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Income, Employment, and Welfare Receipt
After Welfare Reform: 1999-2005 Evidence
from the Three-City Study

Executive Summary

Evidence on the long-term effects of the landmark 1996 welfare reform legidation is
sparse, with most welfare leaver studies, randomized experiments, and other survey-data and
administrative-data studies of the effects of the legidlation concluding afew years after the
reform. In this study, we present longitudinal evidence on how a group of very disadvantaged
low-income families are faring as of 2005, nine years after the reform. The evidence is based on
asample of over fifteen hundred low income women and their children living in Boston,
Chicago, and San Antonio who were interviewed in first in 1999, then in 2000-2001, and finally
in 2005. Thecitiesin our study span awide range of TANF policiesin terms of benefit levels,
work requirements, and time limits, but their TANF casel oad and unemployment trends were
similar to each other and similar to those of the nation as awhole. The families are not only low-
income (less than 200 percent of the poverty line) but are also living in high-poverty, inner-city
neighborhoods. Their educational levels are lower than those in other welfare-reform studies,
and they have high rates of poor health and functional disability. The sampleisalso heavily
minority, consisting primarily of Non-Hispanic Black and Hispanic families.

We use these data to examine three issues. Thefirst is the employment and income

outcomes of TANF leavers, an issue similarly examined in traditional leaver studies, although in
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this study including women who left welfare after 2001. A second issue is whether there are any
differences between “early” (pre-2001) and “late” (post-2001) TANF leaversin terms of their
socioeconomic characteristics or their employment and income outcomes, a new contribution of
thisstudy. A third issueiswhether the caseswho are still on TANF in 2005 are increasingly
disadvantaged, as many have speculated.
With regard to the first issue, general outcomes for leavers, our findings are as follows:
» Leaverswere less educated than those who stayed on TANF but were in better health
and more likely to be married or cohabiting
* Leavers had much higher employment rates than they had while on TANF and
employment rates for those off TANF by 2001 were 70 percent, close to the levels found
in other leaver studies
» Average income levels of leavers were considerably greater than they were when on
TANF and poverty rates were lower; for those off welfare by 2001, for example, poverty
rates were as low as 59 percent when Food Stamps and potential EITC benefits were
included, compared to 66 percent when previously on TANF
» Separating by employment status in 2005, leaver households who were not employed
in 2005 (about half of al leavers) experienced major losses in income and increases in
poverty rates compared to when they were on TANF, while those who were able to
obtain employment experienced major gains in income and reductions in poverty
* Increasesin Food Stamps and earnings from other members of the household were
important contributors to total household income for al leaver families, and increasesin

SSI and SSDI benefits were important additional contributors to income for nonemployed
leavers

With regard to differences between those who left by 2001 (“ early ) and those who left

by 2005 (* late”) leavers, our findings are as follows:

* Late leavers were less educated, in worse health, and had lower employment rates and
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incomes than early leavers; their employment rate in our first observation of them after
leaving welfare, for example, was 42 percent, compared to the 70 percent rate for early
leavers; their poverty rate was 68 percent compared to the 59 percent of early leaversjust
after leaving welfare

» While average employment rates for early leaver women were greater than while on
TANF, those gains had diminished by 2005; from 2001 to 2005, their employment rate
fell from 70 percent to 56 percent; and their incomes stagnated, due to adecline in the

her individual own earnings offset by increasesin Food Stamp benefits and earnings of
othersin the household

Finally, with regard to the characteristics of long-term stayers (those on TANF in 1999,

2001, and still onin 2005), our findings are as follows:

» On average, long-term stayer households who remained on TANF through 2005
showed gains in household income through 2005 as aresult of increasesin SSI and SSDI
income, the earnings of other household members, and Food Stamps

» The TANF caseload became dlightly more advantaged over the period in terms of
education because less educated families were more likely to leave the ralls, but the

casel oad became more disadvantaged on the dimensions of health status and employment
rates as these rates declined over time

The policy implications of many of our findings are similar to those reached by earlier
studies. For example, while we find that many leavers, particularly those who successfully
found employment by 2005, had higher income levels and lower poverty rates than they had
been on welfare, we also find that there is another group, particularly those who were not
employed in 2005, whose incomes were lower and poverty rates higher than they had been on

TANF. Thisgroup may need additional work supports and other types of assistance. However,



our findings also suggest that the group in need of assistance may have grown over time, for later
leaversin our sample were more disadvantaged than the early leavers examined in prior work,
with worse employment rates, income levels, and health problems. In other words, the * better
off ” women left welfare first, followed by increasingly “worse off ” women in terms of these
characteristics. In addition, we find that many early leavers have seen their employment rates
decline and income levels stagnate after their initial rise upon leaving TANF,suggesting that the
favorable outcomes for many women found in earlier studies may have overestimated the long-
run gains from leaving welfare. There may be many in this group also in need of renewed work

supports and other types of assistance.



The 1996 welfare reform legislation enacted by the U.S. Congress constituted the most
important change in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children program since its inception. In
addition to changing its name to the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program,
the reform imposed credible work regquirements on the casel oad backed up by strong sanctions
for noncompliance, lifetime time limits on benefit receipt, and a host of other related changes.
Following the reform, the TANF caseload fell dramatically, declining by about 50 percent and
reaching levels lower than those for the last two decades.

The effects of the reform in the few years after 1996 have been well-studied and have
been extensively reviewed (Acs and Loprest, 2004, Bitler et a., 2006; Blank, 2002, 2007b;
Grogger and Karoly, 2005; Moffitt, 2003, 2008). Employment rates of single mothers rose after
welfare reform, both absolutely and relative to those of other women not affected by welfare
reform. Average earnings and average household income rose in the low-income population as a
whole. Poverty ratesfell aswell. Against this generally favorable picture of the effects of
reform, however, there is also evidence that some fraction of disadvantaged households may
have been made worse off and that some groups of women who left welfare did not do well
economically. Inaddition, it appears that much of the positive measured effects of welfare
reform arose from decreased entry into welfare and from income gains among women who were
not on welfare at all; those on welfare who left the rolls after reform did much less well.

Most of this evidence comes either from studies of welfare leaversin the few years after

reform, from randomized experiments which began before 1996 and have long since concluded,
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or from analyses of survey data which, again, examined welfare reform effects only in the first
few years after 1996. Many of the survey efforts have been discontinued, as have been the
leaver studies and the experiments. Some of the best recent evidence (Acs and Loprest, 2007)
comes from cross-sectional surveys such as the Current Population Survey, which is not
longitudinal and hence does not follow families over time. Therefore, a shortage of evidence on
the longer-term effects of reform available from panel data exists. Thisis particularly important
because the boom economy in the period just after 1996 ended with the recession of 2001, and
many outcomes could have been affected as aresult.

We report in this study evidence on how women affected by welfare reform were faring
as of 2005, nine years after the welfare reform legidlation. Our data come from a survey of
particularly disadvantaged mothers and their children in three large U.S. cities--Boston, Chicago,
and San Antonio--who have been tracked since 1999. The second wave of this survey took
place in 2000-2001, and our previous study reported progress of the sample up to that point
(Moffitt and Winder, 2003). Thethird and last interviews were conducted in 2005, and we can
therefore now provide additional information on how the families did from 2000-2001 to 2005.
Complete information on welfare recei pt, employment, household composition, and household
income from all sources and all individuals in the household was collected in the survey. The
study population includes both women who initially were, and were not, on welfare, allowing us
to track those who remained off the welfare rolls after reform as well as those who continued to
receive welfare and those who | eft.

Among the questions this study asks are the following: Did more women leave the

TANF rolls after 2001? Have many former leavers reentered TANF? How did the employment
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rates, incomes, and poverty rates evolve for welfare leavers, both the “ early 7 leavers who left
TANF in the few yearsimmediately after welfarereform aswell as “ late” leavers who left by
the end of the study? Were the late leavers any different than early leavers, and did they have any
different outcomes after leaving TANF? How did those families who stayed on TANF through
2005 fare? Did the composition of those remaining on TANF change? For example, did the
remaining caseload become more disadvantaged? How many of those still on TANF in 2005
were working?

The first section of our paper outlines the Three-City Study and the sample we use for
analysis. Following that, we present our findings. A summary of our findings appears at the

end.

