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|. Executive summary

Funded by the Department of Human Resources, the Georgia State welfare leavers study
tracked families as they |eft Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF).! Using adminigtrative
data combined with the results of atelephone survey, the project monitored the impact of leaving
welfare on theindividuds and their families. The study includes both single-parent and child-only
leavers aswdll asindividuals who have returned to therolls.

This report summarizes our findings. 1n our origina proposal, we posed five sets of questions.

1) Why did the respondents |leave?

2) How are the women faring?

3) Which group of former recipients are faring best?

4) What are the barriers to trangtioning off TANF?

5) How are the children of former recipient faring?

Using data collected between June, 1999 and August 20007, we can answer these five
questions. Before doing so, however, we can report basic demographics for the women and families
inour study.

C most leaver s are single women and have finished high school.

97% of our respondents were femae. A mgority of respondents (61%) had never been married, while

' The study also has received funding from the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) in

the Federal Department of Health and Human Services under Grant #98A SPE302A. This study is part of a
consortium of leavers.

’The response rate for the telephone survey approached 70%.
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only asmadl percentage (12%) were currently married. Moreover, 59% had finished high school or

recaeived a GED, and another 19% reported having some college.

C most respondents wer e African-American and the majority lived in urban or suburban
areas.

A full 84% of the respondents were African-American, and more than haf (61%) lived in urban or

suburban areas.

C most respondents had been on assistance for a year or longer.

Respondents did differ on length of time receiving TANF. Forty percent reported receiving TANF for

less than one year, and 60% reported receiving TANF for more than one year.

Question 1) Why did the respondents leave?

Most respondents |eft for employment, but a minority may have been confused about the terms of

welfare reform.

. most of the respondents (73%) reported leaving TANF for employment .

An overwheming mgority (73%) of respondents left for employment. Among just Sngle-parent cases,

that percentage rises to 81%. Nine percent reported leaving because the child left the household, and

only avery smal percentage (2%) left for marriage. A mgority (60%) of the respondents wanted to

leave, and 93% of the respondents were a least somewhat confident they will remain off.

C some respondents wer e confused about welfar e reform, which may contributeto the
closing of cases.

Eight percent of the single-parent cases and 13% of the child-only cases reported they exceeded the
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time limit. These figures illustrate some confusion about the terms of welfare participation. Single-parent
caseswill not begin to hit the time limit until January, 2001, and there is no time limit for child-only

cases.

Question 2) How are the women faring?

Focusing on single parent cases, most leavers have joined the ranks of the working poor (or near

poor).

. most leavers (69%) are working; however, among those wor king, full-time hour s for
low ear nings wer e the norm.

A full 69% of the respondents were working & the time of the survey. Of those working, 73%

reported working at least aforty hour work week. While most leavers are working, monthly earnings

were low. Sixty-five percent of employed leavers reported monthly earning below $1,000. Of thosg,

32% reported monthly earnings below $300. Only 18% reported earnings above $1,200 per month.

Unless these women are able to supplement their earnings with income from other sources, they and

ther families are living in poverty.

. child support payments were not a reliable sour ce of income for mothers.

Child support income was not areliable source of additiona income for most leavers. The Child

Support figures indicate that the vast mgority of women either had no judgement (31%o) or received

nothing or less than they were owed (28%). Only 18% of al women were owed and received more

than $200 per month in child support.

. most respondentsremained off welfare, but many participated in other gover nment
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programs.

Nine months after exit, only 15% of adults and 19% of the children had returned to TANF. Childrenin
child-only casesthat close are more likdly to return to welfare as a sngle-parent case. Between 3 and
9 months after exit, only 1% of child-only cases returned to welfare as a child-only case. After 9
month, 22% of former child-only cases were active single-parent cases. While most leavers remained
off the ralls, many were il participating in other government programs. 87% received freefreduced
priced lunch, 74% used Food Stamps, and 60% lived in public housing.

. recipientsworried about food, but most are able to make ends meet.

There was an obvious per ceived worry about having enough to egt. Thirty-eight percent of the
respondents sometimes or often worried they may not have enough food to eat. However, 13%
reported running out of food before they had money to buy more. So while insecurities about the
availability of food was a concern, many of those families found ways to obtain the food they needed.
A mgority of respondents (59%) said they relied on family members to make ends meet, and 43%

reported relying on friends.

3) Which group of former recipients arefaring best?

Better educated leavers far substantialy better than the less educated.

. better educated leaverstend to do better than those without a high school diploma or
GED.

Forty-four percent of those without a high school diploma or a GED earned less than $800 per month

compared to 33% of high school graduates and 25% of those with some college. Thirty-three percent
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of those with some college earned more than $1,200 compared to only 11% of those without a high
school diplomaor GED. Furthermore, those without a high school diplomaor GED were twice as
likely to often worry food will run out.

. education levels also impact the children living in the home.

