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Executive Summary 
 

As requested by the African American Leadership Forum (AALF), this report explores the 

benefits of investing in education for women eligible and enrolled in the Minnesota Family 

Investment Program (MFIP). MFIP aims to increase employment and earnings through 

workforce activities such as training and education. The African American Leadership 

Forum's vision is to build a just, equitable, and healthy society. AALF has concerns that 

as the state of Minnesota builds a competitive workforce, women without postsecondary 

education will continue to remain “looped” into low wage jobs or unemployed, making it 

increasingly difficult to escape poverty. Examples of these low-wage jobs include retail, 

food service, and personal care.  Although these jobs provide more immediate 

employment and require less education, they offer less socioeconomic mobility and 

insufficient benefits, especially for women responsible for supporting their families. 

Unfortunately, MFIP’s structure, although with virtuous intentions, perpetuate this looping 

with the belief that investing in job-training results in greater welfare enrollment reduction.   

The AALF seeks to break this looping cycle and solicited the consultation of students 

attending the Humphrey School of Public Affairs.  Under the guidance of Dr. Samuel L. 

Myers, Professor and Director at the Roy Wilkins Center, this report shall explore whether 

MFIP should orientate itself towards investing in education since studies have shown that 

it has improved women’s access to sufficient wages and sustainable employment. 

Due to the barriers to attain MFIP data, the team utilized publically available Workforce 

Investment Standardized Record Data (WIASRD) since it comprised many of the 

characteristics similar to MFIP participants.  Thus, the team pooled MFIP-like data which 

provided insight into the potential effects of training and education on earnings for women 

across race.  

Other limitations included the small sample size, which has the probability of potential 

selection bias. Other factors, such as variation in wages by industry type and job 

vacancies as well as the location of the job, transportation reliability, and support services, 

may also impact findings.  

To address some of the limitations related to data analysis, this document also provides 

an environmental scan and literature review.  All three suggested that investment in 

educational opportunities –in comparison to training- garners the greatest socioeconomic 

benefits for low-income women.  However, inconsistent magnitudes and directions of 

wage earnings occur across different racial or ethnic groups.  
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Glossary of Antonyms  

 

 
MFIP Minnesota Family Investment Program 

 

PRWORA 

 

Personal Responsibility and Work 

Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 

TANF Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 

 

S-SI 

 

 

Self-Support Index 

Performance Measure for MFIP 

Number/Percentage of adults who 

are either working an average of 30 

or more hours per week or no longer 

receiving MFIP cash, three years 

from a baseline quarter 

STRIDE Success Through Reaching Individual 

Development and Employment 

Program of employment-related 

services and case management 

targeted to certain groups of welfare 

recipients from 1988 to 1998. 

WPR 

 

Work Participation Rate 

Federal Mandate 

This measures the percentage of 

MFIP cases that are fully engaged in 

employment or employment-related 

activities in a quarter 

WIASRD Workforce Investment Act Standardized 

Record Data  
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Preface  
 

The Twin Cities African American Leadership Forum's universal goal is to build a just and 

healthy society that works equally well for everyone. In order to achieve this vision, the 

organization must identify and develop targeted strategies that maximize the potential of 

African American children and adults, which in turns uplifts the broader community. Part 

of this strategy includes shaping the socioeconomic trajectories into pathways of 

prosperity through economic opportunity and sustainability in the region. The Economic 

Development Workgroup is interested in building community wealth and supporting 

career-oriented jobs.  

Throughout Minnesota’s history, it has repeatedly become evident that new solutions 

were required to meet the needs of women and children living in poverty. The African 

American Leadership Forum (AALF) seeks to reduce poverty by increasing access to 

socioeconomic opportunities for marginalized and low-income women on MFIP. The 

AALF believes that investing in female-headed households with young children builds 

prosperity. This paper explores innovative workforce pathways that support 

transformative change in the multiple systems that low-income workers face, particularly 

welfare. By preparing women for poverty-ending employment, Minnesota’s Family 

Investment Program (MFIP) can grow as an institution that addresses the low-wage, low-

growth vocations that extend and feminize poverty.  

The original concerns shared by the African American Leadership Form (AALF) focused 

on improving the socioeconomic status for Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) 

participants by increasing access and investment into post-secondary education. This 

would also include modifying unemployment workforce services to encourage education. 

As the first phase of three, this report will explore the following: 

 Current Assessment: Examines the structure of workforce pathways for MFIP 

participants (current assessment) and the demographic breakdown and workforce 

outcomes of MFIP participants.  

 Environmental Scan: Reports on the current economic climate and workforce 

opportunities in Minnesota. 

 Analysis and Discussion: The effect of training and education on wages for MFIP-

like participants. 

Phase II and Phase III will include interviews with government officials, MFIP participants, 

and job counselors. The additional phases will help explore workforce pathways to 

increase wage earnings and broaden access to high-growth occupations for low-income 

women.  
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I. Introduction 
 

For decades, the "feminization of poverty" has been widely recognized as a problematic 

phenomenon worldwide, nationwide, and unfortunately, in Minnesota. Although the 

United States remains one of the world's wealthiest nations, and Minnesota, one of the 

wealthiest states, women still suffer greatly.1 This problem will only worsen as the number 

of female-headed households increase and, in part, because of the limited and low-wage 

jobs available to them. Today, these Minnesotan women face many of the same barriers 

that limit women's economic participation in all parts of the world. This is the impetus for 

the African American Leadership Forum to explore a gendered perspective of poverty; 

women comprise a greater proportion of Minnesota’s poor.  

Gender inequities persist in employment discrimination and wage differentials. Even 

though women account for an increasing share of the workforce, men still earn 

significantly more than women. 

 A study by the National Partnership for Women and Families reported that a full-

time working Minnesotan woman makes 80 cents for every dollar a man makes 

in that same field.2 

 Growing wage and income disparities make it especially difficult for women, 

particularly for those head households, to support their families. The responsibility 

of head of household (i.e. single parents), disproportionality impacts women as 

their single income is stretched to support herself, her children, as well as 

extended family members  

 Women are more likely than men to be victims of exploitative practices (i.e. 

violence, scandals, foreclosures, and fraud). Women incur subsequent direct and 

indirect costs and often face limited economic choices as a result of those 

practices.3  

 

Women tend to remain in poverty longer than men due to their greater responsibilities 

caring for both their children and other dependents.  Statistics show that when a couple 

divorces, a woman's standard of living (and that of her children) often drastically 

                                            
1 Minnesota is ranked eleventh by per capita income. 2010 United States Census and the 2006-2010 American 
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
2 Minneapolis-St. Paul Women and the Wage Gap. Fact Sheet. National Partnership for Women & Families, April 
2013. 
3 Coker et al. (2002). Physical and Mental Health Effects of Intimate Partner Violence for Men and Women. American 
Journal of Preventive Medicine, 24 (4). Pg. 261. 
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deteriorates. In those cases where the courts mandate payment of monthly child support 

payments, as high as 29 percent of women never receive any payments.4  

The federally mandated work requirements for MFIP participants suggest a need 

for education and training before poor women can re-integrate into the workforce. To 

effectively address economic opportunity for low-income women, the following questions 

need consideration:   

 What are the current education and training opportunities for low-income women  

in MFIP? 

 What types of workforce activities increase wages for women in poverty?  

 What does poverty-ending employment look like?  

 What current workforce initiatives have potential to sufficiently address poverty  

reduction for women in Minnesota?  

The goal of this paper is to examine, whether education or training, serves as the greatest 

poverty-ending strategy for women. To provide a landscape of economic opportunity, the 

environmental scan will look at job growth, industry development, living wages, and 

unemployment in the Minnesota. This will also include a snapshot of current initiatives 

that address workforce development and economic prosperity for MFIP and MFIP-like 

women. 

 

                                            
4 Custodial Mothers and Fathers and Their Child Support: 2009. Rep. no. P60-240. U.S. Department of Commerce 
Economics and Statistics Administration. U.S. CENSUS BUREAU 
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II. Current Assessment 
 

This section provides a snapshot of the evolution of the welfare structure in Minnesota, a 

demographic breakdown of racial groups in MFIP, educational and training opportunities 

for MFIP participants, and the reported wages and industries of women who exit MFIP. 

This provide policy context around the current education and training opportunities 

available for low-income women in MFIP. 

Welfare: Economic Mobility  

The social safety net exists to assist women during times of income shortage or living in 

poverty. They commonly include unemployment insurance, social security benefits for 

children, food stamps, health services and monthly stipends to help with rent and other 

necessities. These bundle packages are often referred to as "welfare". For many women, 

these economic transfers often fill the gaps between spurious employments and serve as 

a source of income to help “get by”. Additionally, relief oriented programs such as 

unemployment insurance and social security, tend to favor men since these programs 

depend on the amount of wages earned and consecutive periods of employment.5 

 

Part of the current welfare system is to provide support for economic mobility. The model 

rests on the assumption that individuals who work are better off than if they do not work. 

As such, the system offers some opportunity for education and training. However, the 

jobs for which welfare recipients are trained for, has arguably been bottom tiered low-

wage jobs with few benefits, if any and few opportunities for advancement.  

Structure: AFDC to MFIP   

 

The passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 

(PRWORA) of 1996 drastically restricted access to postsecondary education for women 

on welfare. 

 PRWORA replaced the long-running Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

(AFDC) with the current welfare program known as the Temporary Assistance for 

Needy Families (TANF).  

This law added a workforce development component to welfare emphasizing a “work-

first” approach. In comparison, according to a Minnesota’s Office of Legislator report, the 

previous AFDC Minnesota STRIDE (Success Through Reaching Individual Development 

                                            
5 Deborah Schlick. http://unitedfrontmn.org/jobs-and-training/files/2011/11/Is-welfare-the-issue-for-TCRG.pdf 
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and Employment) program described it as one that greatly emphasized education and 

training prior to job search.6 This shift from AFDC to TANF made the following two 

significant changes: 

1) It established a five-year lifetime limit on benefits and required welfare program 

participants to work, stressing immediate employment.  

2) Additionally, PRWORA gives individual states greater latitude in designing their 

TANF welfare program, which includes allowing states to decide what kind of 

activities would meet federal work requirements.  

Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) is the state’s version of TANF. As 

characterized by an early Minnesota Department of Human Services (DHS) report, 

MFIP’s “tough but fair” approach sought to move participants into the labor market as 

quickly as possible. 7  By law, MFIP job counselors must “stress the necessity and 

opportunity of immediate employment” in the first meeting with an MFIP participant.8 

When considering training and education for an Individualized Employment Plan (IEP), 

counties are encouraged to look for short-term training programs that would lead directly 

to a job.9 If training and education is approved in an IEP, MFIP participants may use the 

hours of training and education to meet the number of hours in the work requirements of 

the program. 
 

Since the inception of MFIP in the mid-1990s, Minnesota’s version of the federal 

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) aimed not only to get people off of 

welfare, but to get them out of poverty. The reform boasted about the elimination of the 

word "entitlement" and the establishment of a 60-month lifetime limitation for participants. 

The proponents of the program declared many objectives including going beyond 

reducing welfare caseloads and seeking to move people out of poverty.  In 1997, the 

Minnesota state legislature passed a version of the program that had more stringent work 

requirements. This included time-limits for training and education, fewer benefits once a 

family reaches 120% of the family poverty line, a family cap, and restriction of benefits to 

60 months.  

By 2003, the program’s philosophy and policy shifted from out of poverty to accelerated 

attachment to the workforce.  The dramatic changes were multifold: 

1)  Both single-and multi-parent households were expected to work at least 30 or 

more hours per week.  

                                            
6 Alter, Joel, Dan Jacobson, and John Patterson. Program Evaluation Report: Welfare Reform. Rep. no. 00-03. State 
of Minnesota: Office of the Legislative Auditor, 2000. 
7 Minnesota Department of Human Services (DHS). The Minnesota Family Investment Program: A Tough but Fair 
Solution to Welfare Dependency: Minnesota’s Welfare Reform Law Expecting, Supporting and Rewarding Work. Rep. 
no. 99-190. December 1998.  

8 Minn. Stat. §256J.515. 
9 Minnesota Department of Human Services (DHS) Statewide MFIP) Employment Services Manual, policy §9.27.  
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2) While working, MFIP participants are allowed to keep some of their cash grants 

until their adjusted income reaches 115% of the federal poverty level. 

3) Local jurisdictions were given more flexibility in determining specialized service 

needs (i.e. transportation, vocational training, utility, or emergency housing) and 

the amount of reimbursement.  