The Three-City Study

The Three-City Study is alongitudinal survey of approximately 2,400 low-income
families living in Boston, Chicago, and San Antonio. When they were first surveyed in 1999,
each of the families had a household income below 200 percent of the poverty line, had at least
one child 0 to 4 or 10 to 14 years of age, and were living in low- and moderate-income
neighborhoods in the cities. The three large citiesin our study have differing populations and
have arange of welfare policies (see below). Most of the families were headed by asingle
mother but a few married families were sampled as well. The first wave of data collection took
place between March and December 1999, the second wave between September 2000 and May
2001 (which we will call “ 2001"), and the third wave between February 2005 and February

2006 (which we will call “ 2005”). The response rates on the three surveys were 74 percent, 90
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percent, and 84 percent, respectively. The survey collected a wide range of information on
TANF participation, employment, income, family structure, and characteristics of the caregiver
(usually the mother) of the children in the family. Thefirst wave of the survey also included
two-year retrospective histories of TANF participation and employment (approximately 1997 to
1999).

Findings on the welfare receipt, employment, and income levels of the sample as of the
first wave in 1999 were reported in Moffitt and Roff (2000). Analyses of changes and trendsin
these variables as of the second wave in 2001 were reported in Moffitt and Winder (2003, 2005).
A report summarizing the Three-City data through 2005 in addition to this report can be found in
Frogner et al. (forthcoming). An analysis of the data focusing on ethnic and race differentials
appearsin Cherlin et al. (2009).!

For this study, we limit the analysis to women under the age of 62 who remained in the
sample for all three waves and who were caregivers of at least one child lessthan 18 in al three
waves, thereby including women who were subsequently living apart from the original child or
with anew child. These restrictions reduce the sample size to 1,555. Weights reflecting the

stratified design of the sample and differential attrition are used in all the analyses below.?

! There have been alarge number of studies of other outcomes using the Three-City data.
See http://www.jhu.edu/threecitystudy.

Z Prior to the 1999 interviews, arandom sample of all familiesin arandom sample of
blocks in low-income areas of the three cities were screened. Of those with household incomes
less than 200 percent of the poverty rate, oversamples were collected for those receiving welfare
and those with less than 100 percent of the poverty line. Undersamples were collected for
married-couple families. See Winston et al. (1999) for details of the design. The weights make
the sample representative of al families with children in the specified age ranges with incomes
less than 200 percent of the poverty line living in low-income areas of the three cities.




The three cities for the study were originally selected for their representativeness of large
urban areasin the U.S. and for their markedly different TANF policies. Massachusettsis a high-
benefit state with one of the shortest time limits in the country (two years out of every five) but,
at the same time, exempts alarge number of those families from the time limits and also has not
imposed alifetime limit. Massachusetts also has afairly strict sanction policy and afamily cap,
meaning that a household cannot receive extra benefits for children born while the mother ison
welfare. lllinoisisamedium benefit state that has maintained the federal maximum of five years
of benefits but allows families to stop the clock indefinitely by working 30 or more hours per
week. Work requirements are not imposed as quickly in Illinois as in the other states, but it has a
fairly strong sanction policy. The state had an official diversion policy in 1999 and strengthened
itin 2004. Illinois had afamily cap in 1999 but dropped the cap in 2004. Texasis alow-benefit
state and has one-, two-, and three-year time limits (four including a one-year waiting period) in
addition to afive-year lifetime limit, though the state does give longer limits for those with
greater employment difficulties and allows the "clock” not to start ticking until the recipient has
been called by the employment agency and offered aslot. Earnings disregards are the least
generous among the three states, and it isa“Work First” state, meaning that recipients must
work, participate in on-the-job training, or engage in community service within afew weeks of
entering the TANF program. The state has relatively weak sanctions. It has an official diversion
policy but no family cap. All three states offer transitional Medicaid and child care to families
that leave welfare for employment.

Trends in the welfare rolls and the economy in the three states are similar to those in the

nation asawhole. Asshown in Figure 1, the declinein the TANF caseload in all three states
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mirrored the pattern of the U.S. as awhole but with Illinois having a sharper decline.
Massachusetts had approximately the same decline in percentage terms as the U.S. asawhole.
Likewise, Figure 2 shows that Food Stamp casel oads fell through approximately 2001 and then
increased thereafter in Massachusetts and Texas, with Illinois experiencing the turnaround
somewhat earlier. Finaly, labor market conditionsin the three states were very similar to
national levels and to each other, with unemployment rates falling through 2000, rising through
2003, and falling through 2005 (Figure 3). Of the three states, M assachusetts had a somewhat
lower level of unemployment. Figure 3, with the dates marked for each Three-City interview,
indicates that the unemployment rate was higher at the second wave than at the first, and higher
at the third wave than at the second (although less than it had been at the peak of the recession).
Thus, in the context of the three survey points we consider, our sample experienced a generally
worsening economic environment. Thisisin sharp contrast to the period prior to 1999, when the
economy was improving, as noted in many previous studies of welfare reform.

The characteristics of the samplein the first year (1999) are shown in Appendix Table A-
1. Over 40 percent of the sample had neither a high school diploma nor a General Equivalency
Degree (GED). A little over athird had one of these credentials, and alittle over afifth had
some post-secondary education. Only about a quarter of the women were less than 25 years of
age in 1999, and about athird were over 36 years of age, so this caregiver sampleis not
exclusively “ young.” About two-thirds of the women were neither married nor cohabiting,
with the remainder mostly married and about 7 percent cohabiting. The vast majority of the
sample was either Hispanic or Non-Hispanic Black and hence heavily minority. The low

representation of Non-Hispanic White women was a result of very low numbers of such women
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living in the high-poverty neighborhoods of the three cities, which is, in turn, areflection of the
greater geographic dispersion of low-income White women.® Three-quarters of the sample
initially self-reported their health status as good or better, but almost a quarter reported it asfair
or poor. About 14 percent reported afunctional disability and about 8 percent reported
symptoms of depression above aclinical cutoff. Almost two-thirds had experienced domestic
violence, and less than a half had significant support from social networks.* On the whole,
therefore, thisis a sample of very disadvantaged women in terms of education, marital status,
physical and mental health, and domestic violence. Aswe will note below, the TANF recipients

in our sample were also more disadvantaged than those in the nation as awhole.

Welfar e Receipt
Table 1 showsthe rate of TANF receipt at each interview. TANF receipt fell from 1999

to 2001 by 9 percentage points and by another 11 percentage points from 2001 to 2005.> Thus

% Intherest of the report, we refer to Non-Hispanic White familiesas “ White” and
Non-Hispanic Black familiesas “ Black ” for brevity. Of the Hispanic families, Mexican-
Americans were concentrated in Chicago and San Antonio while Puerto Rican families were
more concentrated in Boston. See Cherlin et al. (2009) for a detailed study of employment,
income and welfare participation trends of the sample broken down by race-ethnicity.

* Asnoted in the footnote to Table A-1, network support is measured relative to the full
Three-City sample, which has amean of .50. Therefore the sample we are using for this analysis
has less network support than the full sample. Thisvariableis mainly used to examine variation
in depression within subgroups in the sample rather than as a comparison to any outside
benchmark.

> The absolute numbers for percent receiving TANF are not of particular interest because

they are afunction of our income cutoff of 200 percent, which bringsin alarge number of
ineligibles. The TANF receipt percentages do not represent participation rates of eligibles.
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our first finding isthat TANF receipt continued to fall from 2001 to 2005, despite the intervening
recession.

The fall was sharper for each of the three states in these data than in the aggregates
displayed earlier in Figure 1, possibly because both the children and the caregiversin our sample
were aging, and this generally reduces welfare receipt.’ In addition, however, there was aslight
downward shift in the percent of women who were single and upward shift in the percent who
were cohabiting, which could have pulled welfare receipt downward (though the magnitudes of
this change are quite small). Health status also markedly declined, with rising percentages of
women reporting fair or poor health status as well as reporting a functional disability. However,
this would be expected to push welfare receipt upward rather than downward (see Appendix
Table A-2).