Only 57% of children living in a home with a parent or primary care-giver that did not have ahigh
school diploma or GED had hedth insurance compared to nearly 80% of children whose parent or
primary care-giver had at least a high school diploma

. ther e ar e enormous differ ences between single-parent and child-only cases.

These differences are S0 greet that the two groups should be tracked and examined separately.
Respondents in child-only cases were more likely to be married, have higher incomes, work fewer
hours, and rely less on Food Stamps. Children in child-only cases were more likely to be insured, stay

in day care for fewer hours each day and spend fewer days per week in a child-care arrangement.

4) What arethe barriersto transtioning off TANF?

Report barriers anong women having left are fairly low.

. problemswith transportation and other barriersaffect only a minority of respondents.
Transportation was abarrier for some leavers. Nearly 1 in 5 respondents reported walking or relying
on rides from friends or family to get to work. Levels of reported domestic violence were fairly low
with only 6% report ever being abused by their spouse or partner. However, sdlf-reported instances of

acohol and drug abuse were dightly higher, 9% and 8%, respectively.
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5) How arethe children of former recipient faring?
Children of leavers face many of the problems faced by dl children in poor families, such aslimited
involvement with absent parents and access to high-qudity day care.
. general health was good, but some children had physical disabilities or emotional
problems.
Nearly 80% of al children were reported as being in excellent or good hedlth, but approximately 15%
of the children have hedth problems that limit their daily activity. Nearly 30% of the children were
reported by their mother or primary care-give as often or sometimes being unhappy, sad, or depressed.
Also, nearly 1 in 3 were reported as having trouble concentrating or have trouble getting dong with
other children.
. access to quality child careis still a concern.
Nearly 20% of the children under 12 were reported as staying either home adone or in the care of a
relative under the age of 13 asa“type of child care.”
. involvement with children by absent parentsisvery limited.
Ninety-seven percent of the children in this survey were not living with their father. Of those, 37% of
single-parent leavers reported the child' s father was either dead, or ‘like-dead,” meaning the mother
had no contact with the father and did not know where he wasliving. A further 25% of children had
absolutely no contact with their absent parent. Moreover, nearly 40% of the children living in child-only
cases have no contact with either parent.
Where do we go from here? Continued research on leaversis clearly needed for at least two

reasons. Firgt, this study was designed to provide a sngpshot of how leavers fare shortly after leaving
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therolls. Long term follow-up is needed to understand how these leaversfair over time. Second, as
long-term recipients gpproach the four year time limit, one expects to see subgtantid shiftsin the
compogtion of leavers. How these families fare after leaving, compared to the families sudied here,

will be the true test of wdfare reform.
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II. Introduction

The Persond Responsbility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA)
replaced Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program with the Temporary Assstance
for Needy Families (TANF) block grant. Under the new state plan submitted by Georgia and approved
by the federd government, welfareis no longer an entitlement but a program that provides temporary
cash assstance. The Georgia Department of Human Resources' Divison of Family and Child Services
implemented the program according to these principles: 1) a central focus on work, 2) meseting the
needs of children firgt, 3) linking benefits to persond responsbility, and 4) reducing teen pregnancy. In
Georgia, cash assgtance is limited to a maximum of four years-one year less than the federd maximum
lifetime benefit. Individuals who have been on the rolls continuoudy since the reform was enacted
reached ther lifetime limit in January, 2001.

Since the implementation of these changes, the TANF casdoad in Georgia has clearly
plummeted. Between January, 1997, and January 2000, the number of families receiving TANF in
Georgia dropped by more than 63,000, representing nearly a 55% reduction in three years. What is
much less clear isthe impact of leaving wefare on these women, their children, and the communitiesin
which they live. Funded by the Department of Human Resources,® the Georgia State welfare leavers
sudy monitors the impact of leaving on the individuds, thair families, and their community. (For afuller
description of welfare reform in Georgia, please see technica gppendix |, available under separate

cover from the Applied Research Center, or at http://www/arc/gsu.edu.)

*The study has also received funding from the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) in
the Federal Department of Health and Human Services. Thisstudy is part of a consortium of leavers studies.
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This project examines five key questions regarding former recipients and their families:

1) Why did the respondents |leave?

2) How are the leaversfaring?

3) Which group of former recipients are faring best?

4) What are the barriers to trangtioning off TANF?

5) How are the children of former recipients faring?

Thisreport will proceed in three mgor section. Thefirgt will outline the methodology of the
study. It describes key characteristics of the study, including (1) definition of leavers, (2) use of
interview and adminigtrative data; and (3) a discussion of our efforts to locate respondents and an
andysis of non-response. Using interview data, the second section will provide answersto the five key
questions outlined above. The section dso will compare Georgia leavers to those who have remained

on cash assgance and to leavers nationwide. The find, third section will offer some conclusions and

policy implications that can be gleaned from the Georgia leavers sudy.
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[11. Methodology

This section outlines the methodology of the study. First we will present the project design
including the definition of leavers and the use of adminidrative and interview data. Second, we will
describe our efforts to locate the respondents and will provide an analysis of non-response. A fuller
description of the study’ s design can be found in technical gppendix 11, available under separate cover

from the Applied Research Center or at http://www.arc.gsu.edu.