4) Local officials were authorized to participate in the collection, monitoring and 

distribution of child support paid by non-custodial parents in conjunction with 

providing supports for employment, food, child care, and medical assistance. 

Brochures and fact sheets about MFIP emphasizes the program as aiming to help families 

move to economic stability by "expecting, rewarding, & supporting work."10 To receive 

cash benefits, MFIP recipients must participate in approved activities documented in an 

Individual Employment Plan (IEP) by a job counselor. Child-care assistance is available 

to a household with minor children. Additionally, other services include education, work 

training and employment support services (e.g. childcare and transportation).  

Work Activities: Education and Training  

 

Under federal mandate for TANF programs, MFIP must meet a 50% Work Participation 

Rate (WPR) that is calculated from data gathered by job counselors. 11  The WPR 

measurement is derived from approved work activities required of MFIP recipients. These 

activities are divided into both core and non-core activities: 

 Training and education is allowed for MFIP participants up to 24 months. 

 Only the first 12 months of vocational training or advanced degrees are counted 

as core activities to meet work requirements.  

 Months 13-24 of training and education is counted as non-core activities. 

Additionally, all other training and education are counted as non-core activities 

and is part of the 24 months limitation.12  

These non-core training and education includes English as a Second Language (ESL), 

Adult Basic Education (ABE), Functional Work Literacy (FWL), and high school/GED for 

MFIP recipients over 20 years of age.13 Given these strict rules, regulations, and work 

expectations, MFIP participants are constrained to as little training and education as 

possible.  

                                            
10 Minnesota Department of Human Services. Minnesota Family Investment Program (Fact Sheet). DHS-3179-ENG 

10-12: Minnesota Department of Human Services 
11 MN Department of Human Services Work Participation Rate Information for Financial Workers  & Employment\Job 
Counselors 
12 MN Department of Human Services Work Participation Rate Information for Financial Workers  & Employment\Job 
Counselors 
13 Ibid. 
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MFIP participants engaging in training and education activities are limited to short-term 

training programs. Employment service providers look for free or low cost training options 

when referring participants. These short-term training programs include the following 

options: Lifetrack- a three-week customer service course, FasTRAC- 10 week pre-CNA 

training and CNA training, or PSP- a free 13 week culinary training program. Other training 

options include the Eastside Neighborhood Services training- Personal and Home-care 

Aide, forklift operator, Servesafe Food Safety Manager and Leadership. The Goodwill 

Easter Seals Training Programs consists of skills in banking and finance, medical office, 

customer service/call center, construction, automotive service technician, and retail.14 
 

While the Minnesota DHS does seem to acknowledge labor market conditions and the 

importance of training and education as a prelude to job search, it must still operate under 

federal law work requirements in vigorously promoting immediate employment.15 

Demographics of MFIP Participants  

According to the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau, racial minorities constitute 18.1% of 

Minnesota’s population (African Americans, Asians 4.2%, 5.4%, Native Americans 1.3%, 

Hispanics/Latino 4.9%, reported two or more race 2.2%). Yet according to a December 

2011 Minnesota Department of Human Services report, minorities account for more than 

half (60%) of the current 28,609 MFIP recipients. The racial breakdown of MFIP 

participants are as follows: Caucasian American (48%), African American (23%), 

American Indian (9%), Hmong (6%), Hispanic (6%), Somali (4%), Other Asian (3%) and 

Other Color Immigrant (2%).16  

Overrepresentation of minorities on welfare may be related to a disadvantage in the labor 

market. African American women on average make less than White women and are more 

likely to be unemployed. In 2011, the unemployment rate of African American women in 

Minnesota hovered around 18% while the unemployment rate of White women was 

neared 5%.17 These statistics suggest that racial and ethnic minority women encounter 

greater barriers than White women. Studies have suggested that disparities in 

unemployment may be related to the differences in human capital and social capital 

                                            
14 Data on these short-term training programs can be found on the Hennepin County’s website; 
http://www.hennepin.us/portal/site/HennepinUS/menuitem.b1ab75471750e40fa01dfb47ccf06498/?vgnextoid=17c66c
852471c310VgnVCM20000098fe4689RCRD 
15 MN DHS Employment Service Manual §2.6 and §9.27. The manual notes that “For several years the labor market 
in Minnesota essentially precluded, with some exception, the need for training or education as a prerequisite to get a 
job. Most participants were able to find jobs with job search assistance and/or soft skills training, and many were also 
able to progress into better jobs. When the economy makes a downward shift, training and education could play a 
more prominent role in MFIP Employment Services.” 

16 Minnesota Family Invest Program and Diversionary Work Program: Characteristics of December 2011 Cases and 
Eligible Adults. Rep. no. DHS-4219N-ENG812. Minnesota Department of Human Services 
17 Bureau of Labor Statistics.  Geographic Profile of Employment and Unemployment, 2011 
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between racial groups, and discrimination in the labor market (See Table S.1.2 of 

Appendix S).18  

According to the most recent MFIP report on program participants, the population enrolled 

and considered eligible in the program was 30 years of age on average. To be eligible for 

MFIP, participants must meet income and assets criteria as well as have an approved 

Individual Employment Plan (IEP).  

 Approximately, 72 percent of these participants have a child under the age of 6.  

 The average age of the children is 2.8 and the average number of children is 2.  

 The majority of participating adults are female (81%).  

 Approximately twenty percent of the cases have two adults on file.  

The educational attainments of participating adults ranging from lowest to highest volume 

are minimum post-secondary, General Educational Development (GED), and high school 

diploma (see table 1). The majority of the participants have U.S. citizenship. On average 

more participants have reported never been married domestically or internationally.  

Table 1: MFIP Participants Education Level by Race  

 White Asian Black Hispanic American Indian 

None, <1st Grade, Unknown 2.1% 38.7% 8.4% 5.4% 0.8% 

Grade School 0.6% 9.5% 2.6% 4.3% 0.8% 

Some High School 24.1% 21.0% 32.0% 44.7% 44.7% 

High School Graduate 61.3% 26.9% 49.8% 40.3% 48.3% 

Some Post-Secondary 9.8% 3.2% 6.1% 4.6% 4.7% 

College Graduate 1.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.2% 0.5% 

Graduate Degree 0.9% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.3% 

High School Graduate or Higher 73.2% 30.8% 36.9% 45.6% 53.7% 

Note: Among MFIP-eligible adults in December 2010, 488 (1.6%) selected multiple races and 76 (0.002%) were missing 
race/ethnicity data. These numbers are included in the statewide total, but were excluded from the racial/ethnic groups. 
Data Source: December 2010 Characteristics of Racial/Ethnic and Immigrant Groups in the Minnesota Family Investment Program 
and the Diversionary Work Program October 2011 (PDF)Current wages and industries of employment  

According to a 2004 study analyzing the earnings and types of employers for MFIP 

parents receiving child care assistance, 62% of jobs were low wage and concentrated in 

healthcare and social assistance, administrative and support, retail trade and 

accommodations and food service.19 In comparison, these industries account for only 

                                            
18 Grodsky, E., & Pager, D. (2001). The structure of disadvantage: Individual and occupational 

determinants of the black-white wage gap. American Sociological Review, 542-567. 

 
19 Jefferys, Marcie and Elizabeth Davis. Working in Minnesota: Parents’ Employment and Earnings in the Child Care 
Assistance Program. St. Paul: Minnesota Child Care Policy Research Partnership, July 2004. Estimated median 
hourly wages in these industries fall between $6.20 and $10.81. 

https://edocs.dhs.state.mn.us/lfserver/Public/DHS-4262P-ENG
https://edocs.dhs.state.mn.us/lfserver/Public/DHS-4262P-ENG
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37% of the total workforce jobs in the four counties.20 The Minnesota DHS July through 

September 2012 Management Indicator Report shows MFIP Participants made an 

average of $9.00 an hour statewide. 

From the most recent MFIP monthly report, the January 2013 data shows, the average 

cash grants were $345 and $395 for MFIP one eligible adult and two eligible-adult MFIP 

cases, respectively.21 The average food portion (e.g. SNAP) awarded were $410 for all 

MFIP cases22. Naturally, these “per case” amounts are based on a family of three and the 

estimates should be reviewed with caution since the MFIP system utilizes various 

unpublished algorithms or internal formulas to generate reported values. 

After falling each year since a peak of 41 percent in 2005, the percentage of cases with 

reported earnings from employment increased for MFIP eligible-adult cases by 1 to 3 

percentage points in 2011. During this same period, the average monthly earnings for 

MFIP-eligible-adult cases were $1,010. Coincidentally, this monthly amount is acceptable 

using the “Self – Support Index” method of the state. Basically, using the 30 hours a week 

criteria, most participants would report $8.42 in hourly wage. In the event, this rate was 

in line with 40 hours a week schedule; most participants would report $6.3123 in hourly 

wage. Naturally, the decrease of 33.33% has a negative impact on participants’ self-

sufficient trajectory. 

Highlights: MFIP Outcomes  

From this snapshot, we find the women in Minnesota have an economic disadvantage 
based on gender, work experience, and access to careers that increase economic 
prosperity. Most MFIP participants are more likely to be a member of a minority group 
and single mother. Pertaining to wage and industries, most women work in low-wage jobs, 
especially in healthcare, retail, hospitality, and trade and food service making less than 
$9.00 an hour. The national evolution of welfare from AFDC to TANF represents a shift 
in emphasis on education to promoting immediate employment of MFIP participants. Thus, 
time-limits for workforce activities around training and education provide less opportunity 
for women to pursue higher skilled occupations where they can access increased wages 
and benefits. 

                                            
20 Ibid. The study looked at data from four counties, Anoka, Becker, Brown and Hennepin.  
21 Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) Monthly Report Data for the Month of January 2013. Rep. no. DHS-
4014C-ENG 04-13. Minnesota Department of Human Services 
22 Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) Monthly Report Data for the Month of January 2013. Rep. no. DHS-

4014C-ENG 04-13. Minnesota Department of Human Services 
23 computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption 
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III. Environmental Scan 
This environmental scan provides a snapshot of the economic landscape that MFIP and 

MFIP-like participants will need to confront in order to be successful. This includes current 

wages, educational level, industries, and unemployment patterns in Minnesota.  

Wages 

Using American Community Survey data, State Demographer Susan Brower (2012) 

found that Minnesota’s economy improves and declines in income and the rise in poverty 

stabilized the economy from returning to a recession.24 Since 1980, poverty rates have 

increased to 12% in 2011, compared to the national average of 16%. In 2011, 28% of 

Minnesotans were low income or 200% below the poverty threshold. For the lowest 

income groups, the mean wage income had declined or remained stagnant since 1970.25  

The wage rate of full-time and part-time employees depends on the type of business 

Minnesotans work in. According to the Minnesota Fair Labor Standards Act, the minimum 

wage rates range from $4.90 to $6.15 an hour, with some employers covered by the 

federal rate of $7.25. Adjusting for inflation, the Minnesota minimum wage fell from $8.36 

in 1974 to $6.15 in 2011. The Department of Labor and Industry estimates that 93,000 

Minnesota workers were paid $7.25 an hour or less during the year ending July 2011. 

Thus, minimum wage workers make up 6.1 % of the hourly workers (1.53 million) in the 

state. 

In Table 2, the relative hourly wages for the 

four looping industries (i.e. where MFIP 

participants are often directed, in part, 

because of swift hiring practices) are 

included. About 45 % of minimum wage 

workers are found in food preparation and 

serving occupations. Twelve percent, or 

17,760, of all hourly workers lived at or below 

the poverty line and are paid the minimum 

wage or less.26 

How do we move MFIP and MFIP eligible 

women from poverty-sustaining to poverty-ending employment? We must consider the 

state of the economy, the current wage rates for the employed, and the types of industries 

                                            
24 State Demographer Susan Brower February 2013 presentation to the Select Committee on Living Wage Jobs, 
Minnesota House of Representatives  
http://www.demography.state.mn.us/documents/SusanBrower_IncomeEmploymentTrends_Feb2013.pdf 
25 State Demographer Susan Brower February 2013 presentation to the Select Committee on Living Wage Jobs, 
Minnesota House of Representatives  
http://www.demography.state.mn.us/documents/SusanBrower_IncomeEmploymentTrends_Feb2013.pdf 
26 Berry, David. Minnesota Minimum Wage Report, 2011. Minnesota Department of Labor and Industry: Research 
and Statistics, i-iii.  http://www.dli.mn.gov/RS/PDF/11minwage.pdf 

 Table 2: Median Wages for 

Four Looping Industries  

Hourly 

Wage 

Total, All Occupations $17.94/hr. 