These changes in the observed characteristics of the households could have contributed
positively or negatively to the decline in welfare participation over time. To better isolate a pure
time-period effect, we adjust for changes in these observed factors using multivariate regression.
These regression-adjusted changesin TANF receipt rates are shown in the third row of Table 1
and indicate that the large majority of the decline in TANF receipt from 1999 and 2001 and from

2001 to 2005 was a result of factors other than the aging and deteriorating health of the sample.”

® All further uses of theword “ welfare” in this paper refer to TANF. When other
welfare programs are discussed, they are referred to by name.

" Another potential issuein this sample isregression to the mean. Because the initial
sample was sel ected to have low income, one would expect incomes to rise over time because
some family incomes were only temporarily low at the initial sampling point. Rising incomes
would lead to lower TANF receipt. However, this would cause the participation rate to decline
more from 1999 to 2001 than from 2001 to 2005, and we find the opposite to be the case.
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The lower panel in Table 1 shows turnover rates across the waves. Almost half of those
women on TANF in 1999 were no longer on the rollsin 2001, and three-quarters of those on in
2001 were no longer on by 2005. On net, ailmost 80 percent of those on TANF in 1999 were no
longer on TANF six yearslater. These represent very high rates of exit which continued through
20065.

The survey aso asked those who were off TANF in theinitial interview, in 1999, if they
had been on TANF anytime in the previous two years (i.e., back to 1997). One-quarter answered
in the affirmative. Thus the rate of exit was even greater over the period 1997 to 2005.

Entry ratesto TANF were small. Only 9 percent of those off TANF in 1999 were on the
program by 2001, and only 7 percent of those off in 2001 were on the program by 2005. On net,
between 1999 and 2005, only 8 percent of those off welfare had returned to the rolls. We also
tabulated how many of those who left welfare from 1999 to 2001 had returned by 2005; this

“ reentry ” rate was 14 percent, asmall number.®

Characteristics of those staying on, leaving, and entering welfare. A question of some
importance to welfare reform concerns what types of women have left welfare and what types
have stayed. Because the emphasis of welfare reform was on work, most analysts expected that
those with greater labor market skills--more education, more work experience, and so on--would

be more likely to leave welfare. However, there is some evidence that many |eavers were not

8 However, even though the entry rates were small, they could generate a sizable influx
of individuals since the absolute size of the off-welfare group islarge. In our sample, over two-
thirds were off TANF in 1999. Nevertheless, a decomposition of the sources of the 20
percentage point decline in TANF participation from 1999 to 2005 indicates the mgjority of the
decline (about three-quarters) was aresult of exit rather than entry.
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especially job-ready and that this could be partly explained by a heavier impact of sanctions on
the more disadvantaged women in the caseload (Pavetti et al., 2003), although recent evidence
from national surveysindicates very little change in demographic characteristics of the TANF
caseload (Acsand Loprest, 2007). We can provide evidence on this issue with our data and
extend the analysis through 2005, examining whether the types of women leaving welfare have
changed over time.

We divide our sample into caregivers who were on TANF in 1999 and were still on
TANF in 2001 and 2005 ( “ stayers” ), were on TANF in 1997 but had left by 1999 (“ very early
leavers™), were on TANF in 1999 but had left as of 2001 (“ early leavers™), and were on TANF
in 1999 and 2001 but had left as of 2005 (“ late leavers ™). Figures4 and 5 show the differences
across groups for several key characteristics (Appendix Table A-3 hasfull details). Early leavers
had slightly lower educational levels than stayers but |ate leavers had markedly lower
educational levelsthan early leavers. While leavers were less likely to be single than stayers
(meaning they were more likely to be married or cohabiting), early and late leavers had about the
same rates. There were few differences in age of the caregiver or of their children but there were
noticeable differencesin health-related variables. Measured by self-defined health status (fair or
poor), functional disability, or mental health, leavers were in better health than stayers but late
leavers were in worse health than early leavers. However, leavers were also more likely than
stayers to have experienced domestic violence, and late leavers dlightly less likely than early
leavers. The picture that emergesis that, through 2005, the modal leaver was less educated and
in better health than stayers, but |ate leavers were less educated and in worse health than early

leavers. We will examine below whether these characteristics led to higher employment rates

15



and incomes off welfare.

Asfor the characteristics of those entering welfare, educational levels were about the
same as stayers but much lower than those who were off welfare in all three waves (Appendix
Table A-3).° The evidence on age, living arrangements, the number of children, and health are
likewise consistent with the idea that entrants were drawn from the more disadvantaged women
who were off welfare.

The net result of these factors on the composition of the TANF caseload is shown in
Table 2, which reports the 1999 characteristics of those on welfare in 1999, 2001, and 2005. On
net, from 1999 to 2005, the caseload had dightly higher levels of education and lower levels of
health status, and became older and less likely to be African American. Thuswefind a
somewhat mixed picture for the change in the level of disadvantage over time, with educational
levels implying aless disadvantaged caseload but health levelsimplying the opposite.*

A comparison of these characteristics with those of national samples of TANF recipients
(Acsand Loprest, 2007, Table 3) shows that our sample is both younger and less educated.

Around 32 to 34 percent of our sampleislessthan 25 years old, for example, compared to 21 to

® Our sample sizes do not permit breaking out early and later entrants, and we do not
have good enough information on pre-1999 welfare receipt to determine “very early entry” rates.
Thusthe entry ratesin Table 3 include very early leavers, because they were off welfare in 1999.

19 \\e show only the 1999 characteristics in order to focus on the issue of composition--
that is, what types of women left and entered welfare. Using the actual 2001 and 2005
characteristics does not change the findings, however. Using data from the CPS, Acs and Loprest
(2007) find that there was little change in the characteristics of the national welfare caseload,
although they find some evidence that health has worsened and that the education level of
recipients rises during recessions. This evidence is mostly consistent with the findings here.
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28 percent of national samples. Around 49 to 56 percent of our sample has less than a high
school education, compared to 40 to 46 percent of national samples. Our sample also has much
lower educational levels than those of TANF recipientsin other welfare leaver studies (Slack et
a., 2007, Table 2). These differences again reflect the relatively disadvantaged nature of our
sample. In addition, as we have previously noted, our sample is more heavily minority than is
the case nationally.

Receipt of Other Benefits. We also examined how the receipt of non-TANF benefits

changed over time (Appendix Table A-4 and A-5). Food Stamp receipt fell from 1999 to 2001
but returned to its original level by 2005, consistent with national trends in the Food Stamp
caseload. Medicaid participation fell slightly and SSI participation rose slightly. Receipt of
benefits from the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC) fell dramatically but thisis no doubt aresult of the aging of the children. Receipt of other
types of assistance shows a mixed pattern, with some types of receipt rising and some types
falling. Therising level of SSI participation is particularly strong among stayer households,

consistent with worsening health levels of those on TANF.

Employment and Wage Rates

The trends in employment, hours worked, and hourly wage rates in the sample as awhole
are also of interest (Appendix Table A-6). A primary goal of welfare reform was to promote
economic self-sufficiency through increased work and earnings. Consistent with this goal,
employment rates rose by alarge 9 percentage points from 1999 to 2001, but no more gains were

made from 2001 to 2005, possibly because of the weak labor market. Regression-adjusted
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changes show that the aging of the caregiver and children, and changesin living arrangements
and health do not alter this conclusion. The percent of women working full-time versus part-
time did not change much over the 1999 to 2005 period, and hourly rates of those who were
working rose from 1999 to 2005, on net.™

Of more direct interest for our purposes are trends in employment among the TANF
transition groups identified earlier (stayers, very early leavers, early leavers, and late leavers);
these trends are reported in Table 3.  Employment rates of those women staying on welfare the
entire period rose dramatically from 1999 to 2001 but then dropped just as dramatically from
2001 to 2005. The decline from 2001 to 2005 was partly aresult of aging of the mother and
declinesin health but not entirely; even women of the same age and health statusin 2001 and
2005 had declines in employment rates.™? In addition, declines from 2001 to 2005 also occurred
for very early leavers and early leavers. Early leavers experienced a sharp rise in employment
just after leaving welfare, from 1999 to 2001, but a decline after 2001. The worsening economy
could have contributed to these declines in employment of stayers and leavers. For late leavers,
however, employment increased from 2001 to 2005, but thisis relative to the rather low
employment level (34 percent) they experienced while on welfare. Employment levels of late

leavers were always below those of early leavers, consistent with our prior evidence indicating

1 Asthe footnote to Table 3 indicates, there was a difference in the change over timein
the percent with actual hours worked over 35, which rose in 2005. This may be aresult of the
inclusion of summer months in the third wave but not the second, when warm weather and
longer days could have permitted longer hours than usual.

