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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

On 22 August 1996, President Bill Clinton signed into law the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (House
Bill, 3734). According to the ﬁnal version of this legislation, this reduction
in the size and cost of aid to the poor was to be accomplished by
reducing the number of births to unmarried women, the number of
births to teens, and by providing the motivation and means to enter
the labour force. The interrupted time series analyses indicate that the
implementation of the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families [TANF]
welfare programme did produce a substantial and lasting decline in the
number of welfare recipients and in the birth rate per 1,000 women aged
15 to 19. However, there is no evidence that it did so because of its eﬀect
on the birth rate of unmarried women, household structure of families,
or participation in the labour force.
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Introduction
On 27 June 1996, Representative John Kasich introduced the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act [PRWOR], in the House of Representatives (House Bill 3734, 1996).
After a series of conference committee negotiations, a ﬁnal version of the bill was drafted and
presented to the House of Representatives on 30 July 1996. Upon its passage by the House of
Representatives (328 to 101, 31 July 1996) and the Senate (78 to 21, 1 August 1996), the PRWOR
went into eﬀect with the signature of President Clinton on 22 August 1996.
The PRWOR begins with a presentation of several pages of ﬁndings relating to the eﬃcacy of the
existing welfare programme, Aid to Families with Dependent Children [AFDC]. Much of the material
contained within this section focuses on the apparent correlation between the liberalisation of
eligibility requirements for receiving welfare beneﬁts in the 1960s and the decline of the traditional, two-parent family household.
Three pieces of information were perceived as particularly alarming by the members of
Congress. First, from 1965 to 1992, the number of children receiving AFDC beneﬁts increased threefold while the percentage of children under the age of 18 declined almost 6%. Second, the birthrate
to unwed teens grew 23% after the expansion of the AFDC programme in the 1960s; increasing
from 54 per 1,000 unmarried teens in 1976 to 66 per 1,000 unmarried teens in 1991. Lastly, the
results from a series of empirical studies persuasively showed that being raised in single-parent
households promotes childhood poverty, negative health outcomes, low educational attainment
and juvenile delinquency (The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996).
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Based on their assessment of the AFDC programme and its deleterious impact on the indigent,
the authors of this bill reached the following conclusion:
Therefore, in light of the demonstration of the crisis in our Nation, it is the sense of Congress that prevention of
out-of-wedlock pregnancy and reduction of out-of-wedlock birth are very important Government interests and
the policy contained in Part A of title IV of the Social Security Act (as amended by section 103(a) of this Act) is
intended to address this crime.

(The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996).
The change in policy alluded to in the quotation was the termination of the AFDC programme
and its replacement with a more restrictive one, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families [TANF].
The PRWOR incorporated two eligibility requirements in the TANF programme to meet the
complementary goals of weaning individuals from a perpetual reliance on government transfer
payments and reducing the number of single-parent households. First, it required able-bodied
recipients to enrol in educational or job training activities. Second, it established, with a few
hardship exceptions, a lifetime limit of 60 months for receiving TANF beneﬁts (The Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996).
The legislative intent of the United States Congress is unambiguous. The fundamental objective
of the PRWOR is to reduce dependence on the state for the ﬁnancial capacity to purchase basic
goods and services. The strategy for achieving this objective is equally clear. By creating and
implementing a more restrictive welfare programme that required welfare recipients to engage in
activities that would be expected to lead to stable employment, and by limiting the lifetime
eligibility for receiving welfare beneﬁts, Congress hoped to reduce the number of single parent
households, increase labour force participation, and gainful employment. The purpose of this study
is to evaluate the extent to which Congress achieved these goals.

Welfare reform and the criminal justice system
In light of our preceding discussion of the PRWOR, one might be somewhat curious as to what, if
anything, a legislative initiative designed to reduce dependence on the state for obtaining basic
goods and services has to with the operation of the criminal justice system. After all, members of
Congress clearly projected that the reformation of AFDC programme would lessen reliance on
transfer payments by strengthening the conventional two-parent household, enhancing job skills
and restricting eligibility criteria. They did not speculate about how the creation of the TANF
programme may inﬂuence the relationship between ﬁnancial aid to the poor and crime or crime
control.
The above notwithstanding, we believe that there is at least one causal mechanism by which
the PRWOR could, depending on its eﬃcacy, aﬀect the criminal justice system. As we will discuss
below, we suspect that welfare reform is likely to aﬀect the macro-social relationship between
welfare and crime.