Personal Care and Service 

Occupations 

$11.02/hr. 

Office and Administrative 

Support Occupations 

$16.63/hr. 

Healthcare Support 

Occupations 

$12.67/hr. 

Food Preparation and Serving 

Related Occupations 

$9.22/hr. 

2012, Third Quarter; Employment Data from 2011, 

Second Quarter, DEED 
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that are open to those who are seeking employment. Most importantly, we must examine 

the components of a family supporting or living wage.  

According to the JOBS NOW Coalition, a family supporting income is the hourly wage 

needed to meet basic needs without additional public assistance. Also, a full-time worker 

with a minimum wage of $7.25, or $15,080 a year, cannot meet basic needs for an 

individual or a family.27 The MIT living wage calculator found that a single adult and 2 

children need to makes $25.25 to be fully off of government support, being paid hourly at 

$8.08 or lower means this family will live in poverty. Before taxes, this sole provider needs 

to make $52,526 in order to pay for food, childcare, medical expenses, housing, 

transportation, taxes, and other household costs.28 Most industries that MFIP participants 

are trained in or return to are healthcare support and social service, food preparation and 

accommodation, personal care and service, retail trade, and administrative support. 

These jobs represent over 42% of job vacancies in the second quarter of 2011.29  

Over 58% of MFIP participants who worked before applying for cash assistance worked 

in these industries.30 The hourly wages for these industries all hourly wages fall below 

$25.25 as a living wage for a single mother with two kids to be out of poverty. The 

Legislative Commission to End Poverty in MN by 2020 suggested raising the minimum 

wage to $9.50.31 This suggests that an industry wage change may provide a pathway to 

obtain a living wage. Presently, a Select Committee on Living Wage Jobs seeks to gather 

ideas and input from workers, the business community, economists, and policy experts 

to ensure that every Minnesotan has economic opportunity and can earn a living wage.32  

  

                                            
27 Jobs NOW Coalition. http://www.jobsnowcoalition.org/initiatives/labor-standards/minimum-wage.html 
28 MIT Living Wage Calculator. http://livingwage.mit.edu/states/27 
29 Deborah Schlick. http://unitedfrontmn.org/jobs-and-training/files/2011/11/Is-welfare-the-issue-for-TCRG.pdf 
30  Deborah Schlick. http://unitedfrontmn.org/jobs-and-training/files/2011/11/Is-welfare-the-issue-for-TCRG.pdf 
31Legislative Commission to end Poverty by 2020. 
http://www.commissions.leg.state.mn.us/lcep/LCEP_Final_Report_SinglePgs.pdf 
32 http://www.house.leg.state.mn.us/comm/selectcommittees/LivingWageJobs.asp 
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Unemployment 

Although not as diverse as the rest of the nation, Minnesota has become increasingly 

racially and ethnically diverse.  In 1960, people of color only comprised of 1% of the 

population. The greatest 55% of that growth occurred from 2000 to 2010 and it’s 

estimated that by 2035, 48% 

of Ramsey County and 44% 

of Hennepin County will be 

projected to be people of 

color. In the suburbs, the 

population of people of color 

will double.33 This growth has 

propelled Minnesota to rank 

within the top 25 

Metropolitans with the 

greatest percentage of 

people of color of the 

population. According to The 

Minnesota Compass34 , from 

2008 to 2010, the proportion 

of people of color between the 

age of 16 and 64 that was 

                                            
33 U.S. Census Bureau, “2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates Data Profile Highlights” 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Census Bureau), http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/ACSSAFFFacts?_event=Search 
&_state=04000US27. 
34 http://www.mncompass.org/ 

Figure 2: Percent Unemployment by Race and 
Ethnicity and Gender 

Figure 1: 
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working trailed their Caucasian counterparts by approximately 10% to 20%. In Figure 1 

below, the differences in the Twin Cities’ 7 county regions are illustrated. Ironically, today, 

communities of color across Minnesota continue to lag behind the state’s overall growth 

as well as national trends for communities of color. 

In 2011, the unemployment rate was 7.7%, compared to the national average of 10.3%. 

But the unemployment rates for Blacks (20%) and American Indians (18%) were more 

than twice the rates for White (7%) and Asian (8%) workers in Minnesota (see Figure 2). 

In December 2012, the unemployment rate was 5.5%, compared to the national average 

of 7.8%.35 For the lowest quintile (at or below 30,000 a year) group, being American 

Indian, Latino, or Black greatly increases the likelihood of being poor. Having less than a 

high school diploma or being a single mother greatly increases your chances of being 

poor.  However, the majority (59%) of working-age families in poverty (age 20-64) are 

working or seeking for work.36  

The Twin Cities Metropolitan possesses the largest white-black disparities in 

unemployment at 13.8% in the nation. Overall, the region has the second highest 

unemployment rate at 20.4%.37 This disparity is attributed to high school dropout rates 

and the relative youthfulness of the black labor force. They are less likely to have 

accumulated work experience and human capital because the Black population is 

younger compared to other racial groups. Education is not the only explanation, even with 

the exact same credentials (e.g. work experience), African Americans have higher 

unemployment rates than whites in the region. Blacks with a high school diploma or GED 

are three times more likely to be unemployed than whites with the same credentials.38  

                                            
35 New Census Data Shows Better Income, Poverty Trends and More Young Adults with Health Insurance in 
Minnesota. September 20, 2012. 
http://www.admin.state.mn.us/documents/newsrelease_newcensusdata_09202012.pdf 
36 State Demographer Susan Brower February 2013 presentation to the Select Committee on Living Wage Jobs, 
Minnesota House of Representatives  
http://www.demography.state.mn.us/documents/SusanBrower_IncomeEmploymentTrends_Feb2013.pdf 
37 Samuel L. Myers, Jr., “Understanding Racial Disparities in Unemployment” (Minneapolis: Humphrey School of 
Public Affairs, 2011). 
38 Algernon Austin, “Uneven Pain—Unemployment by Metropolitan Area and Race,” June 8, 2010, 
www.epi.org/publications/ entry/ib278/. 
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Industries  

As illustrated in Figure 3, approximately 

80% of the region's jobs are concentrated 

more than five miles from the Twin Cities 

(i.e. core business districts).  Moreover, 

high skilled positions are remaining in the 

core, creating a knowledge economy that 

is boosting the professional service fields 

(e.g. legal, healthcare, and technology). 

As jobs move out of the cities, low income 

residents and communities of color both 

continue to make up 54% of the Twin 

Cities’ residents.39  

By 2029, the looming retirement of most 

Baby Boomers regardless of geographic 

location, will impact how industries look to 

build a competitive workforce to fill the shortage of highly educated workers. For instance, 

while 46% are expected to possess a college degree, people of color, who will make up 

a quarter of the workforce in the future, are more likely to possess less education if current 

trends continue. This concern is magnified when viewed with the concern about job 

sprawl in the region. The sprawl has manifested low-wage jobs in the suburbs in a variety 

of positions. For example, Brookings Institution reported in a 2005 study that 

approximately 78% in sales and manufacturing, 76% in janitorial and cleaning jobs, and 

approximately 77% in personal care. Most of the region’s employment opportunities are 

in the suburbs, although they tend to have a higher share of low-wage jobs. While the 

Twin Cities has a lower share of these jobs, the concentration of low-income communities 

and communities of color in this region contributes to skills mismatch.40 

Median Household Income 

The median household income for Minnesota was $56,642, but African Americans fall 

behind at $29,404, Sub-Saharan Africans, $26,736, and Mexicans, $38,909. For the 

metro area, the median household income is $54,304.41 In the Twin Cities, 24% of non-

Hmong Asians and 23% of whites are employed in high paying occupations where 

management, legal, computer and math sciences, architecture, and healthcare 

                                            
39 Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program, “Mind the Gap: Reducing Disparities to Improve Regional 
Competitiveness in the Twin Cities, 2005,” 
www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/reports/2005/10cities_sohmer/20051027_mindthegap.pdf. 
40 Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program, “Mind the Gap: Reducing Disparities to Improve Regional 
Competitiveness in the Twin Cities, 2005,” 
www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/reports/2005/10cities_sohmer/20051027_mindthegap.pdf. 
41 Ipid  
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practitioners’ jobs pay, on average, between $60,000 and $97,000. However, only 13% 

of Blacks and 8% of Mexicans are working in these fields. 42  Traditionally, there is an 

over concentration of low-income residents working in farming, personal care, food 

preparation, healthcare support, and janitorial services. These salaries, on average, 

range from $18,000 to $27,000. Twenty-eight percent of Mexicans, 21% of Blacks, 13% 

of non-Hmong Asians, and 10% of whites work in these fields.43 

The Itasca Project attributes some of the aforementioned difference in wages to a variety 

of factors including lower educational attainment of residents of low-income communities 

(i.e. communities of color) that limits access to higher wages. In addition, the employment 

opportunities available to communities of color, such as retail, food service, and customer 

service, do not offer career advancement. In short, most low-income populations, such 

as welfare recipients, are either directed or expected to work in industries that have high 

turnover, low pay, and minimal benefits. 

 

Postsecondary Education 

By 2018, the American Community Survey predicted that 70% of the workforce would 

need some education beyond high school in order to be competitive for a technological 

and global economy.44  Historically, these contrasts dramatically with the forty percent of 

Minnesotans (see Figure 4 for The Minnesota Compass’s 2007-2009 estimations) who 

have attained post-secondary education, in the form of an associate’s or bachelor’s 

degree.  

As the economy moves toward 

higher skilled employment, 

these historical gaps only 

contributes to less educated 

workers who would  see less 

employment due to declining 

demand. Already, 71% of 

workers are in low demand jobs 

or jobs with an oversupply of 

eligible workers.  

More than two-third of the 

expected 2035 Minnesota 

workforce will be working-age, so the Governor’s Workforce Council has pursued 

                                            
42 Ipid 
43 Ipid 
44 Governor’s Workforce Development Council, All Hands on Deck: Sixteen Ideas for Strengthening Minnesota’s 
Workforce, 2011, www.gwdc.org/policy_advisory/All_Hands_on_Deck_2011.pdf. 
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strategies to increase additional education and training. The ability for full-time workers 

to balance school, family, and work is difficult. These difficulties (i.e. responsibilities of 

work and family, postsecondary education and training programs) have affected one third 

of workers enough to leave school in the first year without any credential. Even after six 

years, about two-third of the workers do not have a degree or certificate, and worse, are 

no longer enrolled. A third (33%) of the Twin Cities residents possesses a Bachelor’s 

degree but only 19% of African Americans, 11% of Mexicans, and 8% of Hmong possess 

are included.  

Partly due to historical trend of not completing high school on time (see Figure 5 below 

for The Minnesota Compass 2003-2011 percentages by race and ethnic groups),  low-

income workers, are forced to take remedial courses in order to begin their post-

secondary education. Twenty-five percent of these workers complete the course and 4% 

attain a degree or certificate after 5 years.45 To be successful, financial aid, child care, 

and flexible evening and weekend classes have been recommended. The curriculum also 

needs to be engaging and hands-on. Career coaching has also been suggested. For a 

variety of published reasons including the funding through the Workforce Investment Act, 

Minnesota’s workforce system has focused on short-term investment strategies such job 

search help.  

                                            
45 Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program, “Mind the Gap: Reducing Disparities to Improve Regional 
Competitiveness in the Twin Cities, 2005,” 
www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/reports/2005/10cities_sohmer/20051027_mindthegap.pdf. 

Figure 5: 
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Fortunately, the Governor Workforce Council (GWC) has broadened efforts by supporting 

initiatives for human capital investment (i.e. Workforce Development Fund) that allows 

workers to obtain postsecondary credentials that are valued by employers.46 

Credential Demand 

More than 1.2 million earners 
lack postsecondary 
credentials needed to earn a 
wage to support their family.  
Minnesota ranks third in the 
nation in its need for a highly 
skilled workforce. It ranks 
48th in the number of jobs 
that will be produced for high 
school graduates and 
dropout. 47  Only five percent 
of African Americans and 
17% of Hispanic students 
meet college readiness 
benchmarks in the state. 48 
The high school graduation 
rate has been at 40% for 
American Indian, African 
American, and Hispanic 
students. 49  Those who 
advance to college may 
require remedial courses that 
often do not count towards a 
credential. The Governor’s 
Workforce Council found that 
at least one year of 
postsecondary education with 
an industry-recognized 
credential is needed to attain a 
good job.  