12 Acs and Loprest (2007) also found declines in the employment rates of TANF
recipients as of 2005.
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that |ate leavers were a more disadvantaged group.

Entrants, as shown in Table 3, were, once again, more disadvantaged in terms of
employment than those who stayed off welfare. Employment tended to decline after entering
welfare, suggesting that job loss was probably a partial explanation for going onto TANF.
Interestingly, employment rates of those never on TANF rose from 2001 to 2005, suggesting
perhaps that worsening economic conditions had greater effects on more disadvantaged women
or those who had lower skills or shorter employment histories.

The net result of these exit and entry patterns on the employment rates of those on TANF
isthat the employment rate of TANF recipients declined from 2001 to 2005 after rising from
1999 to 2001 (Appendix Table A-7). The regression-adjusted changes show that about half of
the decline from 2001 to 2005 resulted from the aging of the caregivers and declines in health,
but employment rates declined by 7 percentage points even when holding these characteristics
fixed. The percent working full-time declined from 2001 to 2005, as did hourly wage rates.
Whether these declines were aresult of declining enforcement of work requirements, worsening
economic conditions, or some other factor cannot be ascertained. The increasing educational
level of the casel oad should have worked in the opposite direction, so it isunlikely that these
declines in employment were aresult of changing composition of the casel oad, although the

declinesin health status could have been a contributing factor.

Household Income and Poverty
We also examine trends in income and poverty for the sample as a whole from 1999 to

2005 including stayers, leavers, entrants and those never on welfare, using three different
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definitions of income: (1) income excluding Food Stamps and the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC), which is the income concept used by the federal government for its poverty rate
calculations; (2) income including Food Stamps and excluding the EITC; and (3) income
including Food Stamps and an estimate of the maximum potential EITC that a household could
receive, according to our calculations, which probably overstates total income (Appendix Table
A-8).2 All of theincome amounts are adjusted for inflation by the Consumer Price Index for
Urban Consumers and expressed in constant 2005 dollars. Total household income excluding
Food Stamps and the EITC rose by almost $500 per month from 1999 to 2001, a dramatic
increase, but was essentially flat from 2001 to 2005 despite the longer time period. The increase
in the first period could be aresult of welfare reform, of the good economy during that period,
or, more prosaically, from regression-to-the mean effectsin our sample. The essentialy flat
profile of household income in the second period could be aresult of the slowing economy or
from aslowdown, if not areversal, of the gains from welfare reform per se. Both the poverty
rate and the poverty gap fell in asimilar pattern, more in the first period than in the second.
While our calculation of the official government poverty rate among our sample was 71 percent
in 1999, it was 58 percent by 2005, for example. Including Food Stamps increased the average
monthly household income by $150 to $200 and lowered the poverty rate by about 5 percentage
points, while adding potential EITC income raised income by somewhat less but had a slightly

larger effect in reducing the poverty rate. The latter occurred because those who were most

13 We approximated the EI TC rules as best we could when we calculated the potential
EITC amounts, but there will be error in this calculation given the complicated dependency rules
inthe EITC. Moreimportant, some eligibles do not receive the EITC and hence this definition
overstates mean income in the sample. However, it can be regarded as an upper bound.
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affected by the EITC were closer to the poverty line than those affected by Food Stamps. Thisis
aso illustrated with the poverty gap figures, which show that Food Stamps had a larger effect on
that gap than the EITC even though the latter had alarger effect on the poverty rate.
Nevertheless, regardless of income definition, the improvements in the second period were much
smaller than those in the first period.*

Of more direct interest are, again, income and poverty figures for the TANF transition
groups, but also trends in the components of income. The differences between early and late
leavers are shown in Figures 6 and 7, with income including the EITC and Food Stamp results
(results for the other definitions can be found in Appendix Table A-9). Household incomes
rose and poverty rates fell for both leaver groups in the period immediately following exit;
however, early leavers had very little gain in household income in the subsequent period as a
result of lossesin caregiver earnings and offsetting gains in Food Stamp benefits and earnings of
othersin the household. The results suggest a pattern for early leavers similar to that for
employment described above: gainsimmediately after exit followed by little or no further gains
later.™®> Nevertheless, it should be noted that household income was still higher on average, and
poverty rates and poverty gaps were still lower, in 2005 relative to what they had been on

welfare. For later leavers, the increase in household income from 2001 to 2005 came not only

!4 Regression-adjusted changes in income between the periods are not shown because
they have little effect on the changes. Thus the slowdown of household income growth in the
second period was not, for example, aresult of the aging of the caregiver or the decline in health
status.

> poverty rates continued to decline from 2001 to 2005 even for early leavers, for whom

household income rose slowly (early leavers). This appearsto be partly aresult of a number of
families just below the poverty linerising above it, aswell as a decline in household size.
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from the increased earnings of the caregiver arising from increased employment, but also from
gainsin the earnings of others in the household and from gainsin SSI and SSDI income.*®
Nevertheless, income and earnings of late leavers were consistently lower, and poverty rates
higher, than for early leavers, consistent with our evidence on characteristics and employment of
the greater level of disadvantage of this group.

The changing patterns of income gain and loss from 2001 to 2005 are also reflected in the
percent of leavers who had income losses rather than income gains (Appendix Table A-12).
The percent of women with income losses rose slightly for early leavers but more so for late
leavers. For the latter group, more than half of the leavers lost income between 2001 and 2005.

For those remaining on TANF at all three dates, average monthly household income
under each of the definitions rose by about alittle over $100 from 1999 to 2001 but rose much
more dramatically from 2001 to 2005, by amost $400 when Food Stamps were included in the
income definition (Appendix Table A-9). Thisincrease was largely aresult of gainsin three
sources of income: earnings from other members of the household, which rose by over
$100/month; Food Stamp receipt by others in the household, which rose by $70/month; and SSI
and SSDI receipt, which together rose by almost $200/month. Theincreasein SSI and SSDI
receipt may have been aresult of worsening health among the stayer population, as noted

previously, or from movements of families from TANF to SSI, which has been discussed in

! The incomes of late leavers would have risen much less, and poverty rates would have
fallen much less, in the absence of the gainsin the earnings of other household members and in
SSI and SSDI benefits. See Appendix Tables A-10 and A-11.

22



other studies.*” In the absence of theincrease in SSI and SSDI payments, household incomes for
the stayers would have risen, and poverty rates would have fallen, by much less (Appendix Table
A-10). Theincrease in other household members' earnings was also important for these stayers
(Appendix Table A-11). Most of that increase came from increased earnings of the childrenin
the household, presumably older children, although there was aso an increase in earnings from
spouses. The percent of households with a spouse present increased from 5 percent to 16
percent; the percent of households whose spouses had positive earnings also increased.'®

Income patterns for those who were never on welfare as well as those who entered
welfare over the period are also of interest (Appendix Table A-13). As noted above, those with
the lowest incomes were most likely to enter TANF. However, the results also indicate that
household incomes of those never on TANF grew by much less from 2001 to 2005 than from

1999 to 2001, mainly because of smaller gains, or even losses, in other household member

17391 and TANF cannot be simultaneously received by the same individual, so the
receipt of SSI in TANF households must arise from household members not on TANF. The SSI
“individual” figuresin the table represent the sum of the amounts of the caregiver and the
children in the household because these could not be reliably distinguished from the respondent
answersto the survey questions. In addition, aTANF “ stayer ” household is likewise defined
as a household in which either the caregiver or the children received TANF benefits, because
these could also not be separated by the respondent. Thus, for example, the caregiver could have
left TANF and gone onto SSI while the child stayed on TANF, or vice-versa, or other members
of the household could have gone onto SSI. Separate tabulations indicate that the increase in SSI
receipt among stayers from 2001 to 2005 was a result of an increase in the percent of households
receiving any such income, from 53 percent in 2001 to 69 percent in 2005, not from an increase
in the benefit amounts for those receiving SSI in both periods.