Project Methods

Definition of Leavers

A discussion of the methodology of any leavers sudy begins with the definition of leavers. This
project defines leavers as cases not having received cash assistance for two consecutive months. The
two-month limit excludes cases that leave wdfare for a single month. Prior research has treated these
individuds as having missed a payment but not as having moved off welfare. The definition of leaversis
congstent with that used in sudies in other gates, including the other sudiesin the Assstant Secretary
for Planning and Evauation (ASPE) -funded consortium of leavers sudies. Included asleavers are
clients who continue to receive other TANF services, such trangtiond Medicaid, Food Stamps, or
child care assstance. This report focuses on leavers that left welfare between January, 1999, and June
2000.
Sample population

The study population in Georgia differs from that in other leaver sudiesintwo ways. Firs,

Georgiais among the few studies that include child-only casesin the study population.  Child-only
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cases involve children who are recaiving wdfare but who are not living with aparent.  These children
might be living with a grandparent, aunt or uncle, or with a parent who isindigible for TANF (eg. an
SS recipient). While the child may not live with a parent, the care-givers income does not count
towards determining TANF digibility for the child as they are not included in the grant. Neither these
children nor their care giver are subject to work requirements or time limits

These cases are essentid to understanding the full impact of welfare reform, especidly on
children. Firt, these children make up a substantial minority of children on TANF. In December
1999, child-only cases made up 47% of the active case load in Georgia, and 23% of casesleaving the
rolls. Furthermore, some researchers, policy makers and advocates fear that welfare reform will
dimulate the growth of child-only cases. In particular, they argue that reform gives parents an incentive
to move their children in with relatives. Doubtless these changes in living arrangements have important
implications for the child’ swell-being. For these reasons, we believe that researchers should not
arbitrarily drop child-only cases from studies of ether leavers or stayers.

A second difference between the Georgia State leavers study and those in some other satesis
that this sudy includes individuas who have returned to the rolls. One would expect these individuas
differ sysematicaly from individuas remaining off the rolls, and as aresult, Sudies that exclude
individuas who have returned offer an incomplete and mideading picture of how leavers are fairing.
Furthermore, because dates differ in the rate a which families return to the ralls, excluding those

families makes it virtualy impossible to compare results across sates”.

4All studies funded by ASPE follow all leavers, including those who return to the rolls, provided they
remain off cash assistance for aminimum of two months.
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Administrative data

Like other leaver studies, the GSU study relies on interview data as well as various
adminigtrative databases. For the latter, there are four key files: the closed casefile, the TANF Federd
Report file, the current recipiency file, and the Child Support Enforcement database.

The closed casefile includes basic demographic information, including race, age, gender and
relaionship to other personsin the household and is used in severd ways. Firdt, these data serve asthe
sampling frame for the sudy. Initidly, asample of casesis drawn from which a study respondent is
identified. For these individuas, the file provides the contact information with which the sudy beginsto
track potential respondents. Second, the file provides information on the family’ s use of welfare when
they were recalving payments. This information includes case status, payments received, and case and
client identification (ID) numbers. The two ID numbers are used to link these data to other data
SOUrCes.

A second source of adminidrative dataisthe TANF Federd Report file. Thisfile provides
supplementd information describing the case when it dosed-this information includes Food Stamp
receipt, work digibility status and work experience, reported earnings, and family structure at the time
of case closure. Used in conjunction with the TANF Federd Report file isthe third file--the current
caxzfile. Thisfileis used to determine if and when individuds have returned to the welfare ralls.

A fourth and find source of adminigtrative datais the Child Support Enforcement (CSE)
database. Thisinformation is used to locate potentid survey respondents and to determine whether
they have an award and if they are currently receiving child support payments.

Telephone Interview
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While informative, adminidrative data are somewhat limited in their scope. They provide no
information on many key outcomes (e.g., aleaver's mentd hedth or barriers to employment) and
exclude some individuass, notably those no longer involved in any public programs. Asaresult, the
project is conducting a telephone interview with gpproximately 200 leavers per month covering awide
range of topics. All respondents complete a core set of items concerning demographics, employment
and economic gatus a the time of the interview, gpproximately 6 months after exit from welfare.
Individuals dso complete a randomly chosen module. The module topics are () sources of income
and transportation; (b) child care arrangements; (¢) mother's mental heath and exposure to domestic
violence
(d) parenting and home environment; and (€) understanding of welfare reform. Having study
participants answer only part of the survey allows us to include a wide range of topicsin the
interview without overburdening respondents. Conventiond andyticad methods can easily alow for
the resulting patterns of missng data

Taken together, the adminigtrative and survey data provide information on arange of key
characteristics and outcomes. These include but are not limited to employment and earnings; hedth
insurance; child care; child well-being; barriers to sdlf-sufficiency; deprivation and insecurity; and

attitudes toward and knowledge of TANF.