As indicated in both Figure 6 
and 7, individuals with less 
than a high school diploma or 
only a high school diploma or 

                                            
46Governor’s Workforce Development Council, All Hands on Deck: Sixteen Ideas for Strengthening Minnesota’s 
Workforce, 2011, www.gwdc.org/policy_advisory/All_Hands_on_Deck_2011.pdf 
47 Governor’s Workforce Development Council, All Hands on Deck: Sixteen Ideas for Strengthening Minnesota’s 
Workforce, 2011, www.gwdc.org/policy_advisory/All_Hands_on_Deck_2011.pdf. 
48 Ipid 
49 Ipid  

Figure 7: 

Figure 6: 
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equivalent (e.g. GED) will have lower wage jobs and are more likely to be unemployed in 
the future.  

One effort to shift these trends is career pathways. The strategy combines both education 
and training to increase skills in a particular sector. This serves as a supply chain for 
employers in a given industry. This form of collaboration includes educators, employers, 
place- based organizations, and workforce development professionals to provide support 
for workers to increase diversity.  This pathway corresponds to targeted jobs industries in 
local and/or regional context. It requires up to two semesters of classes with a 
postsecondary credential obtained upon completion. Current barriers to career pathways 
include the lack of an integrated, coordinated system with sustainable funding to align 
curriculum, community resources, and training providers with labor market and evaluation 
or research resources to validate the programs in context of the local and/or regional 
markets. Nationally, similar structured programs have increase annual earnings by 
$8,500 for workers who began in adult basic education, $2,500 for those who started with 
a GED, and $1,700 for those who started with a high school diploma. 50  GWC has 
recommended that MnSCU, DEED, and ABE coordinate to increase credentials for high-
demand jobs for workers to attain family-sustaining wages.  

The promise of such a model also includes assuring credentials are industry-recognized 

and stackable.  The model includes accountability measures such as dashboards that are 

linked to labor market outcomes for those who attain certifications, diplomas, or degrees. 

A data framework for stakeholders (e.g. DEED, MnSCU, ABE, MDE, and DHS) will have 

the capacity to track the policy factors (i.e. levers) that lead to the best outcomes. Ideally, 

the same comprehensive information systems used for other government and institutional 

performance monitoring would be exhausted to allow agencies to make better decisions 

and determine the most effective pathways for workers. This will lead to evidence-based 

practice and targeted strategies. The state has several initiatives that are structured in 

this fashion. For instance,  the state seeking to develop a grant proposal for the 

Department of Education for the State Longitudinal Education Data System to link 

education to workforce outcomes. In addition, the Minnesota FastTRAC (Training, 

Resources, and Credentialing) model leverages the structure with strong support from 

Adult Basic Education and MnSCU. In sum, the approach is underway to align workforce 

development, higher education, adult basic education, and human services delivery and 

the findings of this study supports scaling up the initiative to more sites. 

IV. Literature Review 
This literature review provides an overview of studies on the welfare-to-work program with 

regard to the education and training activities as well as earnings and employment 

outcome. While the review specifically focuses on MFIP studies, it also examines a few 

broader national studies researching the relationship between education attainment and 

                                            
50Governor’s Workforce Development Council, The Most Competitive Workforce in the World: How Minnesota can 
help more adults gain the right skills to get and keep good jobs, 2013. 
http://www.positivelyminnesota.com/About_Us/Legislative_Focus/Mated_Reports/GWDC_Report.pdf 



 

Page 21 of 56 
 

sustained poverty reducing employment. There have been few studies linking the effect 

of education attainment to the post-program earnings and employment specifically for 

welfare recipients.  

Kane and Rouse (1995), Card (1999), and London (2006) researched the effectiveness 

of higher education on increased earnings and employment. A widely cited study by Kane 

and Rouse demonstrated the socioeconomic returns to two and four year college (1995). 

Using data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY), the authors found that 

on average, associate’s degree and bachelor’s degree students earned approximately 

5% more than high school graduates for every year of credits completed (1995). 

Additionally, recent data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, also show that education 

results in higher earnings and lower unemployment rates (2011). For example, the 

median weekly earnings and unemployment rate for an associate’s degree is $768 and 

6.8%, respectively, while data for high school diploma is $638 in median weekly earnings 

and 9.4% for the unemployment rate. The study by Card found that the marginal rate of 

returns to schooling is higher for disadvantaged subgroups with relatively low education 

outcomes compared to the population as a whole (1999). In another study using NLSY 

data to measure the impact of education on earnings and employment, London 

specifically examined such effectiveness for welfare recipients (2006). Importantly, the 

study found that graduating from college, above and beyond mere attendance, oriented 

welfare recipients on a more sustained path to self-sufficiency.51 For example, London 

found that although increasing college enrollment for welfare recipients by 5 percentage 

points leads to a reduction of the poverty rate by 1.3 percentage points post-welfare, 

increasing college graduation rates by 5 percentage points would reduce the poverty rate 

by 9.1 percentage points five years post-welfare (2006).  

The previous studies suggest that degree completion or graduation rates are key factors 

in earnings outcome, however, there is no examination on the issue of low-completion 

rates amongst students who attend community colleges. In a recent study by Rosenbaum 

and Rosenbaum, the authors found that two-year private accredited occupational 

colleges have better completion rates than their traditional two and four year counterparts 

(2013). These recent findings suggest a deeper analysis on the difficulties affecting 

students’ degree completion in traditional post-secondary school. Additionally, the 

Rosenbaum and Rosenbaum study points to favorable outcomes for occupational 

schools and AA degrees primarily due to their completion rates and procedures to reduce 

difficulties for students (2013). 

These previous studies confirm the impact of degree or certificate completion on 

increased earnings. In spite of this, TANF programs have restricted access to education 

                                            
51 London, 2006. 
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for disadvantaged women on welfare.52 Others, like Michalapoulos and Schwartz (2000) 

investigate the impact of education and training activities on earnings.  One of the studies 

noted was from Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) which 

examined 20 TANF programs, including MFIP, and compared the effects of education 

focused, employment focused, and mixed focused of the differing TANF strategies. This 

preliminary evidence demonstrated that employment focused had a greater positive effect 

on earnings than did the education focused programs (2000). Moreover, this MDRC study 

concluded that the mixed first approach had the largest earnings gains for the broadest 

range of welfare recipients (2000). While this study examined the initial effects of the 

differing focused strategies of first activities on employment and earnings, it tells us little 

about self-sufficiency and provided no analysis on the limitations in education-focused 

first activities in TANF programs.   

Follow-ups to the 2000 MDRC study did determine that the positive effects of welfare-to-

work programs diminished over time. A study on MFIP by Gennetian et al, showed that, 

among all single-parent families, the gains in employment and earnings dissipated after 

four years (2005). These findings suggest that TANF programs such as MFIP lacks a 

more permanent solution in providing welfare recipients a path to long-term self-

sufficiency.    

Several studies revealed specific types of industries where jobs of welfare recipients and 

leavers (e.g. exiters) are concentrated in.53 These industry concentrations have been 

related to degenerating earnings of MFIP participants. Jeffries and Davis explained that 

the type of work MFIP recipients and leavers are most likely to find are in industries that 

have high job vacancies accounting for the most job openings in Minnesota (2004). The 

study identified the following four industries for which MFIP jobs are concentrated; health 

care and social assistance sector, retail trade, accommodation and food services, and 

the administrative and support services industries.54 While only 33% of the total workforce 

is found in jobs of these industries, a significant 62% of MFIP working parents found 

themselves in the same bottom tier sectors.55 These industries offer low wages, few 

benefits, and little opportunity for socioeconomic mobility.  Even if employed, welfare 

recipients and leavers still face difficult hardships.56 Significantly, about a third of welfare 

leavers struggling with the unstable low wage jobs ultimately return to MFIP for additional 

help.57       

Welfare researchers and the Department of Human Services have generally 

acknowledged racial disparities in MFIP. Using a measurement called the Self-Support 

                                            
52 Dave et al, 2012 
53 McDonnel, 2004, Jeffries and Davis, 2004, Hollister et al, 2003 
54 Jeffries and Davis, 2004 
55 Jeffries and Davis, 2004 
56  Jeffries and Davis, 2004, McDonnel, 2004 
57  McDonnel, 2004 



 

Page 23 of 56 
 

Index, which is the percentage of MFIP adults working at least 30 hours a week and/or 

no longer receiving cash benefits three years from baseline, DHS identified large gaps 

between racial and ethnic groups. Significantly, the July-September 2012 MFIP 

performance report showed 73.6% of White MFIP participants were deemed successful, 

while only 52% and 55% of African Americans and American Indians met the self-support 

index criteria (statewide data).  

Several studies have been conducted to shed light on the issues behind these racial 

disparities amongst MFIP recipients.58  In a University of Minnesota study of 84 MFIP 

recipients in Hennepin County, African Americans were found to be making $9.74 on 

average, while White MFIP recipients made $11.92 on average.59. The authors explained 

that even while these wages are above the minimum wage, they are still below the livable 

wage for a family of three (2003). Additionally, the study found that the types of jobs were 

also disproportionately represented. Whites were more likely to work in office or business 

settings, while African Americans were more like to work in nursing assistant vocations.  

By conducting 40 focus groups of both MFIP recipients and recent leavers, Owen et al 

(2003) better understood the nuanced experiences of different racial and ethnic groups. 

The study found that a key component of MFIP participants’ perceptions and experiences 

of the welfare requirements and goals lies in the relationship with their job counselor. 

Some negative findings include perceptions of demeaning treatment and perceptions that 

job counselors’ withhold information that may help them. This negative finding indicates 

“distrust” in the system. However, positive perceptions were also reported of job 

counselors’ friendliness and willingness to help, often encouraging MFIP participants to 

feel hopeful. Other findings related to the low success of MFIP participants is the reported 

discrimination in the labor market based on religion, dress, language, race, or even 

welfare status itself. 

While there have been many studies accounting for the impact of education on earnings, 

little is known about how specific characteristics particular to welfare recipients factor into 

the models. Such as the high rates of high school dropouts and other barriers that may 

affect certificate or degree completion, (i.e. little social support, young children, poverty, 

inadequate reading and math levels, etc). As such, our study aims to reveal the nuanced 

issues specific to MFIP participants. 

  

 

 

                                            
58 Owen et al. 2003, Hollister et al. 2003 
59  Hollister et al., 2003 
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V. Research Question 
The study attempted to address the following questions: 

1. What are the differences in wages of TANF (Temporary Assistance to Needy 
Families) participants that received an education degree in Minnesota? 

2. What are the wages of MFIP (Minnesota Family Investment Program) Participants 
that received an education degree compared to job training? 

3. Is it better, in terms of average hourly wage over twelve months, for MFIP 
participants to invest in furthering their education or job training? 

 

VI. Methodology 
 

Due to the barriers to attain MFIP data, the team utilized publically available Workforce 

Investment Standardized Record Data (WIASRD). The dataset includes variables that 

describe the characteristics of program participants that are similar to MFIP participants.  

Thus, the team pooled MFIP-like data which provided insight into the potential effects of 

training and education on earnings for women across race.  

 

Data Background 

Workforce Investment Act (WIA) was passed Congress in 1998 seeking to create a 

system connecting employment, education, and training services to better match job 

seekers to labor market demands. Currently, publications are replete with questions about 

how WIA funds are being used and, in particular, how much is being spent on human 

capital development activities. Paradoxically, less concern is given to the lack of accurate 

information about the extent to which WIA participants are enrolled, empowered or 

enabled as a result of the program treatments.    

 

Nationally, local boards annually receive approximately $2.5 billion in WIA funds that are 

available to serve adults and dislocated workers and each state utilize approximately 39% 

for education and training activities. It is estimated that over 415,000 individuals received 

services during the year60. In fact, many individuals may have received more than one 

type of education or training; therefore, this count may include some individuals more 

than once. Despite the number of treatments received, little is accurately known about 

the outcomes for the participants.  

                                            
60 Michalapoulos, 2005, Gennetian, Miller and Smith, 2005. 
http://www.gao.gov/search?q=WIA+performance&facets=a%3A1%3A%7Bs%3A10%3A%22topic_term%22%3Bs%3
A13%3A%22Human+Capital%22%3B%7D&search_type=Solr 
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Interestingly, Minnesota’s MFIP program data availability and integrity about the 

characteristics of participants and program treatments are even worst. In fact, participants’ 

pre-post program characteristics are currently unavailable from a central MFIP platform61. 