18 However, there was also afall in the earnings from other members of the household.
Acs and Loprest (2007) do not find a marked rise in income of TANF recipients in the 2005 CPS
asfound in the data here, largely because the same increasesin SSI and SSDI income, and other
household member earnings, are not found nationally. The more disadvantaged character of this
sample may be the reason for this difference.
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earningsin the later period (recall that caregiver employment rates for this group rose from 2001
to 2005, and so did their earnings).

Finally, the net effect of these patterns of exit and entry on incomes of households on
TANF in each period resulted in continued growth of household income from 2001 to 2005
despite declinesin caregiver earnings (Appendix Table A-14). The growth was ailmost entirely
because of increasesin SSI and SSDI benefits, and in Food Stamp receipt.”® Thisreinforces the
findings discussed above.

Nonworking Leavers. A final issue we examine concerns the income levels and

composition of leavers who were or were not employed after leaving welfare. The group of
primary policy concern is the group of nonemployed leavers, with interest centering on how their
income levels and composition have changed. For this purpose, we use employment statusin
2005 and split the leaver sample by that status. Our sample sizes are not large enough for us to
separately consider very early, early, and late leavers by employment status, so we combine all
leavers for this part of the analysis. In 2005, 53 percent of al leavers were employed and 47
percent were not.

As shown in Figure 8, leavers who were not employed in 2005 lost considerable ground
between 2001 and 2005, with income declining from $200 to $300 per month and poverty rates

and gaps also rising (see Appendix Table A-15 for full details). Poverty rates were over 80

9 Earnings of other household members was less important in explaining the growth of
household income for women on TANF in Appendix Table A-14 because late leavers had
relatively high amounts of this form of income and they were on TANF in 2001; in Table 10
above, we examined only long-term stayers, who had very low levels of thisform of incomein
2001.
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percent for thisgroup. Thisisnot surprising in light of the low income gains or osses shown
previously for early leavers from 2001 to 2005, which were averages over those employed and
nonemployed. Also as expected, these decreases were aresult of the double loss of caregiver
earnings and TANF benefits. Earnings of other household members, Food Stamp benefits, and
SSI benefits rose significantly for this group, perhaps in an attempt to compensate for the loss,
but they were not sufficient to counter the loss entirely. Still, income and poverty losses would
have been even greater if not for the gains in these forms of income.®

The results for leavers who were employed are much more favorable. Despite a weaker
job market in 2005 than in 2001, leavers who were able to gain employment experienced major
gainsin income and reductions in poverty. The gainswere not as sizable as those experienced
prior to 2001, but were nevertheless quite large. Thus the worsening outcomes of |eavers
discussed earlier in this report were mostly the result of the reductions in employment rates of
leavers over time and the consequent reductions in incomes.

As several other studies previously have done, we can examine the background
socioeconomic characteristics of those employed and not employed (Appendix Table A-17).
Those who were employed were more educated, somewhat younger, more likely to be married,
had older children, and were in better health. These are all well-known correlates of greater

work-readiness or ability to work. There were essentially no race-ethnic differences.

20 Appendix Table A-16 shows the source of the gainsin other household member
earnings for these families. Those gains arose amost entirely from additional partners and
spouses present in the household, and gainsin the earnings of the partners and spouses who were
there.
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Summary

This report has presented findings on the recent experience, through 2005, of a group of
very disadvantaged low-income families in Boston, Chicago, and San Antonio who have been
followed with a household survey since 1999. We examined the outcomes of women who |eft
TANF soon after welfare reform in 1996 as well as outcomes of those who left welfare later,
between 1999 and 2001, and after 2001. We aso examined the outcomes of women who were
long-term stayers and were still on TANF even in 2005, despite the large reductionsin the TANF

caseload. We have a number of findings:

* The percent of women leaving welfare continued to rise from 2001 to 2005
» Reentry ratesinto TANF from among those who had left earlier were very small

* TANF leavers as awhole were less educated than TANF stayers but were in better
health and more likely to be married or cohabiting

» Later TANF leavers were, however, less educated, in worse health, and had lower
employment rates and incomes than earlier leavers, indicating that leavers became
increasing disadvantaged over time

» Average employment and income outcomes for women who left TANF by 2001 were
greater than when on TANF, but the gains were smaller for later leavers than for earlier
leavers, and the gains in employment and income experienced by earlier leavers just after
leaving welfare fell or remained flat, the longer they were off welfare

» Separating by employment status in 2005, leaver households who were not employed
in 2005 (about half of al leavers) experienced major losses in income and increases in
poverty rates compared to when they were on TANF, while those who were able to
obtain employment experienced major gains in income and reductions in poverty

* Increasesin Food Stamps and earnings from other members of the household were
important contributors to total household income for al leaver families, and increasesin
SSI and SSDI benefits were important additional contributors to income for nonemployed
leavers
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* Lateleaverswere less educated, in worse health, and had lower employment rates and
incomes than early leavers

» While average employment rates for early leaver women were greater than while on
TANF, those gains had diminished by 2005; and their incomes flattened out, remaining
essentially unchanged after the earlier gains, due to adecline in the her individual
earnings offset by increasesin Food Stamp income and earnings of othersin the
household

» Long-term stayer households who remained on TANF through 2005 showed gainsin
household income through 2005 as aresult of increasesin SSI and SSDI income, the
earnings of other household members, and Food Stamps

» The TANF caseload became dlightly more advantaged over the period in terms of
education because less educated families were more likely to leave the ralls, but the

casel oad became more disadvantaged on the dimensions of health status and employment
rates as these rates declined over time

The policy implications of many of these findings are similar to those discussed in other
studies. For example, while we find, consistent with the general consensus, that a large number
of women had higher employment and income levels after welfare reform than they had when on
TANF and hence were arguably better off, we also find that there is a significant group of
welfare leavers who were not employed in 2005, nine years after welfare reform, and whose
incomes are lower, and poverty rates greater, than they had been when on TANF several years
earlier. In our sample, which may be more disadvantaged than national samples, amost half of
all TANF leaverswerein thisgroup. Further assistance with work-related supports, for
example, may be needed for these families (Blank, 2007a)

However, relative to earlier studies, our new finding is that the group needing assistance
may have grown over time. In our sample, women continued to leave TANF at high rates even

after 2001, and we find that those women who left welfare later were more disadvantaged in
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many dimensions than earlier leavers. lower levels of education, health status, employment,
and income. Thisfinding is consistent with the often-discussed notion, but never documented
until now, that the “ better off ” women left welfare first, followed by increasingly * worse off
" women in terms of these characteristics. The continued departure from the TANF rolls of
more disadvantaged women was unlikely to have been the result of improved economic
conditions, for the job market was weaker in the last year we examined than in earlier years. In
all likelihood, this pattern isinstead the result of the continued pressure of elements of the 1996
welfare reform (work requirements, sanctions, and time limits, for example) on women who
initially attempted to stay on welfare but eventually left, either voluntarily or involuntarily.

Another finding new to our study isthat those women who left TANF relatively early
experienced declinesin their employment and income gains over time, although they still had
higher levels of these variables by 2005 than they had had on welfare. Whether this
backtracking was the result of the worsening economy, or whether employment and income
gains would have faded even in a better economy, is not possible for usto say. However, it does
suggest that some of the more favorable outcomes of welfare leavers found in the period

immediately following welfare reform may have overestimated the long-run gains.
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Figure 1: Average Monthly Number of TANF Families (in Thousands)
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Figure 2: Average Monthly Number of Food Stamp Households
(in Thousands)
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Figure 3: Annual Unemployment Rates
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Figure 4: Means of Selected 1999 Variables for Stayers, Early Leavers, and
Late Leavers
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Figure 5: Means of Selected 1999 Health Related Variables for Stayers,
Early Leavers, and Late Leavers
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Figure 6A: Household Monthly Income for Early and Late Leavers

(Including EITC and Food Stampsin Income)

2500
2000
(]
£
3
2 1500 1
©
2
$ 1000 -
=
o
I
500 ~
0 .
Early Leavers Late Leavers
Figure 6B: Poverty Rates for Early and Late Leavers
(Including EITC and Food Stampsin Income)
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Table 7A: Mean Monthly Earnings for Early and Late Leavers
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Table 7B: Mean Food Stamps, SSI and SSDI Benefits for Early and Late Leavers
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Figure 8A: Household Monthly Income for Employed and Not Employed

Leavers (Including EITC and Food Stamps in Income)
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Tablel
TANF Receipt, 1999-2005
(percents)
1999 2001 2005
Percent Receiving TANF Benefits 32 23 12
Change from previous period -- -9 -11
Change from previous period,
regression-adjusted -- -7 -8
TANF Turnover
Exit Rate, 1999-2001 46
Exit Rate, 2001-2005 74
Exit Rate, 1999-2005 80
Entry Rate, 1999-2001 9
Entry Rate, 2001-2005 7
Entry Rate, 1999-2001 8

Notes:

& These figures come from an OL S regression, on the pooled three-year sample, of TANF receipt
on year dummies for 2001 and 2005, education, age of the caregiver, presence of childrenin age
categories, household size, marital status, health status, race-ethnicity, and city of residence. The
figures in the table are the coefficients on the two year dummies.



