than
the mean tract. 

Figure 4 and Table 2 reflect striking
differences in access to jobs across the
Detroit metropolitan area. Darker
areas of the map in Figure 4 indicate
tracts with access to jobs above the
metropolitan mean, while lighter areas
reflect tracts with access to jobs below
the metropolitan mean. The figure
shows that a substantial share  of
overall employment opportunity exists
in the suburban areas, particularly the
western suburbs of Detroit.18 With
increasing distance from the central
city comes increasing access to
employment opportunity.

Table 2 indicates that in June 1998,
there were consistent differences
between suburban and central city
areas in access to all job opportunities,
job growth, and low-skill job opportu-
nities. Looking first at job growth in
1997, welfare recipients living in
Oakland County in June 1998 had
access to about 10 percent more new
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Figure 3.  Earnings Rates Among Detroit Area Welfare 
Recipients by Race and County, June 1996 

and February 2000

Wayne County figures exclude the city of Detroit.

Source: June 1996, February 2000 Administrative Data from the State of Michigan Family 
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job opportunities per job-seeker than
recipients in suburban Wayne County,
and to 12 percent more new jobs per
job-seeker than recipients living in the
city of Detroit. Recipients living in
suburban Macomb County to the
northeast of Detroit were in proximity
to considerably fewer job opportunities
than recipients living in other

suburban areas or in the city of
Detroit. For instance, recipients living
in suburban Macomb County had
access to about 40 percent fewer new
job opportunities in June 1998 per
job-seeker than recipients in Oakland
County, and to about 30 percent fewer
new jobs per job-seeker than recipi-
ents in suburban Wayne County. 

The differences between counties in
their relative proximity to all low-skill
jobs were similarly large. Welfare
recipients living in suburban Wayne
County had access to about 40
percent more low-skill jobs in June
1998 per job-seeker than recipients
living in the city of Detroit, and access
to roughly 20 percent more low-skill
jobs per job-seeker than recipients
living in suburban Oakland County.
This finding reflects the substantial
expansion of low-skill job opportuni-
ties in western Wayne County during
the 1990s. Examining access to the
total stock of jobs, we see that recipi-
ents in the city of Detroit and in
Macomb County had similar level 
of access, and that recipients in
suburban Wayne and Oakland coun-
ties had access to 10 percent and 
20 percent, respectively, more jobs 
per job-seeker. Thus, regardless of the
measure of job access used, it is clear
that geographic access to employment
for welfare recipients is considerably
greater in the western portion of the
Detroit region than in the central city
and Macomb County.

E. Adult recipients who lived closer
to employment opportunities were
more likely to report work earnings
in 2000, all else equal.
Do these differences in welfare recipi-
ents’ access to jobs and job growth
within the Detroit metro area affect
employment outcomes? To answer this
question, econometric models were
used to assess the impact that welfare
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Figure 4.  Access to Employment Opportunities 
in the Detroit Area, 1997

Table 2.  Detroit Area Welfare Recipients' Access to
Job Opportunities by County, June 1998

Oakland County Macomb County Wayne County City of Detroit
Mean Access to Job Growth 1.129 0.726 1.023 1.007
Mean Access to Low-Skill Jobs 0.982 0.742 1.218 0.883
Mean Access to All Jobs 1.107 0.922 1.002 0.906

Wayne County figures exclude the city of Detroit.

Source: June 1998 Administrative data from the State of Michigan Family Independence Agency,

1997 Holzer employment survey.



recipient characteristics and geograph-
ical proximity to jobs had on the
likelihood that a recipient reported
earnings from work in June 1998. In
estimating the effect of job access on
earnings rates, the models controlled
for other recipient characteristics
including age, household size, length
of current welfare spell, and census
tract poverty level.19 (See Appendix A
for further detail.)

The results indicate that proximity
to jobs had a significant impact on the
work outcomes of both white and non-
white recipients, all else being equal,
and that the magnitude of that impact
was greater for non-white recipients.
Welfare recipients living near more
jobs per job-seeker in 1997 were more
likely to report earnings in June 1998
than recipients living near fewer such
opportunities.20 Figure 5 reflects the
impact of access to all jobs in 1997 on
the predicted probability that a welfare
recipient reported work earnings in
June 1998, based on estimates from
the econometric models. Columns A
and B indicate that living in a 10
percent poverty census tract with

access to 15 percent more job oppor-
tunities per job-seeker than the mean
metropolitan tract increased the 
probability of work by more than 
5 percentage points for white recipi-
ents, compared to living in a tract with
access to 15 percent fewer job oppor-
tunities per job-seeker than the mean
metropolitan tract. For non-white
recipients, this increase in job access
was associated with a 9 percentage
point increase in the probability of
reporting earnings. There was about a
16 percentage point difference overall
between white and non-white recipi-
ents in their likelihood of reporting
earnings in a job-rich area, reflecting
the racial differences in earnings rates
shown in Figure 3. These findings
suggest that some of that racial differ-
ence in earnings rates may be
attributable to the concentration of
non-white recipients in the city of
Detroit, where access to jobs is below
average.21