Locating Respondents and the Analysis of Non-response

Locating Respondents and the Response Rate

Our andlyses are based on individuas who left TANF between January, 1999 and April 2000.

Life After Welfare (2/19/01) p.13



These individuas were interviewed between June, 1999 and October, 2000. Mogt interviews
occurred from 4 to 6 months after exit from welfare. The individuds were interviewed gpproximately 5
to 6 months after leaving TANF.

While chalenging, locating alarge and representative sample of respondents for the survey is
essential. In order to locate hard-to-find individuals, we have implemented a thorough tracking
procedure that utilizes dl available resources. This process represents a significant improvement over
what was included in our origind proposal. These methods include advance cover letters, a $25
incentive payment, a toll-free telephone number for call-ins, reverse directory look-up information, and
data-matching with the CSE databases. Reflecting these improvements, our response rates rose
dramatically between June, 1999 and October, 2000°. It isimportant to note that as the response rate
increased, the number of disadvantaged families responding to the survey increased. (For the full

analysis of our response rate, see technica appendix 111, available under separate cover from the

Applied Research Center, or at http://www.arc.gsu.edu.)

Table 1 describes our response rate by cohort month. One can see that the increase in the
response rate was driven by two factors. First, we increasingly were able to establish aworking
telephone number. One can see the valid sample Size rose as a percentage of potentid respondents
from under 50% to over 80%. Second, one can see that the participation rate rose from just over half

(53%) to more than 80% in the find months of the study.

“we completed interviews for the August, 2000 cohort in October, 2000.
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Tablel Potential Response | Vdid Sample | Participation | Refusd Rate
Respondents Rate (%) Sizer Rate (%)
Cohort® (%0)**
June ‘99 600 26.0 293 53.2 1.7
August ‘99 600 34.1 370 55.1 0.5
September ‘99 600 37.3 413 54.2 2.2
October ‘99 600 52.6 355 89.0 0.9
December ‘99 600 50.6 362 83.9 2.8
February ‘00 450 54.6 246 87.2 75
March ‘00 450 63.6 286 87.5 2.5
April ‘00 450 67.8 323 94.4 2.7
May ‘00 450 66.9 336 89.6 13
June ‘00 450 70.1 378 83.3 0.4
August ‘00 400 69.3 328 84.1 2.3

* Excludes those where no working telephone number could be established
** Percent of vaid sample Szethat isinterviewed.

Analysis of Non-response
The response rate for this project isin the range of response rates among comparable projects’.
The qudity of atudy, however, depends not only on the response rate but on the extent to which

respondents and non-respondents differ. The response rate could be rather high (80%), but the study

® The cohorts are defined as the month the survey lab began to locate them for an interview. To make sure
we obtained 200 completed interviews per month, we began by attempting to locate 600 individual s per monthly
cohort. Because of our increased response rate, we reduced the pool of potential respondentsto 450, and then to
400.

"Thefollowi ng response rates have been reported and are available on the ASPE web page: Arizona 72%,
California 69%, New Mexico 72%, Ohio 70%, Texas 51%, Virginia 69%, and Washington State 72% ( see:
http://aspe.os.dhhs.gov/hsp/leavers99/reports.htm)
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might be very mideading if the 20% who do not respond differ substantialy from those who complete
interviews. At the same time, a study with a much lower response rate might describe the population of
leavers accurately if respondents and non-respondents are similar.®

In most policy studies, one knows little or nothing about non-respondents-by definition, those
individuals falled to respond to requests for information. What distinguishes research on leavers,
however, isthe fact that the adminigtrative data provide a great ded of information about individuas we
areundbleto interview. Thisinformation is extensve and invauable. It dlows usto compare
individuals who do and do not respond across arange of rdlevant characterigtics, including
demographics, aswell as past and current welfare receipt.

Using adminigrative dataon al individudsin our study, the project examined such differences.
We estimated satisticd models using the roughly 5000 individuas we tried to contact to participate in
the study. Table 2 compares those we were able to interview with those we were unable to locate,
There are rdatively few, if any, meaningful differences between the groups. Severd of the differences
are datigticdly sgnificant or nearly S0, but are smdl in practicd terms. The former reflects the large
sample Size. It does gppear that white leavers are somewhat under represented in our data. (For the
full analyss of our response rate, see technica gppendix 111, available under separate cover from the

Applied Research Center, or at http://www.arc.gsu.edu.)