Means of Selected Variablesin 1999 for Caregivers on TANF in Each Period

Table2

1999 2001 2005

Education:

No degree 54 56 49

HS/GED 34 31 35

Above HS/GED 12 13 16
Age:

25 or younger 32 32 34

26-35 41 42 35

36 or more 27 27 31
Living arrangements:

Single® 79 77 78

Married 16 19 17

Cohabiting 5 4 5
Household composition: ©

Any children under 3 yrsin HH 65 64 63

Any children4to 10 yrsin HH 76 70 76

Any children 11 to 18 yrsin HH 58 57 60
Race-Ethnicity: °

Hispanic 36 41 38

Non-Hispanic, Black 60 53 51

Non-Hispanic, White 3 5 7
Physical and mental health:

Excellent/very good/good 73 72 64

Fair/poor 27 28 36

Functional disability 25 24 26

Depression score > “clinical” cutoff © 10 14 19
Ever experienced domestic violence 71 64 61



Network support above median for sample’ 49 52 48

Notes:

NA — Equivalent year 2005 variable not available.

#HS = High School Degree, GED = General Equivalency Degree; Education variableis an
edited variable which uses reports at years 2001 and 2005 to resolve inconsistencies.

® Includes divorced and separated

“HH = Household

4 Frequency of “other” race-ethnicity category not displayed.

¢“Clinical” is defined as having a Brief Symptom Inventory Depression score above 62

" Network support is asum of four different scales measuring the network of friends, people an
individual could count on for help, etc. The variableiscoded as 1 if the sum is greater than the
median for the full Three-City sample.



Table3

Employment Rate for TANF Transition Groups, 1999-2005

(percent)
1999 2001 2005

Stayers 22 34 17
(On/On/On)
Leavers

Very early leavers 61 69 61

(On prior 1999,

Off/Off/Off)

Early leavers 38 70 56

(On/Off/Off)

Late leavers 27 34 42

(On/On/Off)

Entrants and Nonentrants
Never on 60 67 70
(Off prior 1999, Off/Off/Off)

Entrants 53 44 43
(Off/On 2001 or On 2005)




Table A-1

Caregiver Demographic Characteristics of the Sample in 1999

Percent

Education: #

No degree 419

HS/GED 36.9

Above HS/GED 21.2
Age

25 or younger 245

26-35 42.2

36 or more 33.3
Living arrangements:

Single® 61.2

Married 31.6

Cohabiting 7.2
Household composition:

Any children under 3 in the HH 53.9

Any children 4-10 in the HH 68.8

Any children 11-18 in the HH 61.6

No. children under 3 in the HH 0.7

No. children 4-10 in the HH 12

No. children 11-18 in the HH 1.2
Race-Ethnicity: ¢

Hispanic 52.4

Non-Hispanic, Black 40.7

Non-Hispanic, White 5.3

Physical and mental health:
Health is excellent/very good/good 76.3
Health is fair/poor 23.7



Has functional disability 13.8

Depression score > “clinical” cutoff © 7.5
Ever experienced domestic violence 65.0
Network support above median for sample' 42.9

Notes:

#HS = High School Degree, GED = General Equivalency Degree; Education variableis an
edited variable which uses reports at years 2001 and 2005 to resolve inconsistencies.

® Includes divorced and separated

“HH = Household

9 Frequency of “other” race-ethnicity category not displayed.

®“Clinical” is defined as having a Brief Symptom Inventory Depression score above 62

" Network support is asum of four different scales measuring the network of friends, people an
individual could count on for help, etc. Thevariableiscoded as 1 if the sum is greater than the
median for the full Three-City sample.



Table A-2

Means of Selected Demographic Characteristics of the Sample at Each Period

1999 2001 2005

Age:

25 or younger 25 20 7

26-35 42 43 34

36 or more 33 38 60
Children Ages. @

Any children under 3 yrsin HH 54 46 27

Any children4to 10 yrsin HH 69 72 67

Any children 11 to 18 yrsin HH 62 65 73
Living arrangements:

Single® 61 58 58

Married 32 32 32

Cohabiting 7 10 10
Physical and mental health:

Excellent/very good/good 76 77 70

Fair/poor 24 23 30

Functional disability 14 16 22

Depression score > “clinical” cutoff © 8 7 7
Ever experienced domestic violence 65 61 - NA
Network support above median for sample® 43 42 51
Notes:

NA — Equivalent year 2005 variable not available.

#HH = Household

® Includes divorced and separated

¢“Clinical” is defined as having a Brief Symptom Inventory Depression score above 62

4 Network support is a sum of four different scales measuring the network of friends, people an
individual could count on for help, etc. Thevariableiscoded as 1 if the sum is greater than the
median for the full Three-City sample.



Means of Selected 1999 Variablesfor TANF Transition Groups

Table A-3

Leavers Entrants and Nonentrants
Stayers Very early leavers Early leavers Late leavers Never on Entrants
(On/On/On) (On prior 1999, (On/Off/Off) (On/On/Off) (Off prior 1999, (Off/On 2001
Off/Off/Off) Off/Off/Off) or On 2005)

Education: @
No degree 46 42 49 61 32 48
HS/GED 36 35 37 31 40 33
Above HS/GED 18 24 14 8 27 19
Age:
25 or younger 32 29 32 31 17 32
26-35 33 44 43 44 42 42
36 or more 35 26 25 25 41 25
Living arrangements:
Single® 90 73 75 77 46 61
Married 8 14 20 18 46 34
Cohabiting 2 13 6 5 8 5
HH composition: ¢
Any child under 3 63 48 64 68 46 61
Any child 4to 10 68 72 79 73 62 75
Any child 11 to 18 67 71 58 56 63 54
Race-Ethnicity: d
Hispanic 33 46 37 38 66 50
Non-Hispanic, Black 61 50 61 59 26 37



Non-Hispanic, White 6 3 2 3 6 10

Health:
Excellent/very 62 76 82 70 79 75
good/good
Fair/poor 38 24 18 30 21 25
Functional disability 42 10 19 26 8 7
Depression score > 19 10 4 12 4 14
“clinical” cutoff ©
Ever experienced 62 66 79 71 62 57
domestic violence
Network support 64 46 40 53 38 45
above median'

Notes:

In thisand all other tables, TANF statusin 1999, 2001, and 2005 isindicated by three indicators for “on” or “off” welfare.

NA — Equivalent year 2005 variable not available.

#HS = High School Degree, GED = General Equivalency Degree; Education variable is an edited variable which uses reports at years
2001 and 2005 to resolve inconsistencies.

® Includes divorced and separated

¢HH = Household

4 Frequency of “other” race-ethnicity category not displayed.

¢“Clinical” is defined as having a Brief Symptom Inventory Depression score above 62

" Network support isasum of four different scales measuring the network of friends, people an individual could count on for help, etc.
Thevariableis coded as 1 if the sum is greater than the median for the full Three-City sample.