IV. Conclusion

A
s was true nationwide, the
three-county Detroit metro-
politan area experienced a
significant decline in the

number of adults receiving welfare
between 1992 and 2000, as well as a
steady increase in the percentage of
adult recipients who reported earnings
from work. The findings presented
here also indicate that the current
caseload in the Detroit area is not
composed solely of long-term recipi-
ents; roughly 50 percent of adult
recipients in February 2000 (nearly
11,000 households) were either new
entrants or individuals cycling back
onto welfare.  

These aggregate metropolitan data
on welfare caseloads, however, mask
important variation in welfare receipt
and work within the Detroit metropol-
itan area. Welfare receipt remains
largely a central city phenomenon;
disproportionate numbers of long-term
continuous adult recipients, non-white
recipients, and recipients from large
households reside within the city of
Detroit. This study reveals striking
disparities in access to jobs between
welfare recipients living in the central
city and inner-tier suburbs, and shows
that greater access to employment
opportunities is associated with higher
earnings rates among recipients.
Although this investigation was limited
to the Detroit area, the findings likely
hold across a number of metropolitan
areas that in recent years have experi-
enced employment decentralization
and increasing concentration of
welfare receipt in the region’s core.

Much of the debate around welfare
reform reauthorization is likely to
focus on how government should
continue to encourage and support
work among welfare recipients. The
Detroit example highlights how place
can impose important constraints on
the ability of low-income households
to find and retain work. Policymakers
debating TANF reauthorization should
thus promote solutions sensitive to the
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Figure 5. Predicted Probability of Reporting Work Earnings
Among Detroit Area Welfare Recipients, June 1998

Predicted probabilities based on a 25 to 34 year-old recipient with no more than two dependents

who has been on the rolls for one to four years.  Source: June 1998 Administrative Data from the

State of Michigan Family Independence Agency, 1997 Holzer employment survey
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spatial realities of welfare and urban
labor markets, by providing additional
flexibility in the administration of
welfare-to-work programs, and by
devoting new resources aimed at
connecting isolated central city resi-
dents to the broader metropolitan
labor market.

First, the complex characteristics
and needs of the current welfare case-
load suggest that administrators
should have greater discretion over
time limits, exemptions, and approved
work activities. Even though more
states may join Michigan in providing
assistance to families after the five-
year federal time limit, the federal
government should not shy away from
a commitment to ensuring that low-
income families have a reasonable
opportunity to achieve self-sufficiency.
Particularly in central cities where a
significant portion of the caseload
could reach time limits, exemptions
should be granted to those “playing by
the rules” and continuing to search for
work. In situations where significant
barriers to employment are involved,
states should be given the flexibility to
postpone work requirements and
emphasize treatment or training that
would facilitate better long-term
outcomes for recipients.

Second, as demonstrated here, state
administrative data can be an effective
tool for the planning, tracking, coordi-
nation and evaluation of welfare
reform. Any expansion of state or local
discretion, therefore, should be
accompanied by incentives to use
administrative data to assess program
activity and to develop performance
standards. Not only can such data be
useful in measuring the impact of
welfare-to-work programs over time,
but also their use can balance the flex-
ibility given to states and localities
with accountability for the outcomes
of those programs.

Third, with welfare caseloads
concentrated in urban cores, policies
that can enhance mobility and access
to job opportunities—particularly low-
skill opportunities in outlying
suburban areas—are increasingly
important for achieving welfare-to-
work goals. For those recipients with
limited mobility due to poor access to
public or automobile transportation,
policy-makers should think about how
to ease the burden of complex
commutes to and from these isolated
central city areas. Depending on the
nature of the spatial isolation, these
solutions may involve expanding
access to public transportation or
private automobiles. 

Finally, there are preliminary indica-
tions that in addition to employment,
health care, mental health, and
substance abuse service providers may
be increasingly locating to areas
outside of central cities.22 It is impor-
tant for states seeking to support work
among welfare recipients to ensure
that service providers, as well as jobs,
remain geographically accessible to
inner-city residents.