80f course, all else equal, ahigher response rate is desirable because (1) the number of observationsis
greater, increasing statistical power; and (2) the potential bias caused by differences between respondent and non-
respondentsis greater at higher levels of non-response. (If the responserateis 98%, then the potential biasis still
rather small even if non-respondents are quite different.)
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Table 2 Respondents Non-respondents
Race White 16% 23%
(p=.13) Non-white 84% 7%
<18 0% 1%
18-25 33% 34%
Age 26-35 33% 37%
(p=.11) 36-44 21% 18%
45-62 10% 8%
>62 3% 3%
< 6 months 16% 17%
Length of Timeon 1-12 months 20% 24%
Wdfare
(0=.09) 1-2years 30% 30%
>2 years 31% 29%
Urban 36% 35%
(p=.19) Rural growth 26% 30%
Rurd decline 11% 9%
Totd N 2870 2193

|tem Non-response

The study aso suffered from a modest amount of item non-response, where survey respondents
either would not or could not answer particular questions. Thiswas quiterare. By far, the most
common ingtance where this problem occurred was in the case of earnings. About 15% of individuals
who were employed or temporarily laid off were unable or unwilling to provide information on hourly
wages or other information necessary to caculate monthly earnings. These data gppeared to be missing

completely at random, but we did consider the impact of this"missingness' on our findings. To dlow
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for sysematic differences among individuas with and without reported earnings, we used hot-deck
imputation’ to impute missing earnings using respondents’ demographic information. We found that the
digtribution of earnings did not change. The demographic variables used in the imputation were: age,
race, education, and region. Asshown in table 3, we were able to impute 58 observations using

demographic information and the earnings distribution does not measurably change.

Table3 N Mean SD
Reported earnings 576 $1,047 $542
Imputed earnings 634 $1,066 $585

%Thisis an advanced method to correct for the missi ng values where each missing value is replaced by a set
of plausible values drawn from their predictive distribution. In any data set, arow of datawith missing valuesin any
of thevariablesis defined asamissing line of data, and a complete line is one where all the variables contain data.
Our imputation method replaces the variables in the missing lines stochastically with the corresponding values of
the complete lines using a Bayesian bootstrap method.

Life After Welfare (2/19/01) p.18




IV. Reaults

Our origind proposal posed five sets of questions. Using interviews completed between June

1999 and October 2000, we will answer those questions. Before doing so, however, we briefly

describe the demographic characteristics of our respondents. This section concludes by comparing key

outcome measures of leavers in Georgiawith stayersin Georgia and leavers nationwide. We provide

these additiond datato place our findingsin acontext. (For areview of findings from other ASPE

leavers studies, see technica appendix 1V, available under separate cover from the Applied Research

Center, or at http://www.arc.gsu.edu.)

Basic Demographics

We begin by noting that 23% of our leavers are child-only cases. For these cases, the child's

primary care-giver served as the respondent. 1n most circumstances that was a grandparent (40%) an

N=2870

Fig. 1 Type of Closed Case

23%

7%

O Child-only
M Single-parent

aunt or uncle (20%), or

other relative (22%).
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As noted in table 4%, the average age of our respondent population is 34 yearsold. Twenty
percent are between 35 and 45, and amost 13% are over the age of 45. Only 2% are less than 18
yearsold.

When divided by casetype, it is evident that care giversin child-only cases are sgnificantly

older than parentsin single-parent cases (45 vs. 29).

Table4 Age of Respondent
Lessthan18 2%
18-25 31%
Age 25-35 33%
35-45 20%
Above 45 13%
Average Age (n=2868) 34 years

Moreover, 61% of our leavers have never been married. Figure 2 describes marital status.
Approximately equa numbers of respondents are either married (12%) or divorced (11%). Only 8%

report cohabitating.

N=2858

4%

12%

OMmarried
BEwidowed
ODivorced
OSeparated

B Never Married
O Cohabitating

19T he number of observations varies by item due to item non-response or matrix sampling. A few reported
outcomes, such as time receiving welfare, are from the Federal Report File from which we only have 6 months worth
of information.
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When divided by case type, the most gtriking difference is among married respondents.
Twenty-seven percent of care-giversin child-only cases are married, compared to only 7% of single-
parent leavers.

Figure 3 describes the education level of the generd population of respondents. A full 19% of
leavers reported having some college education, and another 59% have a high school diplomaor a

GED. Only 1in 4 (22%) leaversdid not finish high school.

N= 2805
Fig. 3 Education Levels

19%

B High school/GED
M Lessthan HS
59% O Some college

This digtribution does not change by case type. Approximately 60% of both groups have a
least ahigh schoal diplomaor GED. However, adightly higher percentage (20%) of child-only care
givers have some college, compared to 17% of single-parent leavers.

Next, we look at where our respondent live. Fig 4 shows that more than hdf live in urban or

Life After Welfare (2/19/01) p.21



suburban areas'’. Only asmal percentage (11%) livein arurd areawith dedlining economic growth
and population, arate roughly comparable to the Georgia population as awhole (13%). (Bachtel,
1999). Twenty-eight percent of the leaverslivein arura area where the population and economy is

growing. The digtribution for child-only cases and single-parent cases was Smilar.