The welfare-crime relationship
Beginning with DeFronzo’s (1983) grounding breaking, cross-sectional examination of the eﬀects
of welfare expenditures on crime rates, there has emerged a growing interest in the macrosocial relationship between ﬁnancial aid to the poor and illegal activities. Viewed in their
entirety, the ﬁndings from the empirical literature support the conclusion that increases in
the size of the welfare bureaucracy produced statistically signiﬁcant reductions in the volume of
law violations. With regard to diﬀering oﬀense types, the amount of AFDC recipients and
expenditures negatively aﬀect homicides (Chamlin, Cochran, and Lowencamp 2002; DeFronzo
1983, 1997; DeFronzo and Hannon 1998; Hannon 1997; Messner 1986a, 1986b; Sampson 1987),
as well as total and disaggregated property oﬀenses (Burek, 2006; DeFronzo 1983, 1996; Hannon
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and DeFronzo 1998a, 1998b; Zhang 1997). With regards to units of analysis, macro-level
measures of welfare have been found to be inversely related crime rates for samples of cites
(Chamlin, Cochran, and Lowencamp 2002; DeFronzo 1996, 1997), counties (Burek, 2006; Hannon
and DeFronzo 1998b; metropolitan areas (DeFronzo 1983; Hannon and DeFronzo 1998a), and
states (Zhang 1997).
The implications for welfare reform for the study of the welfare-crime relationship are straightforward. Insofar as the implementation of the PRWOR diminishes the size of the welfare bureaucracy, one would suspect that it would also lead to increase in the amount of crime. To date, we
have not been able to locate any research that examines the relationship between the TANF
programme and crime. However, we were able to ﬁnd a recent study that looked at the impact of
Iowa’s experimental TANF programme, which has many of the features that were incorporated in
the ﬁnal version of the federal TANF legislation, on crime rates (Lieberetz and Bunch 2018).
Consistent with prior analyses of the AFDC-crime relationship, Lieberetz and Bunch (2018) report
that the more restrictive the eligibility criteria for receiving TANF beneﬁts, the higher the rates of
violent and property crime.
The import of the analyses of the welfare-crime relationship for the evaluation of the PRWOR is
clear. To the extent that the eﬀect of the more restrictive TANF programme on crime is comparable
to that of its predecessor, it seems reasonable to predict that the implementation of the PRWOR
would result in an increase in rates of crime and, in turn, the size and cost of the criminal justice
bureaucracy.

Analytic procedures
We use autoregressive integrated moving average (ARIMA) interrupted time series analytic techniques to model the intervention series on each of the outcome series. Since ARIMA procedures are
well established in the criminal justice literature (Chamlin et al. 2008; Langworthy 1989; Loftin,
Heumann, and McDowall 1983; Singer and McDowall 1988), we oﬀer a limited discussion of their
most salient features.
A fundamental concern associated with the evaluation of any legislative initiative is distinguishing its impact on an outcome series from that of other social processes. ARIMA techniques, unlike
simple pre- and post-intervention mean or percentage diﬀerence tests, explicitly take into account
the potentially confounding eﬀects of other causal mechanisms and, as a consequence, allow one
to assess the change in the level of any outcome series independently of ongoing stochastic
processes (McDowall, McCleary, Meidinger, & Hay, Jr. 1980).
In brief, an ARIMA interrupted transfer function model consists of two parts. The ﬁrst, the ‘noise’
component, uses information from prior observations of an outcome series to model the systematic variation (autocorrelation) within that outcome series. By applying the appropriate seasonal and
non-seasonal diﬀerencing, along with the estimation of the appropriate seasonal and non-seasonal
autoregressive and moving average parameters (prewhitening), one can separate the confounding
inﬂuences of other causal processes from those associated with intervention.
Once a satisfactory noise component is identiﬁed and estimated, the intervention component
is added to the transfer function equation. If the inclusion of a dummy series for the intervention
(coded zero for the period prior to the onset of the intervention and coded one beginning with
the observation in which the intervention occurs and thereafter) increases the explanatory power
of the model above and beyond that provided by the noise component (Granger causality), then
we can conclude that the intervention signiﬁcantly aﬀects the outcome series (Granger 1980;
McDowall et al. 1980).
Another advantage of ARIMA modelling techniques over simple pre- and post-intervention
change scores is that they allow one to examine the functional form of the relationship between
an intervention series and an outcome series. Crude mean and/or percentage diﬀerence tests
assume that the eﬀect of an invention is well represented as an abrupt, permanent change in the
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level of the outcome series (at least for the remainder of the observations in a given time series).
While one can estimate this functional form (as a zero-order transfer function) using ARIMA
modelling techniques, one can also examine the relative ﬁt of competing adjustment models. It
is possible that the eﬀect of an intervention gradually reaches a new level or that the eﬀect is
instantaneous but short-lived (often reﬂecting a publicity eﬀect). A ﬁrst-order transfer function can
be estimated to model the former pattern of change in the level of a series, while a pulse function
can be estimated to model the latter (McDowall et al. 1980).
ARIMA model building is an iterative process. By successively estimating the noise and intervention components, and subjecting them to a number of diagnostic tests, a ﬁnal transfer model
can be derived. For the statistical details involved in the identiﬁcation and estimation of the noise
and intervention components of ARIMA interrupted times series models we refer the reader to
readily available published sources (McCleary and Hay 1980; McDowall et al. 1980).