Table A-4

Caregiver Non-TANF Participation of the Sample at Each Period

1999 2001 2005

Food stamps 49 43 48
Medicaid 71 67 67
SSl 13 15 16
WIC 43 33 18
Energy assistance 11 10 14
Emergency food 7

Free clothing 6

Reduced/free 75 77 80
school lunch

School breskfast 72 74 76

Public housing 52 51 45




Table A-5

Non-TANF Program Participation Rates by Welfare Transition Group

Stayers Early leavers Late leavers Never on Entrants
1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005

Food stamps 100 100 100 100 52 62 100 100 73 17 16 19 54 69 85
Medicaid 98 100 100 94 85 75 99 99 89 52 45 49 81 89 86
WIC 60 46 20 44 35 15 56 41 18 8 10 8 44 50 23
SSI 43 51 69 12 14 10 18 26 34 41 30 17 16 12 23
Energy assistance 17 22 28 14 10 14 17 19 22 6 6 7 12 14 22
Emergency food 12 12 9 9 4 5 11 7 20 4 4 3 10 3 4
Free clothing 7 5 4 10 4 4 9 4 15 4 2 1 4 1 10
Reduced/free 80 84 94 82 76 77 78 88 89 71 74 75 77 66 83
school lunch

School breakfast 74 83 96 79 74 71 75 82 83 69 70 70 72 69 82
Public housing 83 84 72 66 64 54 72 70 70 33 32 27 55 64 57




Table A-6

Employment and Wage Rates, 1999-2005

1999 2001 2005
Employment Rate 50 59 58
Change from previous period -- 9 -1
Change from previous period,
regression-adjusted 2 -- 8 -1
Full-time vs Part-time (percent of
workers)
Full-time 64 68 65
Part-time 36 32 35
Hourly wage rates (workers only) © $9.27 $8.77 $10.18
Notes:
& See footnote to Table 1.

® These work status figures are based on usual hours worked. Using actual hours worked, 50%
worked full-timein 1999, 51% in 2001, and 56% in 2005; 50% worked part-time in 1999, 49%
in 2001, and 45% in 2005. Full-time work is defined as 35 hours or more per week.

¢ Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.



Table A-7

Employment and Wage Rates for Caregivers on TANF in Each Period, 1999-2005

1999 2001 2005
Employment Rate 31 36 26
Change from previous period -- 5 -13
Change from previous period,
regression-adjusted 2 -- 6 -7
Full-time vs Part-time (percent of
workers)
Full-time 41 58 45
Part-time 59 42 55
Hourly wage rates (workers only) © $8.32 $6.13 $7.44
Notes:
& See footnote to Table 1.

® These work status figures are based on usual hours worked. Using actual hours worked, 26%
worked full-time in 1999, 46% in 2001, and 40% in 2005; 74% worked part-time in 1999, 54%
in 2001, and 60% in 2005. Full-time work is defined as 35 hours or more per week.

¢ Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.



Table A-8

Income and Poverty, 1999-2005

1999 2001 2005
HH monthly income?
w/o EITC & w/oFS 1371 1833 1867
Change from previous period -- 462 34
w/OEITC & w/ FS 1542 1984 2060
Change from previous period -- 442 76
w/ EITC & w/ FS 1666 2096 2148
Change from previous period -- 430 52
Poverty rate
w/0 EITC & w/oFS 71 59 58
Change from previous period -- -12 -1
w/OEITC & w/ FS 66 54 53
Change from previous period -- -12 -1
w/ EITC & w/ FS 58 48 46
Change from previous period -- -10 -2
Poverty gap®®
w/o EITC & w/o FS 710 552 536
Change from previous period -- -158 -16
w/o EITC & w/ FS 563 431 389
Change from previous period -- -132 -42
w/ EITC & wW/FS 495 367 342
Change from previous period -- -128 -25
Notes:

& Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.
® For a caregiver below the poverty line, the poverty gap is calculated as the official poverty line
for the HH minus the total HH income.



Table A-9

Means of Selected Income Variables for Stayers and Leavers

Leavers
Stayers Very early leavers Early leavers Late leavers
(On/On/On) (On prior 1999,0ff/Off/Off) (On/Off/Off) (On/ONn/Off)
1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005
HH monthly income
W/OEITC & w/o FS 1021 1157 1464 1214 1803 1756 1180 1529 1543 964 1088 1222
w/0 EITC & w/ FS 1326 1438 1823 1353 1961 2015 1493 1720 1795 1342 1451 1589
w/ EITC & w/ FS 1376 1491 1835 1481 2094 2094 1594 1874 1906 1414 1540 1685
Poverty rate
w/OEITC & w/o FS 95 89 76 79 62 54 78 71 67 90 90 84
wW/OEITC & w/ FS 85 79 59 72 58 50 69 67 59 83 82 77
w/ EITC & w/ FS 80 79 59 61 49 46 66 59 49 78 72 68
Poverty gap?
w/OEITC & w/o FS 875 776 542 783 556 614 857 703 623 1080 1015 993
W/OEITC & w/ FS 594 533 313 674 422 445 612 560 428 733 694 672
w/ EITC & w/ FS 574 500 311 608 345 420 573 457 372 700 635 603
Monthly earnings
Individual 145 172 175 639 907 790 313 849 754 215 300 419
Othersin HH 79 94 215 303 537 625 234 408 494 132 209 346
TANF
Individual 375 349 344 0 0 0 412 0 0 385 339 0
Othersin HH 15 12 17 30 0P 15 14 16
Food stamps
Individual 285 275 283 137 155 250 293 187 238 355 336 314



Othersin HH

SSl
Individual

Othersin HH

SSDI
Individual

Othersin HH

Social security
Individual

Othersin HH
Other income

EITC income (potential)

20

250
47

33

60
50

307
40

73

100
53

76

428
58

99
37

0
26
64

13

107

11

ob
14

128
131

95
36

30

0
3
190
136

10

71
67

27

170
80

21

73
18

13
20

0b
13
55

104

86
21

15
15

10
123

155

14

73

12

16
177

112

23

122
10

23
22

38
73

27

147

18
19

53

184
39

62

110
98

Notes:

Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.

@ For a caregiver below the poverty line, the poverty gap is calculated as the official poverty line for the HH minus the total HH

income.

® Amount is non-zero, but less than $1



Table A-10

Total Household Monthly Income and Poverty Rate at Each Period,
Including EITC and Food Stamps,
Excluding SSDI and SSI Income

HH monthly income Poverty rate

1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005

Stayers 1035 1063 1213 89 92 80
(On/On/On)

Leavers
Very early leavers 1351 1928 1927 68 55 50
(On prior 1999,
Off/Off/Off)

Early leavers 1470 1734 1805 72 66 56
(On/Off/Off)

Late leavers 1237 1351 1365 83 79 77
(On/On/Off)

Notes: Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.



Table A-11

Other Household Member Earnings at Each Period for Stayers and Leavers

Leavers
Stayers Very early leavers Early leavers Late leavers
(On/On/On) (On prior 1999,0ff/Off/Off) (On/Off/Off) (On/ONn/Off)
1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005
Monthly earnings
Othersin HH @ 79 94 215 303 537 625 234 408 494 132 209 346
Spouse/partner 21 11 83 166 386 470 188 208 385 60 140 328
Child 0P 14 124 50 15 75 29 118 68 87 34 49
Other 78 102 14 132 192 83 136 177 122 76 46 16
Percent of HHs with
different types of HH
members
Spouse/partner 5 5 16 27 31 39 25 23 29 21 22 36
Child 94 96 90 99 98 99 100 99 96 100 99 94
Other 58 27 25 46 44 39 50 44 34 44 39 36
Percent of HH members
of each type who have
earnings
Spouse/partner 4 7 15 24 26 17 15 25 16 22
Child oP 16 6 2 13 4 13 11 7 7
Other 7 5 2 8 13 4 7 8 5 5 1
Notes:

Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.
& Other household members earningsis not equal to the sum of the parts as a result of imputation methods.
® Amount is non-zero, but less than $1



Table A-12

Percent Gain and Loss in Household Monthly Income between Periods

Leavers Entrants and Nonentrants
Stayers Very early leavers Early leavers Late leavers Never on Entrants
(On/On/On) (On prior 1999, (On/Off/Off) (On/On/Off) (Off prior 1999, (Off/On 2001
Off/Off/Off) Off/Off/Off) or On 2005)
1999- 2001- 1999- 2001- 1999- 2001- 1999- 2001- 1999- 2001- 1999- 2001-