N= 2712 ] ]
Eig. 4 Reqgion

11%

37% @mUrban
[ Suburban
28% ORural Growth

ORural Decline

24%

Table 5 provides a break down of the remaining demographic characteristics of our sample

HThe report uses a classification system of the 159 counties in Georgia devel oped by Professor Doug
Bachtel, a noted demographer at the University of Georgia and author of the Georgia County Guide. Variationsin
factors which characterize the quality of lifein a particular geographic region such asincome, employment,
education, population migration, and housing are used as a basis for the classification of the counties. According to
Dr. Bachtel’ s criteria, each county is classified into one of four categories: urban, suburban, rural growth, or rural
decline. In summary, presented below is abrief description of the four areas within the classification. Of the 159
countiesin Georgia, 7 areidentified as urban, 35 are considered suburban, 77 counties are viewed as experiencing
rural growth, and 40 counties are characterized as being in decline.

With populations over 50,000, characteristically, the urban counties represent the heart of Georgia's
metropolitan urban centers. The suburban counties are, for the most part, metropolitan because a significant number
of the residents living there commute to the urban areas to work. These areas generally are predominately white and
affluent. Likewise, many residents in these areas possess a high degree of educational attainment and income level.
Another group comprises those counties identified as “growing rural Georgia.” While scattered across the state,
these rural countiestend to be concentrated in the north. These areas are usually associated with having either
scenic beauty or some type of landscape which makes them attractive places for tourism. Additionally, these areas
are located near some regional growth center which contributes to the counties' economic devel opment.
Conversely, the countiesidentified as“declining rural Georgia,” arguably, are the areas considered to bein the
greatest peril. These counties are characterized as experiencing long term population loss, lack of employment
opportunities, and low levels of supportive services. Historically, these areas have alegacy of low educational
attainment and skill development. Thus, many of the residentsin these counties are dependent on social welfare
services (Bachtel, 1999).
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population and do not differ Sgnificantly by casetype. Only asmall percentage of our respondents
(3%0) of the respondents were males. Eighty-four percent of the leavers are non-white, closaly
resembling the percentage of non-white respondentsin the active case load in Georgia (83%)
(Department of Human Resources, 1999). Another 30% received payments for more than 2 years. In
terms of household compasition, nearly 70% of the households had 1 to 2 children, and 30% reported

having a child under 3 years of age in the home.

Table5 L eaver Demographics
Race Non-white 84%
(n=2868) White 16%
1 -2 Children 66%
Number of childreninhome 3 -4 Children 29%
(n=1955) More than 4 children 5%
Households with children under 3 years old (n=1950) 30%
Child-only households 23%
(n=2870)
Male headed households (n=2870) 3%
Lessthan 6 months 19%
Short vs long term receipt 6-12 months 20%
(n=1919) 12-24 months 29%
More than 24 months 31%

Table 5 also describes prior welfare receipt by respondents. According to the Federal Report File, at
the time they left the ralls, nearly 40% of the leavers recelved cash ass stance for |ess than one year.
Only 31% had received assistance for 2 years or more.

Having outlined the demographics of our entire sample, we now turn to the first question; why
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did the respondents leave?

Question #1 — Why did the respondents leave?

In this section we will explore why recipients left wefare, if they wanted to leave, and how
confident they are they will remain off. We first present the results for our entire sample, then provide
sub-groups analysis of how these reasons vary by race, education, monthly earnings, age, and case
type (single-parent vs child-only cases).

Why they left

Figure 5 shows that the mgority of leaverseft for employment (73%). A smdl percentage

(9%) reported they left because they exceeded the time limit. This finding indicates a misunderstanding

on the part of the former recipient as the time limits do not take effect until January, 2001.

N=2697 . .
Fig. 5 Reasons for Leaving

99 2%
5%

O Employed

9% B Married
OExceeded limit
O Too many rules
M Child left

O Other

2%

73%

Table 6 provides a breakdown of why the respondents |eft by sub-groups. In terms of race,
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reasons for leaving were relatively smilar. However, the other groups provide some striking
comparisons. In terms of education, 81% of those with ether a high school diplomaor GED left for
employment compared to only 54% of those who had less than a high school education. Also, those
without a high school education or GED were mogt likely to believe their case had been closed because
of atimelimit (19%). Intermsof earnings, 88% of those who had monthly earnings of less than $300
per month left TANF for employment compared to 80% of those who earned more than $1,200. The
reesons vary by age aswell. Approximately 80% of those under 35 years of age |eft for employment.
That percentage decreases as the respondents get older. Seventy percent of those age 35 to 45 |eft for
employment, and only 37% of those over 45 Ieft for employment. The most common reason for leaving
in that age category is that there were no longer children in the household (42%).

Findly, comparisons by case type are as0 striking.  Eighty-one percent of single-parent cases
closed due to employment, compared to only 45% of child-only cases. Predictably, 33% of the child-
only cases closed because the child was no longer living in the household.