The data
Outcome series
We used three sets of time-series data as our outcome variables to evaluate the eﬀectiveness of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. We will discuss each in
turn.
Since the primary objective of the PRWOR is to reduce the size and cost of the welfare
bureaucracy, we begin our analyses with an examination of its impact on the number of people
receiving welfare beneﬁts. The data are annual, spanning the years 1936 through 2016 (n = 81).1
Our estimates of the size of the welfare population are era-speciﬁc. From the inception of the
AFDC programme in 1936 to the implementation of the TANF programme in 1997, we measure the
size of the welfare population as average monthly number of AFDC recipients within a given year.
From 1997 and thereafter, we measure the size of the welfare population as the average monthly
number of TANF recipients within a given year. Both the AFDC and the TANF recipient counts were
obtained from the historical and annual reports published by the Administration for Children and
Families (Department of Health and Human Services [2012] 2016).
Recall that Congress anticipated that the PRWOR would mitigate reliance on state-sponsored
economic assistance to the indigent, in part, by reducing the birth rate of unmarried women,
especially teens, and as a consequence, the number of single parent households within the nation.
Thus, we next assess the impact of this legislation on the birth rate per 1,000 unmarried women
aged 15 to 44, the birth rate per 1,000 women aged 15 to 19 (longitudinal data for unmarried teens
are unavailable), and the percentage of single parent households.
The birthrate data are annual, covering the years 1940 through 2016 (n = 77).The percentage of
all births to unmarried women time series was obtained from Data Brief 162: Recent Declines in
Nonmarital Childbearing in the United States (Curtin, Ventura, and Martinez 2014), Births: Final for
Data 2015 (Martin et al. 2017), and Births: Final for Data 2016 (Martin et al. 2018). The birth rate per
1,000 women aged 15 to 19 was ascertained from National and State Patterns of Teen Births in the
United States (Ventura, Hamilton, and Mathews 2014), Births: Final for Data 2015 (Martin et al. 2017),
and Births: Final for Data 2016 (Martin et al. 2018).
The household structure data are also annual, spanning the years 1947 to 2017 (n = 70). The
ﬁgures used to calculate the percentage of single parent households, the number of family
households and the number of married couple households, were ascertained from Table HH-1.
Households by Type, 1940–2017 (US. Census Bureau 2017).
In addition to promoting the formation and preservation of the traditional, two-parent household, Congress envisioned that the PRWOR would lessen dependence on state-sponsored ﬁnancial aid by mandating participation in activities that would make welfare recipients employable.
Therefore, the ﬁnal data set includes three work-related time series: the civilian labour force
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participation rate, the civilian unemployment rate and the number of initial unemployment
insurance claims.
Unlike the circumstances regarding the welfare recipient and birth rate data, we were able
to obtain monthly data for the three employment related time series. Each of the three
outcome series covers the period from July, 1986 through July, 2007 (n = 253): approximately
10 years of pre- and post-intervention observations. The labour force participation rate and the
civilian unemployment rate were compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, while the number
of initial unemployment insurance claims was collected by the U.S. Employment and Training
Administration. All three of these time series were retrieved from the Federal Reserve Bank of
St. Louis’ FRED database (US. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2017).