Furthermore, the information linking participants to specific program treatments or 

particular outcomes are not publically available for various reasons including the lack of 

rigorous and robust data analysis which can’t be performed without representative data 

about the population. These shortcoming impacts program performances, public opinion 

and particularly, the population for which the program was designed to serve.  

 

For instance, since 2003, a decade annual average of approximately 40,000 cases has 

been recorded. The population enrolled and considered eligible in the program has an 

average adult age of 30. Approximately, seventy two percent of these participants have 

a child under the age of 6. The majority gender of the participating adults is female (81%). 

Approximately, twenty percent of the cases have two adults on file.  The educational 

attainments of participating adults ranging from lowest to highest volume are minimum 

post-secondary, General Educational Development (GED), and high school diploma. The 

majority of the participants have U.S. citizenship. On average more participants have 

reported never been married domestically or internationally.  According to the broadest 

race/ethnicity categorization found within the MFIP website, the composition of the 

participants includes Caucasian American (48%), African American (23%), American 

Indian (9%), Hmong (6%), Hispanic (6%), Somali (4%), Other Asian (3%) and Other Color 

Immigrant (2%). Table M.1.1 of Appendix M, outlines the subset 97 variables extracted 

from the 283 variables in the WIASRD system that provided enough information to 

construct MFIP like characteristics for a sample size greater than 1000.  

Next, based on the overall family cash assistance caseload which increased by 3 percent 

from 2008 to 2009, increased by 8 percent between 2009 and 2010 and increased by 6 

percent between December 2010 and December 2011, a time series of 11 periods (i.e. 

measured in quarters) were extracted from the WIASRD data set. These approximations 

were verified using the Minnesota Department of Human Services Reports and Forecasts 

Division latest reports. The division indicated that 2012 and 2013 caseloads were forecast 

(i.e. actual numbers available during next reporting period).   

                                            
61 http://www.mdrc.org/project/minnesota-family-investment-program#design_site_data_sources 
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In Table 1.2, further analysis 

discovered from October 2011 

to October 2012, the average 

cash grants for the monthly 

reported cases were $315, 

$357, and $359 for MFIP child-

only cases, for DWP cases, and 

eligible-adult MFIP cases, 

respectively.  The average food 

portion (e.g. SNAP) awarded 

were $431 and $511 for MFIP 

eligible-adult cases and DWP 

cases, respectively. 

Surprisingly, these “per case” 

amounts are based on a family of three and the estimates should be reviewed with caution 

since the MFIP system utilizes various unpublished algorithms or internal formulas (i.e. 

Self – Support Index) to generate reported values.  

In this context, the average monthly earnings for MFIP-eligible-adult cases were $1,010.  

Coincidentally, this monthly amount is acceptable using the “Self – Support Index” method 

of the state. Basically, using the 30 hours a week criteria, most participants would report 

$8.42 per hour of income. In the event, this rate was in line with mainstreams 40 hours a 

week requirement; most participants would report $6.31 per hour of income. Naturally, 

the decrease of 33.33% has a negative impact on participants’ self-sufficient trajectory.   

Process 

Based on the aforementioned environment scans and estimates (i.e. wages and 

durations), the PY 2011Q4 Public Use WIASRD file was downloaded. Minnesota state 

information was exported based on individuals who were served by WIA programs 

between January 1, 2010 and June 30, 2012, the last two quarters of PY 2009, all of PY 

2010, and all of PY 2011.  Basically, the final dataset is based on three key factors: 

 

1. participation before July 1, 2012 

2. exited on or after January 1, 2010 

3. not exited as of March 31, 2012   

 

Table 1.2

Month

 (2011-2012) 
Cases Persons Payment

Per 

Case

Per 

Person

Average 41,243 112,695 $27,261,318 $661.01 $241.91

October 42,006 114,962 $27,619,754 $657.52 $240.25

November 41,455 113,185 $27,029,987 $652.03 $238.81

December 41,882 114,265 $27,629,888 $659.71 $241.81

January 41,637 113,771 $27,484,457 $660.10 $241.58

February 41,131 112,062 $27,237,606 $662.22 $243.06

March 41,169 112,480 $27,483,252 $667.57 $244.34

April 41,041 112,126 $27,392,775 $667.45 $244.30

May 40,950 111,807 $27,094,224 $661.64 $242.33

June 41,225 112,575 $27,322,816 $662.77 $242.71

July 40,823 111,514 $26,834,582 $657.34 $240.64

August 40,913 112,093 $26,970,998 $659.23 $240.61

September 40,686 111,494 $27,035,471 $664.49 $242.48

October
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It includes information on individuals served by local funds, statewide funds, or National 

Emergency Grants (NEGs). 62  The records were filtered further to include females 

between 16 and 46 years old that participated in the program for minimum of 90 days.  

 

The data provided race and ethnicity information and provided highest school completion 

information before entering program. In addition, participants that exited the program with 

a minimum wage of $6.11 or more (i.e. computed using mainstream 40 hours per week 

assumption), provided information about education or training credentials obtained while 

in the program, and participants that received supportive personal and/or professional 

services. Table M.1.2 of Appendix M shows variables representing the information with 

the respective percentages included for the 3615 observations.  For instance, 81.8% of 

participants are European (i.e. Caucasian) American (not Hispanic), 44.8% of participants 

are in the mid-age range of 27 to 36, 49.6% of participants have some type of training. 

Training options includes on-the-job, skill upgrading, entrepreneurial, other occupational 

skills, adult basic education or English second language. Approximately 82% of the 

participants received workforce information services which had a 4% statistically 

significant effect on wages. These services include, but is not limited to, providing 

information on state and local labor market conditions; industries, occupations and 

characteristics of the workforce; area business identified skills needs; employer wage and 

benefit trends; short- and long-term industry and occupational projections; worker supply 

and demand; and job vacancies survey results.   

 

In addition, local employment dynamics information such as workforce availability; 

business turnover rates; job creation; job destruction; new hire rates, worker residency, 

commuting pattern information; and the identification of high growth and high demand 

industries. Surprisingly, over 63% of participants have some post-secondary education 

and hourly wages ranging from $6.11 and $18.33. The majority (i.e. 39%) receive hourly 

wages that are less than or equal to $6.11. Similar to MFIP participants, the MFIP like 

participants are approximately three times more likely to receive occupational credentials 

than educational ones.  

                                            

62 The WIASRD provides information about individuals served by WIA Tile I-B and NEG programs.  The data are provided in three sections: 1) 

Individual Information including date of birth, gender, race/ethnicity, disability status, and demographic characteristics.  This information is 

gathered at application or when eligibility for intensive services is determined and is not updated subsequently.  In other words, it is not updated 

if the person completes additional education during program participation.  2) Activity and Services Information Record.  This section provides 

information on participation in WIA programs, participation in partner programs, receipt of intensive services, the type of training received, and 

the receipt of supportive services.  3) A.  Program Outcomes for Adults, Dislocated Workers, and Older Youth.  This section provides 

information on the outcomes received at exit other than younger youth.  Due to the lags in availability of wage records, outcome data on the 

data file is missing for many participants.  These data provide substantial information on WIA exiters, their characteristics, the services they 

receive, and the outcomes they attain.  Individuals served only by some particular statewide programs are, however, excluded.  Those 

excluded are individuals served only by rapid response, statewide incumbent worker programs, and other statewide programs that have been 

excluded from performance measurement because they are highly specialized or have their own specific goals. 
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VII. Analysis  
We analyzed (i.e. primarily using percentage differences between entry and exit wages) 

a subset of WIASRD performance data which was filtered to include only the data that 

matched the target characteristics outlined in process section.  The state records include 

over 28,000 observations out of the 5,300,000 that represented the entire United States. 

The state portion of records was reduced to 3615 observations with 97 variables out of 

283 after removing missing values and individuals not meeting all characteristics defined.  

From these records,   hourly average wages (i.e. dependent variable) for participants 

were calculated for the entry and exit points of the program. In the tables of Appendix A, 

the differences in hourly wages by characteristics are included. For instance, by 

race/ethnicity (see Table A.1.1), highest school completion (see Table A.1.2), credential 

status type (e.g. none, educational, occupational) (see Table A.1.3), age range (see 

A.1.4), estimated duration in the program (see Table A.1.5) and exit wage for credentials 

specifically in educational or occupational categories (see Table A.1.6). 

Although percentage differences are not considered rigorous when compared to methods 

used to determine practical or statistical significance, in the context of this analysis they 

do provide hypothesis generating or supporting insight. For instance, in many cases, 

across race and ethnicity, the hourly entry and exit wage percentage differences were 

positive. Basically, participants entered the program then received some form of program 

intervention over a period of time and then exited with higher hourly earnings. This 

potential outcome (e.g. higher earnings) is often expected or reported based on most 

human capital development oriented publications (i.e. human resource development, 

talent management, or workforce development). The publications report a variety of 

interrelated positive trends and this study substantiated there is a positive difference in 

wages of TANF (Temporary Assistance to Needy Families) participants (i.e. MFIP–Like) 

that received an education credential  in Minnesota. As indicated in the red highlighted 

and bolded cells of Table S.1.1 below, participants earn 50 cents (i.e. 6.5%) more per 

hour at a minimum when compared by race and ethnicity. Overall, MFIP-Like participants 

earn approximately 8% more when obtaining educational instead of occupational 

credentials. In the lime green highlighted row of Table S.1.1., it is obvious that wages of 

MFIP-Like (participants with observable characteristics like Minnesota Family Investment 

Program participants) that received an education degree earn wages higher than 

minimum wages (i.e. from $4.90 to $6.15 an hour, with some employers covered by the 

federal rate of $7.25) compared to occupational job training. Finally, the percentage 

difference approach provided insight about the average hourly wage of MFIP-Like 

participants when access to program interventions is restricted by time limits. As 

illustrated by the light blue highlighted section of Table A.1.5 of Appendix A, none of the 

race and ethnicity groups experienced negative effects on hourly earnings when restricted 

to five quarters. In other words, when provided 15 months to invest in either educational 
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or occupational credentials the MFIP-Like participants earned higher hourly wages when 

obtaining educational credential. This was suggested from Table S.1.1 results but the 

results of Table A.1.5 were used to support the assumption. 

 As stated in other sections of this report, this analysis is only suggestive because of 

various limitations including the inability to access actual MFIP datasets. Other limitations 

and assumptions relating to the suggestiveness of the analysis are included in the 

Discussion section of this report. Nevertheless the analysis results provided insight for 

key areas of interest as data availability and integrity issues are resolved to allow rigorous 

and robust analysis. 
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Table S.1.1                   

Differences in Wages of TANF Participants who Receive Education vs. Training 

  Educational Occupational Difference 

  HS/GED AA BA 
Any 

Educational  
 Other  Licensure Certificate 

Any 

Training   

All MFIP 

Like 1114 291 54 1375 153 115 770 1038 337 

Entry $6.62 $7.69 $7.33 $6.81 $5.50 $5.65 $6.48 $6.24 $0.57 
Exit $9.01 $10.54 $9.97 $9.26 $8.66 $9.55 $8.34 $8.52 $0.74 

% Change 27% 27% 26% 26% 36% 41% 22% 27%   

                    
Asian 

American 27 2 1 30 6 1 23 30 0 

Entry $8.06 $4.83 $3.93 $7.71 $9.12 $11.70 $7.85 $8.23 -$0.52 
Exit $10.20 $8.66 $1.34 $9.80 $10.8

6 

$15.97 $7.76 $8.65 $1.14 
% Change 21% 44% -194% 21% 16% 27% -1% 5%   

                    
African 

American 111 10 3 123 8 7 94 109 14 

Entry $4.90 $10.28 $6.85 $5.38 $2.47 $2.34 $4.30 $4.04 $1.34 
Exit $7.63 $4.54 $8.00 $7.44 $9.67 $8.47 $6.45 $6.82 $0.62 

% Change 36% -126% 14% 28% 74% 72% 33% 41%   
                    

European 

American 907 268 49 1145 133 103 615 851 294 

Entry $6.79 $7.56 $7.58 $6.94 $5.41 $5.62 $6.70 $6.37 $0.57 
Exit $9.30 $10.67 $10.15 $9.54 $8.69 $9.66 $8.68 $8.80 $0.74 

% Change 27% 29% 25% 27% 38% 42% 23% 28%   

                    
Hispanic 

American 44 5 0 46 3 3 25 31 15 

Entry $8.64 $11.10 $0.00 $8.70 $7.32 $11.39 $8.64 $8.78 -$0.09 
Exit $7.48 $12.33 $0.00 $7.70 $2.39 $6.48 $7.86 $7.20 $0.50 

% Change -15% 10% 0% -13% -207% -76% 0% -22%   
                    

Other 25 6 1 31 3 1 25 17 14 

Entry $3.23 $7.32 $0.00 $4.02 $8.79 $8.47 $8.64 $6.01 -$1.99 
Exit $6.39 $13.86 $15.79 $7.81 $6.24 $7.73 $7.86 $7.26 $0.55 

% Change 50% 47% 100% 49% -41% -10% -10% 17%   
**computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption 
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VIII. Discussion  

Coincidently, in addition to the limitations of this basic level of analysis, it does not address 

the differences between races and ethnicity groups, causality and alternative outcomes. 