2001 2005 2001 2005 2001 2005 2001 2005 2001 2005 2001 2005

W/ EITC & w/o FS

Gain 59 65 72 47 56 55 56 49 68 50 49 52

Loss 41 35 28 53 44 45 44 51 32 50 51 48
W/oEITC & w/ FS

Gain 56 62 74 48 54 53 56 47 67 50 54 60

Loss 44 38 26 52 46 47 44 53 33 50 46 40
W/ EITC & w/ FS

Gain 56 61 73 45 56 52 56 48 68 48 52 59

Loss 44 39 27 55 44 48 44 52 32 52 48 41




Table A-13

Means of Selected Income Variables for Entrants and Nonentrants

Never on Entrants
(Off prior 1999, Off/Off/Off) (Off/On 2001 or On 2005)
1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005
HH monthly income
w/0 EITC & w/OoFS 1655 2311 2343 1241 1463 1349
w/0 EITC & w/ FS 1721 2367 2410 1413 1676 1649
w/ EITC & w/ FS 1866 2475 2503 1577 1776 1713
Poverty rate
w/0 EITC & w/o FS 58 40 44 76 72 73
w/0 EITC & w/ FS 55 37 42 72 63 65
w/ EITC & w/ FS 47 33 33 56 57 60
Poverty gap®
W/OEITC & w/o FS 518 307 320 748 738 686
W/OEITC & w/ FS 460 268 272 607 582 448
w/ EITC & w/ FS 375 212 221 499 532 415
Monthly earnings
Individual 736 939 1067 637 453 448
Othersin HH 681 1073 961 296 429 345
TANF
Individual 0 0 0 224 239
Othersin HH 0° 3 11
Food stamps
Individual 59 51 61 164 209 276
Othersin HH 6 5 6 8 4 24

SSI



Individua
Othersin HH

SSDI
Individual

Othersin HH

Social security
Individual

Othersin HH
Other income
EITC income (potential)

56

12
31

3
19
109
146

65
17

9
17

1
31
159
109

47
17

14
30

9
24

176

95

108
42

29

oP
114
169

72
11

25
46

195
101

134
28

17
61

59
65

Notes:

Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.
& For acaregiver below the poverty line, the poverty gap is calculated as the official poverty line for the HH minus the total HH

income.

® Amount is non-zero, but less than $1



Table A-14

Means of Selected Income Variables for Caregivers on TANF in Each Period

1999 2001 2005
HH monthly income
w/0 EITC & w/oFS 1058 1199 1307
W/OEITC & w/ FS 1395 1532 1645
w/ EITC & w/ FS 1475 1615 1691
Poverty rate
w/0 EITC & w/oFS 86 85 80
W/OEITC & w/ FS 78 75 71
w/ EITC& w/ FS 74 69 68
Poverty gap
w/OEITC & w/oFS 953 900 675
W/OEITC & w/ FS 660 620 420
w/ EITC & wW/FS 653 573 393
Earnings
Individual 240 276 211
Othersin HH @ 157 254 232
Spouse/partner 102 171 182
Child 47 32 95
Other 96 86 9
TANF
Individual 404 348 391
Othersin HH 20 12 29
Food stamps
Individua 317 316 300
Othersin HH 20 17 38
SS|
Individua 119 153 258
Othersin HH 20 15 35
SSDI
Individual 18 34 47



Othersin HH 24 24 31

Social security
Individual 1 0° 0
Othersin HH 9 5 16
Other income 47 79 56
EITC income (potential) 80 83 46
Notes:

Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.

& Other household members earningsis not equal to the sum of the parts as a result of imputation
methods

® Non-zero amount, but less than 1



Table A-15

Income in Each Period for Welfare Leavers Employed and Not Employed in 2005

All Leavers Employed in 20052 Not Employed in 2005
1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005
HH monthly income
W/OEITC & w/o FS 1118 1469 1504 1167 1690 1997 1062 1219 946
W/OEITC & w/ FS 1396 1708 1797 1420 1901 2225 1369 1490 1314
w/ EITC & w/ FS 1496 1833 1893 1533 2056 2384 1453 1581 1337
Poverty rate
W/OEITC & w/o FS 82 74 68 77 66 54 89 84 84
w/0 EITC & w/ FS 75 69 62 69 65 45 81 75 81
w/ EITC & w/ FS 69 60 55 62 52 31 77 69 81
Poverty gap?®
w/0 EITC & w/o FS 908 760 746 849 666 403 975 867 1134
w/OEITC & w/ FS 674 560 517 645 488 259 706 642 808
w/ EITC & w/ FS 628 480 466 596 390 178 664 582 792
Monthly earnings
Individual 387 682 652 499 912 1229 261 421 0
Othersin HH 222 383 487 221 456 545 223 300 422
Positive earnings 25 32 36 27 35 42 22 29 30
from othersin HH
TANF
Individual 267 115 0 244 81 0 294 153 0
Othersin HH 15 6 12 2 19 9 10
Food stamps
Individual 263 227 268 244 207 221 283 250 320



Othersin HH

SSl
Individual

Othersin HH

SSDI
Individual

Othersin HH

Social security
Individual

Othersin HH
Other income

EITC income (potential)

15

101
12

14
18

0 b
10
73
102

11

110
21

13
21

0 b
5
115
127

26

110
38

14
34

152
97

69
17

9
18

0 b
9
69
117

72
26

16

0
2
121
156

34
36

20

123
163

23

136

19
18

11
78
85

21

153
15

24
27

108
93

47

196
42

28
49

13
185
23

Notes:

Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.

453% of all leavers were employed in 2005

® Amount is non-zero, but less than $1



Table A-16

Other Household Member Earnings at Each Period for Welfare Leavers Employed and Not Employed in 2005

All Leavers Employed in 2005 Not Employed in 2005
1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005 1999 2001 2005

Monthly earnings

Othersin HH? 222 383 487 221 456 545 223 300 422
Spouse/partner 137 243 393 150 297 505 123 182 267
Child 56 56 64 21 72 74 95 37 52
Other 114 138 73 111 161 33 118 111 119

Percent of HHs with different
types of HH members

Spouse/partner 24 25 35 26 29 37 22 21 31
Child 99 99 96 100 100 98 99 98 94
Other 47 42 36 44 43 36 50 41 37

Percent of HH members of each
type who have earnings

Spouse/partner 12 18 24 14 22 30 10 14 18
Child 6 7 10 4 8 12 8 6 8
Other 7 8 4 6 9 3 7 8

Notes:

Income amounts adjusted by the CPI-U and expressed as constant (Dec 2005) dollars.
& Other household members earningsis not equal to the sum of the parts as a result of imputation methods.



Table A-17

2005 Socioeconomic Characteristics of Welfare Leavers Employed and Not Employed in 2005

All Leavers Employed in Not Employed

2005 in 2005

Education: *

No degree 51 40 62

HS/GED 34 40 27

Above HSGED 15 20 10
Age:

25 or younger 9 10 8

26-35 42 44 40

36 or more 49 47 52
Living arrangements:

Single® 65 61 70

Married 22 25 18

Cohabiting 14 14 14
Household composition: ©

Any children under 3 yrsin HH 31 27 35

Any children 4 to 10 yrsin HH 71 70 72

Any children 11to 18 yrsin HH 74 74 73
Race-Ethnicity:

Hispanic 40 41 39

Non-Hispanic, Black 57 57 56

Non-Hispanic, White 3 2 3
Physical and mental health:

Excellent/very good/good 66 76 54

Fair/poor 34 24 46

Functional disability 26 10 44

Depression score > “clinical” cutoff © 11 6 16
Network support above median for sample' 57 50 64
Notes:

Includes “very early leavers’ (On prior W1, Off/Off/Off)
NA —Year 2005 variable not available.



#HS = High School Degree, GED = General Equivalency Degree; Education variable isan
edited variable which uses reports at years 2001 and 2005 to resolve inconsi stencies.

® Includes divorced and separated

“HH = Household

9 Frequency of “other” race-ethnicity category not displayed.

¢“Clinical” is defined as having a Brief Symptom Inventory Depression score above 62

" Network support is asum of four different scales measuring the network of friends, people an
individual could count on for help, etc. Thevariableiscoded as 1 if the sum is greater than the
median for the full Three-City sample.