Intervention series
The provisions of the PRWOR went into eﬀect with the termination of the AFDC and the implementation of its successor, TANF in July of 1997. For the interrupted time series analyses of the
annual data, the dummy series for the onset of the TANF programme is coded zero for the years
prior to 1997 and one thereafter. For the interrupted time series analyses of the monthly data, the
dummy series for the onset of the TANF programme is coded zero for the months prior to
July 1997 and one thereafter.

Results
The purpose of our interrupted time series analyses is twofold. First, we seek to determine the
extent to which the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
achieved its primary objective of reducing the size of the welfare population. Second, we seek to
ascertain whether it achieved its secondary goal of reducing reliance on governmental ﬁnancial aid
by reducing the birth rates of unmarried women and teens and by enhancing the employability of
the indigent.
To simplify the presentation of the ARIMA intervention analyses we decided to report the
ﬁndings from the most parsimonious transfer function equation when the parameter estimates
from all three functional forms of the transfer function models were found to be insigniﬁcant.
Consequently, the results from the ﬁrst-order, and the ﬁrst-order applied to the diﬀerenced
intervention series (the pulse function) analyses are excluded from Table 1. The ﬁndings from
the higher-order transfer function equations are available upon request.

The noise component
The ﬁrst step in the construction of an ARIMA interrupted transfer function model is the removal
of the systematic variation within the dependent series. This entails specifying and estimating an
ARIMA univariate model for each of the outcome time series. Once a statistically adequate model
is selected, it is used to transform the original series into a new set of observations that are
independently and normally distributed with a mean of zero and constant variance (a white noise
process).
The left side of Table 1 provides information about the ﬁnal noise components for each of the
transfer function models. These models vary in complexity. Two of the models are somewhat
unusual in that they are both non-hierarchical. The noise component for the teen birth rate
requires the speciﬁcation of a ﬁrst-order and third-order moving average parameters, but not
a second-order moving average parameter. The noise component for the civilian unemployment
rate requires the speciﬁcation of a thirteenth-order moving average parameter, but no lower-order
moving average parameters. While non-hierarchical models are rare, they are not unprecedented in
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Table 1. Final transfer function models for the impact of the personal responsibility and work opportunity
conciliation act of 1996 on the welfare recipient, birth rate and employment outcome series.
Noise component
Panel A: Welfare Recipients
ARIMA Lg(1,1,1)
(1- Φ1B−1)(1- θ1B) at = Lg(1-B)Yt
θ1 = −0.333, p < 0.01
Φ1 = −0.701, p < 0.001
Panel B: Birth Rate per 1,000 Unmarried Women
ARIMA (2,1,0)
(1- Φ1B – Φ2 B2)at = (1-B)Yt
Φ1 = 0.494, p < 0.001
Φ2 = 0.216, p < 0.05
Panel C: Birthrate per 1,000 Women Aged 15 to 19
ARIMA Lg(0,1,[1,3])
(1- θ1B)(1- θ3B3) at = Lg(1-B)Yt
θ1 = 0.537, p < 0.001
θ3 = −0.328, p < 0.01
Panel D: Percent Single Parent Households
ARIMA (0,2,1)
(1- θ1B) at = (1-B)2Yt
θ1 = 0.813, p < 0.001
Panel E: Civilian Labor Force Participation Rate
ARIMA (1,1,0) (2,1,0)12
(1- Φ1B – Φ12B12 – Φ24 B24)at = (1-B))(1-B12)Yt
θ1 = −0.203, p < 0.01
θ12 = −0.432, p < 0.001
θ24 = −0.362, p < 0.001
Panel F: Civilian Unemployment Rate
ARIMA (0,1,[13])(0,1,2)12
(1- Φ12B12 – Φ13B13 – Φ24 B24)at = (1-B)(1-B12)Yt
θ12 = −0.571, p < 0.001
θ13 = 0.158, p < 0.05
θ24 = −0.215, p < 0.01
Panel G: Number of Initial Unemployment Insurance Claims
ARIMA (0,1,1)(0,1,1)12
(1- θ1B)(1- θ12B12) at = (1-B)(1-B12)Yt
θ1 = −0.161, p < 0.05
θ12 = −0.734, p < 0.001