Performing secondary analysis with a focus on a treatment and outcome approach is 

highly dependent on data availability, therefore as a first phase of many; the group 

identified common characteristics of participants that complete human capital support and 

development programs (i.e. WIA, MFIP, TANF). The primary outcome of focus - the 

reported relatively wage earnings. Then we moved to the inputs—the program aspects 

that would logically effect reported earnings. Although, given data availability constraints, 

this was not perfect it offered some selection bias reduction.  

We relied on the most comprehensive and recent national dataset available on the 

Workforce Investment Act: Workforce Investment Act Standardized Record Data 

(WIASRD). Though the WIASRD records contain a wealth of performance data for the 

public workforce investment system, the limited data cannot allow our analysis to make 

inferences on actual MFIP participants. To create “MFIP-Like” data we initially narrowed 

our search based on characteristics of the participants that matched the common 

characteristics associated with MFIP participants. The created dataset provided a 

sufficient level of insight about the potential effects of programs seeking to improve 

participants’ self-sufficiency.  

 

From the WIASRD records, we could view reported data on the participant level for both 

adult workers and dislocated workers. This data included prior wages for up to three 

quarters before services; post-placement wages for up to four quarters after placement; 

enrollment dates, and date of exit. Based on this extracted data, we determined average 

hourly wages, as well as a rough calculation of average number of training days per client, 

for the target population. The dataset also allowed review of hourly wages for each race 

and ethnicity, albeit, some are higher than others. Furthermore, the dataset provided 

enough information about participants entering programs that have certain observable 

characteristics. These characteristics are important for multitude of reasons including 

analyzing and addressing issues related to the following;  

1. Do participants that exit program and receive credentials higher or in addition to 

the ones at entry, report higher hourly earnings? 

2. Do younger participants appear to gain more hourly income after exiting programs 

then middle age or older participants (in cases relating to age)?  

3. Do individuals that exit before a year and six months appear to earn more hourly 

(in cases relating to duration of time enrolled in programs)?  

4. Do participants obtaining an educational credential before exiting programs have 

higher earnings across each race and ethnicity? 
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Clearly, these types of inquiries could continue and the responses would influence how 

resources should be redistributed or allocated. However, without policies that assure data 

gathering and sharing such inquiries are difficult if not possible to explore.   

 
In sum, regardless of the yardsticks (i.e. minimum wage; the region’s Self-Sufficiency 

Standard—as calculated by the Center on Women’s Welfare and Wider Opportunity for 

Women (CWW/WOW), TRIM3 and the Economic Policy Institute (EPI) Family Budget 

Calculator figure for the region)63 used to evaluate the relative value of the earnings of 

target participants the process would depend on better quality datasets. As previously 

stated, the data set for MFIP participants is not rich (messy) or complete enough to 

provide a control group for the statistical sophisticated techniques (i.e. matching 

estimation with propensity scoring) in order to make defensible selection on treatment 

characteristics (i.e. program components effecting exit wages). In part, at a minimum, the 

primary credential set (i.e. educational and occupational developments) must be linkable 

to variables for either single or multiple treatment analysis.  Ideally, the dataset would 

include a variable uncorrelated with the dependent variable (i.e. wage or credential 

depending on stage of analysis or method - IV and Heckman). Therefore, this portion of 

the paper advocates for data collection that accounts for detail characteristics about the 

individuals (i.e. family background, test scores, dependents, locations, etc.) or the 

treatments (i.e. on-the-job, tutoring, counseling, coaching, mentoring, or entrepreneur 

development) to make defensible homogeneous or heterogeneous claims about 

outcomes and treatments. The use of the MFIP like dataset (i.e. WIASRD) was twofold. 

First, it was available without high scrutiny but with high security (i.e. unique identifiers 

removed to protect participants). Second, data integrity, albeit not perfect, provided 

adequate variables and details to generate analysis at the policy and or program level.   

 

At the policy level, Table S.1.1 illustrates a story about access to credentials being more 

equitably distributed than traditionally although the compensation associated is still 

lacking for some race and ethnic groups. The story also includes indications that confirms 

the messages conveyed in other parts of this report - promoting skill credentials provides 

the fastest route (i.e. shortest time) to wages but not self-sufficiency based on wages. In 

fact, African Americans have lower wages than all other groups regardless of the 

credential category assigned. Other groups fair slightly better but are not provided as 

                                            

63  The Center for Women’s Welfare and Wider Opportunity for Women, developed the Self-Sufficiency Standard 

defines the amount of income necessary to meet basic needs (including taxes) without any public subsidies or 
assistance. .The standard can be found in 37 states and the District of Columbia. Another source is EPI’s Family 
Budget Calculator compiles the costs of essentials such as housing, food, child care, transportation and health care 
in different regions of the country to provide an estimate of how much families need to adequately survive. Please 
note that the EPI Family Budget Calculator data is for 2007 family budgets. In addition, TRIM3 project website, 
trim3.urban.org, downloaded on 05/01/2013. 
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much as their European counterparts. Obviously, policy addressing the resource 

allocation for human development or economic development would evaluate the 

distribution of those resources to account for efficiency, effectiveness as well as equity.  

 

At the program level, both Table S.1.1 (see page 30) and Figure S.1.1 of Appendix S 

illustrate that program performance and outcomes warrant increase measure of 

accountability to account for the unexplained difference in outcomes by race and ethnicity. 

Clearly, the limited information analyzed can’t completely identify the pattern as 

disproportionality, disparity or discrimination but it does provide reason for enough 

concern to provide more information about treatments used as well as the individuals 

using them within the program. As previously, the MFIP like dataset was more complete 

(i.e. rich with variables) than actual MFIP dataset and thus provide insightfully information 

about both programs questionable outcomes. This program level shortcoming is naturally 

linked to the policy level and without accounting for the data availability challenges 

numerous questions remain unanswered. Primarily - how can policy or program progress 

be measured?   
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Appendix 

Next Phases 

In order for AALF to suggest effective, efficient, and feasible policy recommendations, 
further research must occur.  The data analysis delivered in this document provides 
interesting results, however, as noted previously, they only suggest direction –as in 
generally favoring education over job training- but not magnitude (by exactly how much 
will someone gain from attaining a particular degree).  In order to corroborate the findings 
produced from WIASRD that examine “MFIP-Like” participants, analysis must be done 
on “MFIP-Only” data.   
 

In addition, the empirical analysis performed on “MFIP-Only” data (i.e. quantitative 
analysis), will be strengthened with anecdotal analysis (i.e. qualitative analysis) using 
various stakeholders involved with MFIP system. These mixed-method options would 
complement the results of this study and help identify and verify gaps and trends from 
both the current assessment and data analysis but also future efforts (e.g. the issues 
contributing to poverty warrant constant interventions and evaluations).  More specifically, 
future capstone members should conduct interviews and focus groups with policy makers 
that influence welfare policy, MFIP counselors, and MFIP participants themselves.  
Materials required by the University of Minnesota’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) have 
already been completed (See Documentation section of the Appendix).  

 
 In Exhibit A, below, the conceptual view for moving forward is illustrated.  

The research provided in this document can be seen as the initial phase of this 

research.  Naturally, additional quantitative and qualitative research and evaluations are 

included in the other phases.   

 

 

 

Exhibit A:  An overview of the suggested Phases to continue with the study. 

-Current Assessment 
- Analysis of WIASRD  

-Analysis of MFIP Data Interviews or Focus 
Groups with 
-Policy Makers that 
influence welfare policy 
-MFIP Counselors 
-MFIP Participants 
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Documentation 
Document A: CONSENT FORM 

March 5, 2013 

Dear MFIP Counselor or Government Official, 

We are conducting research for a project titled “Evaluating Education and Training Activities for 

MFIP Participants”.  The African American Leadership Forum as students at the University of 

Minnesota – Twin Cities’ Humphrey School of Public Affairs to learn about your understanding 

of the MFIP program and its participants, you organization or institution, how it may serve MFIP 

participants, the challenges encountered by MFIP participants, and how MFIP participants either 

attain sufficient and sustainable employment or not.   

No names will be used in filling out the study’s forms so all responses will be anonymous. No one 

at the school will have access to any of the information collected.  Information collected from the 

interview will be kept in a secure location at the University of Minnesota.  It will only be accessible 

by research team members.  

Participation in the study is entirely voluntary and there will be no penalty for not participating. 

Participants will be free to stop taking part in the study at any time.   

The University of Minnesota – Twin Cities’ Institutional Review Board (IRB) has approved this study.  

Should you have any questions about the study please contact Dr. __________ at __________ or, if you 

would like to learn more about your rights as a research participant, please contact the University of 

Minnesota – Twin Cities’ IRB Office at ________________. 

 

Sincerely, 

Romilda Justilien, Sophak Mom, Jonathan Truong, and Patrick Walker 

 

Humphrey School of Public Affairs 

University of Minnesota – Twin Cities 
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Consent to Participate 
 

 

 

I have read the attached informed consent letter and agree to have my youngster participate in the study 

entitled “_______________________________________.”   

 

 

 

Research Participant 

 

 

Research Participant’s Signature 

 

 

Date  
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Document B: Additional Co-Investigator / Sub-Investigator 
Co-Investigators, responsible for knowing and following the protocol, should be listed below. Include any individual who will have 

responsibility for the consent process, direct data collection from subjects, or follow-up. 

Name (Last name, First name MI): 

Mom, Sophak S 

Highest Earned Degree: 

BA Social Science 

Mailing Address:  

3608 Stevens Ave S APT 1 

Minneapolis, MN 55409 

Phone Number:  

(612)226-9776 

 Pager or Cell Phone Number:  

      

 Fax: 

      

U of M Employee/Student ID: 

2437211 

Email:  

momxx005@umn.edu 

U of M x.500 ID (ex. smith001):  

momxx005 

University Department (if applicable):  

Humphrey School of Public Affairs 

Occupational Position:  

Faculty Staff Student Fairview Researcher Gillette Researcher Other:       

Human Subjects Training 

 CITI , Investigator 101 (until 2008), 

NIH training (EXCEPT for 5/8/06 to 2/29/08), UM/RCR (between 

1994-2003) 

 Other - Indicate training received, when and from which 

institution:      

HIPAA Training (Required if Data Contains PHI): 

 

 HIPAA  

Sophak Mom Student 3/04/2013 

Investigator x500 Title of Co-Investigator Date 

Training Links: 

Accepted Human subjects and HIPAA training: http://www.irb.umn.edu/training.html#.UIWvTFE5g4c- “UM/RCR” 

includes all human subjects protection training offered in-person or online at the University of Minnesota from 1994-2003.  

- The online NIH tutorial offered during the period May 8, 2006-February 29, 2008 is NOT acceptable to meet this requirement.  

- If you completed a version of this training not included on the list provided, provide details as indicated 

http://www.irb.umn.edu/training.html#.UIhWLYY5g4c
http://www.irb.umn.edu/training.html#.UIWvTFE5g4c
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Name (Last name, First name MI): 

  Justilien, Romilda A.    