As the reauthorization of TANF
approaches, policymakers should
pursue programs that better link
people seeking work to places with job
opportunities. Enhancing access and
mobility could help to mitigate the
negative effects that persistent
economic and spatial isolation have on
the work outcomes of low-income
households in urban America.

Appendix A. 
Detailed Methodology

Data
This study makes use of two primary
data sources: administrative data from
the state of Michigan on the charac-
teristics of Detroit area adult welfare
recipients from 1992 to 2000; and a
survey of Detroit area employers
conducted by Harry Holzer in 1997.

Under a research agreement
between the State of Michigan Family
Independence Agency (FIA) and the
Poverty Research and Training Center
at the University of Michigan, the
author received administrative data on
the universe of single mother welfare
recipients in Wayne, Oakland and
Macomb counties in June 1992, June
1996, June 1998, and February 2000.
For each case in June 1992, only
address information was provided for
each recipient. For each case in 1996,
1998, and 2000, information was
provided on start date of case file, age,
race, earnings from work reported for
the previous month, and education
level. In each file, the recipient
addresses were geocoded with census
tract identifiers and then aggregated to
the tract-level.

The Holzer employer data is useful
for assessing access to jobs, as it is a
random sample of employers and is a
representative picture of employer
demand for workers in the Detroit
metro area labor market. The data
were used to create measures of
access to job growth from 1996 to
1997, and access to the total stock of
jobs, at the census tract and county
levels. Further, the 1997 survey asked
each firm, “How many of your
employees are in jobs that do not
require any particular skills, educa-
tion, previous training, or experience
when they are hired?”, providing a
measure of recipient access to low-
skill job opportunities.
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Constructing Access Measures
To generate tract-level measures of
access to employment opportunity, the
author weighted distances between
residential tracts i and employment
tracts j by the employment opportuni-
ties in each tract j. The method
outlined below controls both for the
number of jobs and their distance
from welfare recipients, by weighting
larger numbers of jobs and employ-
ment opportunities near a welfare
recipient greater than jobs that are
fewer in number and/or farther away.23

The first step in creating these
measures was to calculate the
distances between all tracts i and j:

Where HHxi is the latitude coordi-
nate for the centroid of the household
tract; HHyi is the longitude coordinate
for the centroid of household tract; Exj

is the latitude coordinate for the
centroid of the employer tract; and Eyj

is the longitude coordinate for the
centroid of the employer tract. If the
household and employer were in the
same tract, the area of the tract was
used to generate a radius for the inter-
tract distance:

To control for labor market competi-
tion, similar inter-tract distances
between all residential tracts were esti-
mated in the same manner. 

With distances calculated between
each residential tract and each tract
containing an employer, the following
distance decay function was used to
estimate access to employment oppor-
tunity:

Where Xj is a measure of job oppor-
tunity in employer tract j (number of
jobs in 1997, number of low-skill jobs
in 1997, number of employees added
between 1996 and 1997); l is the
distance decay parameter (in this case
-0.092); dij is the distance of the
household tract to the job tract in
miles; LCi is the measure of labor
market competition in residential tract
k; and dik is the distance in miles of
the household tract to the residential
tract containing competing workers.
The measure of labor market competi-
tion is the percentage of all persons in
the metropolitan area with an educa-
tional achievement level of high school
degree or less residing in a given tract,
according to 1990 Census data. 

Estimating the Impact of Access on
Earnings Rates
To assess the impact of access to jobs
and welfare recipient characteristics
on the likelihood that a recipient
reports earnings from work in a given
month, the author estimated two
probit models—one model for white
recipients and one model for non-
white recipients—each with a
dependent variable of whether the
recipient reported earnings in June
1998. In addition to access to all job
opportunities in 1997, the probability
of reporting work earnings was esti-
mated to be a function of: age of the
recipient; the number of individuals in
the household; the length of time the
active case file has been open; and
tract poverty level. Accurate informa-
tion on the educational attainment of
welfare recipients was not available
from administrative data in June 1998,
but analyses of work outcomes in June
1996 suggest that those recipients
without a high school degree were less
likely to report work earnings than
recipients with a high school degree
(see Allard and Danziger (2000)). 
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Distancei  = (   (areai – 8.1367)  –    2

Accessi = (    Xj (e
  dij) ) – (    LCi (e

  dij) ) 

Distanceij = (   (HHxi – Exj)2 + (HHxi – Exj)2 ) – 0.0145
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