Intervention component
Yt* = at + ω0It
It = 0 for observations 1–61
It = 1 for observations 62–81
ω0 = −0.162, p < 0.001
Q = 23.9, df = 14, p < 0.06
Yt* = at + ωoIt
It = 0 for observations 1–61
It = 1 for observations 62–81
ω0 = −0.036, p < 0.95
Q = 15.7, df = 14, p < 0.34
Yt* = at + ωoIt
It = 0 for observations 1–61
It = 1 for observations 62–81
ω0 = −0.048, p < 0.001
Q = 17.9, df = 14, p < 0.22
Yt* = at + ω0It
It = 0 for observations 1–61
It = 1 for observations 62–81
ω0 = −0.009, p < 0.63
Q = 14.2, df = 14, p < 0.44
Yt* = at + ωoIt
It = 0 for observations 1–132
It = 1 for observations 133–253
ω0 = −0.002, p < 0.80
Q = 25.6, df = 20, p < 0.19
Yt* = at + ωoIt
It = 0 for observations 1–132
It = 1 for observations 133–253
ω0 = 0.002, p < 0.72
Q = 27.4, df = 20, p < 0.13
Yt* = at + ωoIt
It = 0 for observations 1–132
It = 1 for observations 133–253
ω0 = −50.24, p < 0.93
Q = 27.7, df = 21, p < 0.21

Notes. θ = Moving average parameter. Φ = Autoregressive parameter. B = Backward shift operator.
Yt* = Prewhitened outcome series. at = random shock. ω0 = Zero-order input parameter of a transfer
function. δ1 = the ﬁrst order output parameter of a transfer function. It = Intervention series. Q = Ljung-Box
test statistic for the null hypothesis that the model residuals are distributed as white noise.

the literature (see, for example, Land, Teske, and Zheng 2009). More importantly, each of the
Q statistics, which are distributed as chi-square, indicates that the residuals from the transfer
function models (both the noise and intervention components) do not diﬀer as a whole from
a white noise process (see Table 1). Thus, we are conﬁdent that the ﬁnal models are statistically
acceptable.

Welfare recipient outcome series
The impact of the TANF programme on the number of welfare recipients is clear. The zero-order, as
opposed to a ﬁrst order or pulse function models, provides the best ﬁt to the data. Thus, it appears
that the intervention had an immediate and lasting eﬀect on the size of the welfare population.
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Examination of the noise component of the transfer function equation reveals that it was
necessary to transform the welfare recipient series by its natural logarithm to induce variance
stationarity prior to the estimation of the transfer function equations (see Table 1, Panel A). Thus,
the parameter estimate for the intervention, ω1o = −0.162, is in the log metric and, consequently, is
not directly interpretable. However, this coeﬃcient can be expressed as the percent change in the
level of the outcome series as a result of the intervention with the following formula: percent
change = (e(ω) – 1)100; where e(ω) is the antilog for the parameter estimate for the zero-order
transfer function (McCleary and Hay 1980, 174–175). Applying this equation to the coeﬃcient for
the eﬀect of the intervention on the outcome series reveals that the implementation of the TANF
programme led to a 15% reduction per year in the number of welfare recipients.

Birth rate and single parent household outcome series
Congress established more stringent eligibility requirements for receiving welfare beneﬁts than had
previously existed to promote the formation and preservation of the traditional, two-parent family
household. The results from the interrupted time series analyses of the birth rate time series show
that the implementation of the TANF programme was partially successful in achieving this
objective.
Panel B of Table 1 contains the results of the zero-order transfer function equation for the eﬀect
of the intervention on the birth rate per 1,000 unmarried women. Clearly, the transition from the
AFDC to the TANF programme had no appreciable eﬀect on the birth rate of unmarried women.
However, it did produce a statistically signiﬁcant reduction in the birth rate for women aged 15 to
19 (see Table 1, Panel C). Speciﬁcally, the implementation of the TANF programme led to an
immediate and lasting reduction in the outcome series (ω1o = −0.048, p < 0.001).
Not unlike what we found with regard to the welfare recipient series, the preliminary model
diagnostics indicated that it was necessary to transform the teenage birth rate series by its natural
logarithm to induce variance stationarity prior to the estimation of the transfer function equation.
Converting the ω1o coeﬃcient from the zero-order transfer function equation into a change
parameter reveals that the implementation of the TANF programme results in an annual reduction
of 5% in the birth rate per 1,000 women aged 15–19.
As Section 101 of the PRWOR makes clear, the underlying purpose of instituting more stringent
rules and regulations for receiving welfare beneﬁts was not to reduce the birth rates of teenage
and unmarried women per se. Though viewed as valuable in and of itself, the primary reason that
Congress wanted to discourage teenage and unmarried women from having children was to
reduce the amount of single parent households and, thereby, minimise reliance on the government for subsistence. Panel D of Table 1 contains the zero-order transfer function model of the
inﬂuence of the TANF programme on the percentage of single parent family households. Contrary
to the intent of Congress, the results from the interrupted time series analyses show that the
implementation of the new welfare system had no appreciable eﬀect on the percentage of single
parent family households.