Table6 Sub-group Analysis of Why Respondents L eft TANF
Employed Married Exceeded Too Childin Other

Time Many House
Limit Rules L eft

Race Non-white 75% 1% 9% 5% 8% 1%
(p=2697) __White 63% 5% 11% 6% 13% 2%
High school/ 81% 2% 6% 3% 7% 1%

Education GED
(n=2650) LessthanHS  54% 1% 19% 11% 13% 2%
Somecollege _73% 2% 8% 5% 9% 2%
<$800 88% 2% 5% 2% 2% 1%
Eanings  $800-$1200 90% 1% 2% 2% 4% 0%
n=1513) >$1.200 80% 1% 7% 2% 8% 1%
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Lessthan 18 78% 0% 9% 5% 2% 5%
18-25 83% 1% 7% 7% 1% 2%
Age 25-35 80% 3% 8% 5% 3% 1%
(n=2697) 35-45 70% 3% 12% 5% % 1%
Above 45 37% 1% 15% 3% 42% 2%
Casetype Single-parent 81% 2% 8% 6% 2% 1%
(n=2666) Child-only 45% 3% 13% 4% 33% 2%

Desireto leave

Table 7 shows that while a mgority of respondents told the interviewers they wanted to leave,

that result varied by respondent type. Mogt sriking isthat those without a high school diplomaor GED

were more likely to want to leave compared to those with adiplomaor GED (72% v. 53%). Thereis

a9 percentage point difference between single-parent cases who wanted to leave and child-only cases

(62% v. 53%). Slightly more than haf (57%) of those who earned |ess than $1,200 a month wanted to

leave TANF. However, an overwhelming 72% of those who earned more than $1,200 a month

wanted to leave TANF.
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Table7 Sub-group Analysis of Whether

N=2805 Respondents Wanted to L eave TANF
Fig. 6 Confidence in Stayind Off
Race Non-white 61%
(n=2708) White 52%
figh school/ GED o B3 Bmely
: obtfilent
m $6%ewhat ||
&rffiglent
O 9d60
cyiglent
08504t all
78% M{f}@lent
Age 25-35 62%
(n=2708) 35-45 58%
Above 45 50%
Household Single-parent 63%
type . 0
(n=2747) Child-only 52%

Confidence in staying off

Finaly, figure 6 shows that 93% of the respondents are at least somewhat confident that they

will remain off TANF.
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Table 8 describes, different sub-groups of respondents’ confidence that they will remain off

TANF. The confidence levels are relaively smilar across sub-groups with the exception of education.

While more than 80% of high school graduates or those with a GED, or some college are extremely

confident they will remain off TANF, only 58% of those without a high school diplomaor GED are

extremdy confident.
Table8 Sub-group Analyss- Confident Will Remain Off Welfare
Extremely  Somewhat Not So Not At All
Confidant Confidant
High school/ 82% 13% 3% 1%
Education GED
(n=2730) LessthanHS 58% 24% 13% 6%
Some college 83% 12% 3% 2%
Race Non-white 7% 15% 5% 3%
(=2778) __\White 5% 15% 7% 3%
<$800 79% 15% 4% 2%
Eanings  $800-$1200 85% 11% 2% 1%
(n=1527) >$1,200 87% 8% 3% 1%
Lessthan 18 75% 20% 4% 2%
18-25 79% 15% 5% 2%
Age 25-35 77% 16% 5% 2%
(n=2778) 35-45 75% 15% 6% 4%
Above 45 5% 15% 7% 4%
Household Single-parent 7% 15% 5% 2%
type Chilc-only 75% 21% 6% 4%

(n=2745)

Do leavers Understand the Rules?
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That some leaversindicated they left because of time limitsis somewhat troublesome. This
finding suggests that leavers (and stayers) may not fully understand welfare reform, however a mgority
of them do. Sixty-five percent of the respondents knew there was alifetime time limit, and of those
who knew, 79% said that it was 4 years. When asked if the household' s benefits increase when a child
is born after the mother has received TANF for more than 1 year, 62% said no. Findly, 65% reported
that Medicaid does not automatically end when TANF ends. While these numbers are encouraging,
thereis till more than 30% of leaversthat do not understand even the most basic of Georgia s welfare

laws.

Quedtion #2 — How are the women faring?

This section will focus only on the women in single-par ent cases. We will present thair
employment rates, monthly earnings, receipt of child support payments, measures of food insecurity and
hardship, and continuing government program use including recidivism rates.

Employment

Asfigure 7 shows, 69% of former recipients are working, and another 12% are actively looking

for work. Only asmal percentage (5%) report being disabled. (Figures on the extent of the disability

will be presented.)
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N= 2132
N= 1422

Fig. 8 Self-Reported Work

Hours
56 6%

21% @20 or less

m21-39
040
OMore than 40

68%

As shown in figure 8, 73% of those who report employment, report working at least 40

hours per week.
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Earnings

Even though employment rates are high, those who are working reported low monthly earning.
Fig. 9 displays the digtribution of earnings for those who are currently working and provided earnings
information.’? Asillustrated in fig. 9, 65% report monthly wages below $1,000 per month. Of those,
32% report wages below $800 per month. Only 18% report earning above $1,200 per month. This

figure excludes individuas who reported they were not working (approximately 30%).