Highest Earned Degree: 

  Bachelor of Science    

Mailing Address:  

2545 Grand Ave South Unit 2  

Minneapolis, MN 55405   

Phone Number:  

 786-393-1172     

 Pager or Cell Phone Number:  

      

 Fax: 

      

U of M Employee/Student ID: 

 4455768     

Email:  

 justi079@umn.edu     

U of M x.500 ID (ex. smith001):  

    justi079  

University Department (if applicable):  

Humphrey School of Public Affairs   

Occupational Position:  

Faculty Staff Student Fairview Researcher Gillette Researcher Correspondent Other:       

Human Subjects Training 

 CITI , Investigator 101 (until 2008), 

NIH training (EXCEPT for 5/8/06 to 2/29/08), UM/RCR (between 

1994-2003) 

 Other - Indicate training received, when and from which 

institution:      

HIPAA Training (Required if Data Contains PHI): 

 

 HIPAA  

Romilda Justilien   Student 03/07/13 

Investigator x500 Title of Co-Investigator Date 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.irb.umn.edu/training.html#.UIhWLYY5g4c
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Name (Last name, First name MI): 

Walker, Patrick C 

Highest Earned Degree: 

BS Mathematics/Computer Science 

Mailing Address:  

261 Wyoming Ave, APT A 

St. Paul, MN 55107 

Phone Number:  

301-221-4219 

 Pager or Cell Phone Number:  

301-221-4219 

 Fax: 

      

U of M Employee/Student ID: 

4553424 

Email:  

Walke999@umn.edu 

U of M x.500 ID (ex. smith001):  

Walke999 

University Department (if applicable):  

Humphrey School of Public Affairs 

Occupational Position:  

Faculty Staff  X Student Fairview Researcher Gillette Researcher Correspondent Other:       

Human Subjects Training 

X CITI , Investigator 101 (until 2008), 

NIH training (EXCEPT for 5/8/06 to 2/29/08), UM/RCR (between 

1994-2003) 

 Other - Indicate training received, when and from which 

institution:      

HIPAA Training (Required if Data Contains PHI): 

 

 HIPAA  

Walke999 Student 3/07/2013 

Investigator x500 Title of Co-Investigator Date 

 
 

 

 

 

 

http://www.irb.umn.edu/training.html#.UIhWLYY5g4c
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Name (Last name, First name MI): 

Truong, Jonathan, M 

Highest Earned Degree: 

BS Social Science 

Mailing Address:  

      

Phone Number:  

952-237-5070 

2200 Bryant Avenue South Apt. 204 

Minneapolis, MN 55405 

Pager or Cell Phone Number:  

      

 Fax: 

      

U of M Employee/Student ID: 

3294440 

Email:  

Truo0108@umn.edu 

U of M x.500 ID (ex. smith001):  

Truo0108 

University Department (if applicable):  

Humphrey School of Public Affairs 

Occupational Position:  

Faculty Staff Student Fairview Researcher Gillette Researcher Correspondent Other:       

Human Subjects Training 

 CITI , Investigator 101 (until 2008), 

NIH training (EXCEPT for 5/8/06 to 2/29/08), UM/RCR (between 

1994-2003) 

 Other - Indicate training received, when and from which 

institution:      

HIPAA Training (Required if Data Contains PHI): 

 

 HIPAA  

                  

Investigator x500 Title of Co-Investigator Date 

   

http://www.irb.umn.edu/training.html#.UIhWLYY5g4c
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Additional Research Staff 
Personnel you wish to be included in correspondence related to this study e.g. study coordinators 
 

Name (Last name, First name MI): 

      

Highest Earned Degree: 

      

Mailing Address:  

      

Phone Number:  

      

 Pager or Cell Phone Number:  

      

 Fax: 

      

U of M Employee/Student ID: 

      

Email:  

      

U of M x.500 ID (ex. smith001):  

      

University Department (if applicable):  

      

Occupational Position:  

Faculty Staff Student Fairview Researcher Gillette Researcher Correspondent Other:       

Human Subjects Training 

 CITI , Investigator 101 (until 2008), 

NIH training (EXCEPT for 5/8/06 to 2/29/08), UM/RCR (between 

1994-2003) 

 Other - Indicate training received, when and from which 

institution:      

HIPAA Training (Required if Data Contains PHI): 

 

 HIPAA  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.irb.umn.edu/training.html#.UIhWLYY5g4c
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Document C: MFIP Participant Consent Form 

MFIP Participants Experiences and Perceptions of Job Search Activities 
INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM 

Introduction: 
You are invited to participate in a research study evaluating the education and training activities of the Minnesota 
Family Investment Program. This study is being conducted by graduate students, of the Humphrey School of Public 
Affairs under the supervision of Dr. Samuel Myers, a faculty member and chair of the Roy Wilkins Center on 
Human Relations and Social Justice.   You were selected as a possible participant in this research because we are 
interested in learning about your views and experiences of participating in MFIP.  

Procedures: 
If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to participate in a 30-45 minute interview.  You are free to stop 
any time. 

Risks and Benefits of being in the study: 
This research presents minimal or no risk to the participant.  
The benefit of this study to the participant is that he or she will have the opportunity to sit-down with an 
interested party and discuss his or her views of the training and education activities of the Minnesota Family 
Investment Program (MFIP).  

Confidentiality: 
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any 
information that will make it possible to identify a subject. Research records will be stored securely and only 
researchers will have access to the records. We will tape the conversation in order to analyze what was said. 
However, your name will be removed from the transcripts, and we will erase the tapes at the conclusion of the 
study. 

Voluntary nature of the study: 
Participation in this research study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your 
future relations with the Humphrey School of Public Affairs or the University of Minnesota in any way.  Again, if 
you decide to participate, you are free to stop at any time without affecting these relationships.   

Contacts and questions: 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Dr. Samuel Myers, at 612-625-9821.You may ask questions 
now, or if you have any additional questions later, myself or Dr. Samuel Myers will be happy to answer them.  

You may keep a copy of this form for your records. 

Statement of Consent: 
You are making a decision whether or not to participate.  Your signature indicates that you have read this 
information and your questions have been answered.  Even after signing this form, please know that you may 
withdraw from the study at any time.  
______________________________________________________________________________ 

I consent to participate in the study. (If you are video- or audio-taping your subjects, include a statement such as 
"and I agree to be videotaped.") 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Participant     Date 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Researcher     Date 
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Appendix M 
Table M.1.1 

Variable Description Label Variable 

v1 Indivual ID Indivual_id 
v2 Date of Birth DateOfBirth 
v3 Participant's Gender Gender 
v4 Participant's Disability Disability 
v5 Participant's Ethnicity_Hispanic Ethnicity_Hispanic 
v6 Participant's American Indian or Alaska Native American Indian or Alaska Native 
v7 Participant's Asian Asian 
v8 Participant's AfricanAmerican AfricanAmerican 
v9 Participant's Hawaiian Pacific Islander Hawaiian Pacific Islander 
v10 Participant's European American European American 
v11 Participant's Eligible Veteran Status Eligible Veteran Status 
v15 Participant's Employment Status  Employment Status  
v16 Participant's Limited English  Limited English  
v17 Participant's Single Parent Single Parent 
v20 Participant's Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 

(TANF) 

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) 
v21 Participant's Other Public Assistance Recipient Other Public Assistance Recipient 
v33 Participant's Date of Program Participation Date of Program Participation 
v34 Participant's Date of Exit Date of Exit 
v58 Participant's Employment and Training Services Related 

to Food Stamps 

Employment and Training Services Related to Food 

Stamps v59 Participant's Other WIA or Non-WIA Programs Other WIA or Non-WIA Programs 
v64 Participant's Received Core Self-Services and 

Informational Activities 

Received Core Self-Services and Informational 

Activities v66 Participant's  Received Workforce Information Services  Received Workforce Information Services 
v68 Participant's  Date Entered Training  Date Entered Training 
v69 Participant's Date Completed, or Withdrew from, Training Date Completed, or Withdrew from, Training 
v75 Participant's Occupational Skills Training Code  

 

Occupational Skills Training Code  
v77 Participant's Received Educational Achievement Services Received Educational Achievement Services 
v78 Participant's Received Employment Services Received Employment Services 
v82 Participant's Received Follow-up Services Received Follow-up Services 
v83 Participant's Employed in 1st Quarter After Exit Quarter Employed in 1st Quarter After Exit Quarter 
v84 Participant's Type of Employment Match 1st Quarter 

After Exit Quarter 

Type of Employment Match 1st Quarter After Exit 

Quarter v86 Participant's Entered Training-Related Employment Entered Training-Related Employment 
v87 Participant's Entered non-Traditional Employment Entered non-Traditional Employment 
v101 Participant's Type of Recognized Credential Type of Recognized Credential 
v198 Participant's State Location  St_Full 
v199 Participant's State FIPS Code  St_FIPS 
v200 Participant's State AbbreviationSt_Abbr St_Abbr 
v201 Participant's YrOfExit YrOfExit 
v202 Participant's AgeAtPart AgeAtPart 
v203 Participant's AgeAtFServ AgeAtFServ 
v204 Participant's Race_Ethnic Race_Ethnic 
v211 Participant's Received more than self services and 

informational activities 

Received more than self services and informational 

activities v212 Participant's Received Training Received Training 
v231 Participant's Employment and Credential (Adult) Employment and Credential (Adult) 
gender Only Females gender 
race_ethnicity Category of Race/Ethnicty Used by WIASRD  Race_Ethnicity CV 
Emp_Sta Employment Status Used by WIASRD Employment Status  
O_PAR Participant's Other Public Assistance Recipient Other Public Assistance Recipient 
HS_Cmp Participant's Highest School Status Highest School Status 
in_out_date The Diffference in Date in AND out of Program  Diff v33-v34 
Credential Participant's Type of Recognized Credential Type of Recognized Credential 
PAR_Y Participant's Public Assistant Participant Public Assistant Participant 
AgePart Participant's AgeAtPart AgeAtPart 
Q1WageExit Participant's Wages 1st Quarter After Exit Quarter Wages 1st Quarter After Exit Quarter 
Q1WageBefore Participant's Wages 1st Quarter Prior to Participation 

Quarter 

Wages 1st Quarter Prior to Participation Quarter 
SServ Participant's Received Supportive Services (except needs-

related payments) 

Received Supportive Services (except needs-related 

payments) RWIS Participant's Received Workforce Information Services Received Workforce Information Services 
TrainingType Participant's Type of Training Service #1 Type of Training Service #1 
CNR Participant's Credential Not Reported (DV) Credential Not Reported (DV) 
His_Y Participant's Hispanic (DV) Hispanic (DV) 
Asi_Y Participant's Asian (not Hispanic) (DV) Asian (not Hispanic) (DV) 
Afr_Y Participant's African American (not Hispanic) (DV) African American (not Hispanic) (DV) 
Nat_Y Participant's Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (not 

Hispanic) (DV) 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (not Hispanic) (DV) 
Ame_Y Participant's American Indian or Alaska Native (DV) American Indian or Alaska Native (DV) 
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Eur_Y Participant's European American (not Hispanic) (DV) European American (not Hispanic) (DV) 
Mul_Y Participant's Multiple Race (not Hispanic) (DV) Multiple Race (not Hispanic) (DV) 
AgeDec Participant's Decade of Age Decade of Age 
Parent Participant's Single Parent Single Parent 
lnWQ1E Participant's Log Wage Q1 Exit Log Wage Q1 Exit 
lnWQ1B Participant's Log Wage Q1 Before Log Wage Q1 Before 
Cre_Grp Participant's Cre_Grp Cre_Grp 
Tage Participant's Target Age Group 16 to 40 Target Age Group 16 to 40 
H1WageExit Participant's Est. Hourly at Exit Est. Hourly at Exit 
H1WageBefore Participant's Est. Hourly at Entry Est. Hourly at Entry 
Tgrp Participant's 0 Occ 1 Edu 0 Occ 1 Edu 
P_Edu_Y Participant's Post Secondary Education 0 No 1 Yes Post Secondary Education 0 No 1 Yes 
Cgrp Participant's 0 HS GED 1 Edu  Occ Credential  0 HS GED 1 Edu  Occ Credential  
RWIS_Y Participant's Workforce Info Service DV Workforce Info Service DV 
SServ_Y Participant's Supportive Serv DV Supportive Serv DV 
TT_Y Participant's Received TrainingTypes DV Received TrainingTypes DV 
AvgMonth Participant's Monthly Avg Wage Monthly Avg Wage 
Parent_Y Participant's Parent 0 No 1 Yes DV Parent 0 No 1 Yes DV 
sid Participant's serial ID for pid serial ID for pid 
Age_e Participant's Early age 16 to 26 DV Early age 16 to 26 DV 
Age_m Participant's Mid age 27 to 36 DV Mid age 27 to 36 DV 
Age_l Participant's Late age 37 to 46 DV Late age 37 to 46 DV 
HSGD_Y Participant's HS or GED Credential HS or GED Credential 
EDOC_Y Participant's EDU or OCC Credential EDU or OCC Credential 
EDNN_Y Participant's Edu or None Credential Edu or None Credential 
OCNN_Y Participant's Occ or None Credential Occ or None Credential 
Hrly_L Participant's Hourly Low LT $6.11 Hourly Low LT $6.11 
Hrly_M Participant's Hourly Mid  GT $6.11 LT $12.22 Hourly Mid  GT $6.11 LT $12.22 
Hrly_H Participant's Hourly High GT $12.22 Hourly High GT $12.22 
AtnQtrs_L Participant's Attendance Quarters LT 5 Attendance Quarters LT 5 
AtnQtrs_M Participant's Attendance Quarters GT 5 LTET 10  Attendance Quarters GT 5 LTET 10  
AtnQtrs_H Participant's Attendance Quarters GT 10 Attendance Quarters GT 10 
Edu_Y Participant's Educational Attainment Yes Educational Attainment Yes 
Occ_Y Participant's Occupational Attainment Yes Occupational Attainment Yes 
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Table M.1.2     

% Narrative Variable |       Obs Mean Std. Dev. 