Labour-related outcome series
By mandating that welfare recipients engage in educational and job training as part of the
eligibility criteria for obtaining TANF beneﬁts, Congress had anticipated that after a relatively
short period of time many of those receiving governmental transfer payments would join the
labour force and no longer have to rely on the beneﬁcence of the state. Therefore, we next
consider the impact of the implementation of the TANF programme on three labor-related time
series: the civilian labour force rate, the civilian unemployment rate and the number of initial
unemployment insurance claims.
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Table 2. Final Transfer Function Models for the Impact of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Conciliation Act of 1996 on the Birth Rate per 1,000 Women
Aged 15 to 44.
Birth Rate per 1,000 Women Age 15 to 44
Noise component
ARIMA (0,1,1)
(1- θ1B)at = (1-B)Yt
θ1 = −0.705, p < 0.001

Intervention component
Yt* = at + ωoIt
It = 0 for observations 1–61
It = 1 for observations 62–81
ω0 = −0.011, p < 0.37
Q = 19.0, df = 15, p < 0.22

Notes. θ = Moving average parameter. Φ = Autoregressive parameter. B = Backward
shift operator. Yt* = Prewhitened outcome series. at = random shock. ω0 = Zeroorder input parameter of a transfer function. δ1 = the ﬁrst order output parameter of
a transfer function. It = Intervention series. Q = Ljung-Box test statistic for the null
hypothesis that the model residuals are distributed as white noise.

If the educational and job training eligibility requirements were successful, we would expect the
intervention to lead to an increase in the size of the labour force, and a reduction in both the
civilian unemployment rate and the number of initial unemployment insurance claims. The results
of the interrupted time series analyses are unequivocal. They invariably show that the implementation of the TANF legislation has no eﬀect on any of the labour-related time series (see Table 1,
Panels E through G).

History eﬀects
Although interrupted times series analysis is recognised as one of the most rigorous quasiexperimental designs, it is not without limitations (Campbell and Stanley 1963; Cook and
Shadish 1994). The major threat to the internal validity of this approach is history (that some
other contemporaneous event produced the observed change in the level of the outcome
series). Although we can think of no plausible alternative event that could readily account for
the post-intervention decline in the number of welfare recipients or the birth rate of women
aged 15 to 19, we cannot ignore the possibility that history eﬀects may have contaminated our
ARIMA analyses.
Potential threats to the validity of our research design are best ruled out by modelling the
impact of the intervention under investigation on a comparable outcome series that Congress did
not intend to be aﬀected by the passage of the PRWOR. To partially account for the potential
confounding eﬀects of history, we examined the inﬂuence of the implementation of the TANF
programme on the birth rate per 1,000 women for the same span of years used in the analyses of
the birth rate time series (1940–2016). These data were obtained from Table 1–1. Live Births, Birth
Rates, and Fertility Rates, by Race: United States, 1909–2003 (Vital Statistics of the United States
2003), Births: Final for Data 2015 (Martin et al. 2017), and Births: Final for Data 2016 (Martin et al.
2018),
The results are clear (see Table 2). The parameter estimate from the zero order transfer function
is statistically insigniﬁcant (ωo = −0.011, p < 0.37). Hence, there is no reason to believe that the
post-intervention decline in the birth rate per 1,000 women aged 15 to 19 reﬂects some unaccounted for eﬀect of history (Singer and McDowall 1988).

Discussion
The interrupted time series analyses unequivocally show that the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 achieved its primary objective of ‘ending welfare as we
know it’. (Clinton 1996). The replacement of the AFDC programme with one that established more
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restrictive eligibility requirements led to an immediate and pronounced decline in the number of
individuals receiving welfare payments from the state. To recap, the implementation of the TANF
legislation generated a 15% reduction per year in the number of welfare recipients. In the last year
of its existence, the AFDC programme provided ﬁnancial aid to 13,321,000 recipients (Oﬃce of
Family Assistance 1996). By 2016 the TANF programme reduced the number of individuals receiving welfare beneﬁts to 2,678,000 individuals; a percentage decrease of approximately 80% (Oﬃce
of Family Assistance 2016).
There can be virtually no doubt that the PRWOR accomplished its mission. What is less apparent,
however, are the social processes responsible for the dramatic decline in the number of welfare
recipients. Congress did not envision that the reduction in the size of the welfare bureaucracy
would result solely from making it more diﬃcult for the indigent to meet the new eligibility
requirements for receiving ﬁnancial aid. Rather, Congress had wanted this legislative initiative to
nurture the societal values of family and work, and thereby, mitigate the need for transfer
payments from the government.
Contrary to the wishes of Congress, the educational and job training eligibility requirements for
receiving TANF welfare beneﬁts had no discernible impact on the three labour-related time series.
As we reported above, the implementation of the TANF programme in 1997 produced no changes
in the levels of the civilian labour force rate, the civilian unemployment rate or the number of initial
unemployment insurance claims.
It may appear that the PRWOR had some success in buttressing the traditional, two-parent
family household. After all, the interrupted times series analyses did show that the transition to the
TANF programme resulted in an annual reduction of 5% in the birth rate per 1,000 women aged 15
to 19.
The above notwithstanding, we suspect that decline in the teenage birth rate had little, if
any, eﬀect on the structure of family relations. Two pieces of information guide our thinking on
this matter. First, the percentage of teen parents receiving welfare changed little during the
post-AFDC era. In 1996, the last year of the AFDC programme, teenage parents comprised 8% of
the total number of adult recipients. By 2015, teenage parents comprised 5.1% of the total
number of adult recipients. It seems unlikely that a 3% drop in teenage welfare recipients could
account for the 80% (10,643,000) drop in the total number of welfare recipients. Second, the
demise of the AFDC system had no noticeable impact on the birth rate of unmarried women or,
more importantly, the percentage of single parent family households. Taken together, this
pattern of ﬁndings indicates to us that a revitalisation of traditional family values is not
responsible for the substantial decline in the number of persons receiving welfare payments
during the previous two decades.
As introductory section of the PRWOR makes clears, the manner in which the PRWOR diminishes
the need for ﬁnancial assistance was almost as important to the members of Congress as was the
actual reduction in the size and cost of the welfare bureaucracy (The Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996). Thus, independent of the impact welfare reform may
eventually have on the criminal justice system, the discovery that the implementation of the TANF
programme had little or no eﬀect on the job-related and the family structure outcome series is
likely to be of interest to legislators and motivate them to devise alternative legislation to promote
employability and the conventional, two-parent household.
If the reduction in the size of the welfare bureaucracy subsequent to the implementation of the
TANF legislation was not caused by a resurgence of family values and work norms, then the next
step is to reconsider how the PRWOR led to the removal of over 10 million people from the welfare
rolls. The identiﬁcation of the causal processes that produced the dramatic decline in the number
of welfare recipients is likely to be of interest to both the members of Congress as well criminal
justice administrators (McDavid and Huse 2012).
The results of the current investigation are of no less importance to those who manage criminal
justice agencies. To the extent that the eﬀect of the TANF programme on crime rates is similar to
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that of its predecessor, then the pronounced decline in the number of welfare recipients would be
expected to increase the level of crime, and thereby, the demand for criminal justice services.
Lieberetz and Bunch’s (2018) ﬁnding that Iowa’s restrictive eligibility criteria for receiving welfare
beneﬁts is negatively associated with both violent and property crime, suggests to us that this may
be so. Liebertz and Bunch (2018) analyses notwithstanding, we need to conduct additional studies
that examine the macro-social relationship between TANF and crime, at various levels of spatial
aggregation, before we can reach a ﬁrm conclusion about the eﬀect of welfare reform on crime
and crime control.

Note
1. While the length of the time series is less than optimal, it should be recognised that analysts are often
faced with the dilemma of analysing relatively short time series or using less appropriated cross-sectional
data to study dynamic social process (see, for example, Brigg et al. 2003; Pridemore, Chamlin, and Cochran
2007). Statistically, the application of ARIMA procedures to a small number of observations tends to
increase the size of the standard errors for the transfer function coeﬃcients. Consequently, the shorter
the time series, the lower the power of the test statistics. Thus, given the limited statistical power of the
analyses of the annual data, the resultant ﬁndings should be viewed as a conservative evaluation of the
PRWOR.
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