34.6%  of Participants are Early age 16 to 26 DV Age_e |      3615 0.3461 0.4758 

44.8%  of Participants are Mid age 27 to 36 DV Age_m |      3615 0.4476 0.4973 

20.6%  of Participants are Late age 37 to 46 DV Age_l |      3615 0.2064 0.4047 

25.5%  of Participants are Parents Parent_Y |      3615 0.2548 0.4358 

49.6%  of Participants  have Participant's Received 

TrainingTypes DV 

TT_Y |      3615 0.4960 0.5001 

34.4%  of Participants  have Participant's Supportive Serv 

DV 

SServ_Y |      3615 0.3441 0.4751 

81.9%  of Participants have Participant's Workforce Info 

Service DV 

RWIS_Y |      3615 0.8185 0.3855 

63.2%  of Participants have Participant's Post Secondary 

Education 0 No 1 Yes 

P_Edu_Y |      3615 0.6315 0.4825 

3.4%  of Participants are Hispanic (DV) His_Y |      3615 0.0340 0.1813 

3.3%  of Participants are Asian (not Hispanic) (DV) Asi_Y |      3615 0.0332 0.1792 

9.5%  of Participants are African American (not Hispanic) 

(DV) 

Afr_Y |      3615 0.0954 0.2939 

0.1%  of Participants are Native Hawaiian or Pacific 

Islander (not Hispanic) (DV) 

Nat_Y |      3615 0.0014 0.0372 

1.0%  of Participants are American Indian or Alaska Native 

(DV) 

Ame_Y |      3615 0.0102 0.1007 

81.8%  of Participants are European American (not Hispanic) 

(DV) 

Eur_Y |      3615 0.8183 0.3857 

0.7%  of Participants are Multiple Race (not Hispanic) (DV) Mul_Y |      3615 0.0075 0.0861 

20.6%  of Participants received Public Assistant Participant 

benefits 

PAR_Y |      3615 0.2055 0.4041 

39.3%  of Participants are Hourly Low LT $6.11** Hrly_L |      3615 0.3928 0.4884 

27.5%  of Participants are Hourly Mid  GT $6.11 LT $12.22** Hrly_M |      3615 0.2752 0.4467 

33.2%  of Participants are Hourly High GT $12.22** Hrly_H |      3615 0.3320 0.4710 

54.9%  of Participants are Attendance Quarters LT 5 AtnQtrs_L |      3615 0.5491 0.4977 

35.9%  of Participants are Attendance Quarters GT 5 LTET 

10  

AtnQtrs_M |      3615 0.3588 0.4797 

9.2%  of Participants are Attendance Quarters GT 10 AtnQtrs_H |      3615 0.0921 0.2892 

9.5%  of Participants have Educational Attainment Yes Edu_Y |      3615 0.0954 0.2939 

28.7%  of Participants have Occupational Attainment Yes Occ_Y |      3615 0.2871 0.4525 

**computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption 
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Table M.1.3 

When the Hourly wage** for each MFIP like participant is correlated with particular 

characteristics of participants or components of programs, the results were spurious (i.e.  Range 

from negative to positive).  The table below indicates the correlation and with a flag of Yes on 

No when the results was statistically significant at the alpha level .05 

Description 

Independent 

Variable Correlation 

(p-value)  
Significant 

level .05 

  ------------- ---------   

Participant's Early age 16 to 26 DV Age_e 0.0122 (No) 

Participant's Mid age 27 to 36 DV Age_m -0.0122 (No) 

Participant's Late age 37 to 46 DV Age_l 0.0006 (No) 

Participant's HS or GED Credential HSGD_Y -0.1393 (Yes) 

Participant's EDU or OCC Credential EDOC_Y 0.1393 (Yes) 

Participant's Edu or None Credential EDNN_Y 0.0080 (No) 

Participant's Occ or None Credential OCNN_Y -0.1544 (Yes) 

Participant's Parent 0 No 1 Yes DV Parent_Y 0.0104 (No) 

Participant's Received TrainingTypes DV TT_Y 0.0380 (Yes) 

Participant's Supportive Serv DV SServ_Y 0.0554 (Yes) 

Participant's Workforce Info Service DV RWIS_Y 0.0390 (Yes) 

Participant's Post Secondary Education 0 No 1 Yes P_Edu_Y -0.0569 (Yes) 

Participant's Hispanic (DV) His_Y -0.0147 (No) 

Participant's Asian (not Hispanic) (DV) Asi_Y -0.0177 (No) 

Participant's African American (not Hispanic) (DV) Afr_Y -0.0531 (Yes) 

Participant's Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (not Hispanic) (DV) Nat_Y 0.0127 (No) 

Participant's American Indian or Alaska Native (DV) Ame_Y -0.0272 (No) 

Participant's European American (not Hispanic) (DV) Eur_Y 0.0660 (Yes) 

Participant's Multiple Race (not Hispanic) (DV) Mul_Y -0.0202 (No) 

Participant's Public Assistant Participant PAR_Y -0.0751 (Yes) 

Participant's Hourly Low LT $6.11** Hrly_L -0.8763 (Yes) 

Participant's Hourly Mid  GT $6.11 LT $12.22** Hrly_M 0.1123 (Yes) 

Participant's Hourly High GT $12.22** Hrly_H 0.8024 (Yes) 

Participant's Attendance Quarters LT 5 AtnQtrs_L -0.0291 (No) 

Participant's Attendance Quarters GT 5 LTET 10  AtnQtrs_M 0.0350 (Yes) 

Participant's Attendance Quarters GT 10 AtnQtrs_H -0.0080 (No) 

Participant's Educational Attainment Yes Edu_Y 0.1154 (Yes) 

Participant's Occupational Attainment Yes Occ_Y 0.0208 (No) 

**computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption 

 



 

Page 49 of 56 
 

Appendix A 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A.1.1 Est. Hourly**     

  Entry Exit %Diff Obs 

Race_Ethnicity CV   

Hispanic $7.01 $7.84 10.6% 123 

Asian (not Hispanic) $6.95 $7.74 10.3% 120 

African American (not Hispanic) $4.97 $7.33 32.2% 345 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (not Hispanic) $7.09 $10.37 31.7% 5 

American Indian or Alaska Native $5.08 $6.70 24.3% 37 

European American (not Hispanic) $6.56 $8.50 22.8% 2958 

Multiple Race (not Hispanic) $5.69 $6.91 17.7% 27 

Source: WIASRD PY 2011Q4 

**computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption
 

Table A.1.2 Est. Hourly**     

  Entry Exit %Diff Obs 

Highest School Grade Completed   

 00 = No school grades completed $4.25 $6.13 30.7% 104 

 01 - 12 = Number of elementary/secondary school grades 

completed $6.46 $8.38 22.9% 97 

 87 = Attained High School Diploma $6.76 $9.24 26.9% 969 

 88 = Attained GED or Equivalent $5.73 $7.48 23.4% 145 

 89 = Attained Certificate of Attendance/Completion $5.57 $10.50 47.0% 17 

 13 - 15 = Number of college, or full-time technical or 

vocational school years completed $6.72 $8.53 21.2% 1294 

 90 = Attained Other Post-Secondary Degree or Certification $5.43 $9.32 41.8% 24 

 91 = Attained Associates Diploma or Degree  $6.49 $8.34 22.2% 34 

 16 = Bachelor's degree or equivalent $6.06 $7.53 19.6% 692 

 17 = Education beyond the Bachelor's degree $5.96 $6.82 12.7% 239 

Source: WIASRD PY 2011Q4 

**computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption
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Table A.1.3 Est. Hourly**     

  Entry Exit %Diff Obs 

Credential (Status)         

No $5.97 $7.06 15.4% 408 

High School Diploma/GED $6.61 $4.55 -45.3% 2 

AA or AS Diploma/Degree $7.69 $10.54 27.0% 291 

BA or BS Diploma/Degree $7.33 $9.97 26.4% 54 

Occupational Skills Licensure $5.65 $9.55 40.9% 115 

Occupational Skills Certificate/Credential $6.48 $8.34 22.3% 770 

Other Recognized Educational or Occupational Skills 

Certificate/Credential $5.50 $8.66 36.4% 153 

Credential not reported by state $6.39 $8.08 21.0% 1822 

Source: WIASRD PY 2011Q4 

**computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption
 

 

 

Table A.1.4                   

 Age Range Early age 16 to 26 Mid age 27 to 36  Late age 37 to 46 

Race_Ethnicity CV Entry Exit %Diff Entry Exit %Diff Entry Exit %Diff 

Hispanic $6.54 $8.04 18.7% $7.89 $7.63 -3.5% $6.03 $7.78 22.5% 

Asian (not Hispanic) $6.18 $8.17 24.4% $7.00 $6.65 -5.3% $10.11 $10.07 -0.4% 

African American (not Hispanic) $5.24 $7.61 31.1% $4.31 $6.65 35.2% $6.09 $8.49 28.2% 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (not Hispanic) $11.84 $14.47 18.2% $3.92 $7.64 48.7% . .   

American Indian or Alaska Native $4.53 $8.63 47.4% $5.39 $5.15 -4.6% $5.99 $4.82 -24.2% 

European American (not Hispanic) $6.49 $8.56 24.2% $6.49 $8.53 23.9% $6.80 $8.36 18.6% 

Multiple Race (not Hispanic) $5.31 $11.35 53.3% $5.47 $4.65 -17.6% $7.34 $3.15 -133.1% 

Source: WIASRD PY 2011Q4 

**computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption
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Table A.1.5                   

Attendance Quarters Less than or Equal to 5 
Greater  than 5 And Less 

than or Equal to 10 
Greater  than 10 

Race_Ethnicity CV Entry Exit %Diff Entry Exit %Diff Entry Exit %Diff 

Hispanic $7.26 $7.26 0.0% $5.90 $9.06 34.8% $8.14 $8.02 -1.5% 

Asian (not Hispanic) $6.86 $8.28 17.1% $7.38 $6.56 -12.5% $4.71 $9.48 50.4% 

African American (not Hispanic) $4.47 $7.31 38.9% $6.51 $8.28 21.5% $5.76 $5.58 -3.2% 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (not Hispanic) $7.09 $10.37 31.7% . .   . .   

American Indian or Alaska Native $3.11 $6.66 53.2% $6.42 $6.28 -2.3% $8.77 $7.44 -17.9% 

European American (not Hispanic) $6.17 $8.36 26.2% $6.96 $8.71 20.1% $7.11 $8.44 15.8% 

Multiple Race (not Hispanic) $5.79 $6.22 6.9% $4.69 $6.72 30.2% $10.52 $12.86 18.2% 

Source: WIASRD PY 2011Q4 

**computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption
 

 

Table A.1.6                   

Key Credential Educational Occupational Comparison 

Race_Ethnicity CV No Yes %Diff No Yes %Diff No Yes 

  

Hispanic $7.65 $12.33 38.0% $8.06 $7.20 -11.9% $0.41 -$5.13 

Asian (not Hispanic) $7.78 $6.22 -25.1% $7.44 $8.65 14.1% -$0.34 $2.43 

African American (not Hispanic) $7.41 $5.34 -38.7% $7.57 $6.82 -11.0% $0.16 $1.48 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (not Hispanic) $8.55 $17.65 51.6% $10.37 .   $1.82   

American Indian or Alaska Native $5.98 $12.68 52.8% $6.54 $7.04 7.1% $0.56 -$5.64 

European American (not Hispanic) $8.25 $10.59 22.1% $8.38 $8.80 4.8% $0.13 -$1.78 

Multiple Race (not Hispanic) $6.24 $15.28 59.1% $6.72 $7.77 13.6% $0.47 -$7.51 

Source: WIASRD PY 2011Q4 

**computed using mainstream 40 hours per week assumption
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Appendix S 
Figure S.1. 1 
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Table S.1.2: Adopted from Grodsky and Pager (2001) 
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