N=1308
Fig. 9 Self-Reported Monthly
Earnings
2%
9% 6% O <$500
W $500-799
7%
26% [0 $800-$999
17% []$1,000-$1,200
W $1,201-$1,499
@ $1,500-$2,500
33% B> $2,500

Many women aso rely on child support payments each month. Of our sample of 2210 closed

2Monthly earnings were cal culated using four variables. Respondentswho replied that they were
employed were then asked (1) what they were paid, (2) was that hourly, weekly, bi-weekly, monthly, or yearly, (3) was
that before or after taxes, and (4) how many hours aweek did they work. Therefore, the results presented here do
not include those respondents who said they were not working, and are only the earnings of the respondent.
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single-parent cases, 95% were found in the Child Support Enforcement Database. However, of that
95%, 69% (1524 cases) had a judgement that required payment from the father. A tota of 899 cases
(59% of those who were digible to recelve payments) actudly received the amount owed to them each
month. Asfig. 10 shows, even these payments are relaively low. More than haf (56%) receive less

than $150 per month.

N=899
Payments
0,
16% 6% —_— O<$100
W $101 - $150
[0$151 -$200
2204 O0%$201 - $300
4% m> $300

Taken together, these figures indicate that the vast mgority of women either had no judgement (31%)
or received nothing or less than they were owed (28%). Only 18% of dl women were owed and
received more than $200 per month in child support payments.
Hardship and deprivation measures

Congdering the low income levels, we next explore levels of deprivation and need among
leavers. We collected a series of items on food adequacy, and the resulting data are mixed. Asfigure
11 indicates, 46% of leavers sate that they have enough of the types and kinds of food they want. An

additiona 41% report having enough food to eat but not dways the kinds they would like.
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Obs. N=1507 @ Have enough of
types and kinds

Fig. 11 Availability of Food
1205 1% Bl Have enough but

not the kinds we

like

46% 0 Sometimes don't

have enough to

eat

0O Often don't have
enough to eat

Obs. N=1368
T R Fig. 13 Couldn'\;tI ,jford Balanced
Fig. 12 Worried Food Would aed
4% Ooften true
Run Out e
10%
@ often true W sometimes
. B sometimes true
28% true Onever true
62% O never true
82%

Moreover, asfigure 12 indicates, 10% of the respondents often worried that their food would run out
before they had the money to buy more. A tota of 28% stated that they often or sometimes could not
afford abaanced medl for themselves or their children.

The dataindicate that worries about food adequacy are actudly greater than food inadequacy.
Thirty-eight percent of the respondents worried they may not have enough food to eat. However, 13%

actudly ran out of food before they had money to buy more. So while insecurities about the availability

Life After Welfare (2/19/01) p.33




of food isa concern, many of those families are finding away to afford the food they need.

In order to provide a better sense of the standard of living of those who have left TANF, we
asked a series of questions about materid hardship. Asfigure 14 indicates, only 28% of the
respondents report having some money |eft over a the end of the month after paying dl their bills.

Another 46% report having just enough money to cover their expenses each month.

Obs. N=989
Fig. 14 Money Left at the End of Month

26% 28%

@ Some money left
B JUST enough
ONOT enough

46%

As shown in table 9, 18% of respondents have been unable to pay their full rent or mortgage
gnce they left TANF, and 22% have been unable to pay their full utility bill. Mot reveding, however,
isthat more than haf (59%) of sngle-parent leavers had to rely on family membersto help them make

ends meset.
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Table 9 Hardship Measures

Needed help from family member to make ends meet
Needed help from friend to make ends meet
Unable to pay full utility bill

Telephone service disconnected

Unable to pay mortgagelrent in full

Didn't go to the dentist when needed
Sometimes or often do not have enough food
Not enough food to eat

Gas or dectricity turned off

Didn't seek medica attention when needed
Have been evicted since leaving TANF

N= 792

Continuing use of government services

59%
43%
22%
19%
18%
16%
13%
12%
12%
10%

4%

We ds0 asked former recipients about their continuing use of government programs. Fig. 15

notes that 87% of former recipients utilize the free or reduced price lunch program for their children.

Seventy-four percent are till enrolled in Food Stamps. Approximately 76% report having insurance.

Of those, 87% report gill being on Medicaid. Findly, 60% ill live in public housing or use vouchers,

These figures are generdly high in absolute terms, but are low relative to the rates among

respondents prior to leaving therolls. Presumably, nearly 100% of respondents received Food Stamps

while on therolls. Some reduction in Food Stamp use is expected or even desirable as individuas

work their way off therolls. However, when we limit our focus to individuas earning $1,000 or less,

we see that only 71% receive Food Stamps.
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Fig. 15 Government Program
Use
@O Received
100% free/reduced lunch
’ 87% 87% ity
80% 4% mFood Stamp
60%
OLive in public
40% housing n=1523
20% OMedicaid n=1263
0%

Recidivism

Table 10 compares recidivism rates for Sngle-parent cases and child-only cases. Thefirst
column shows individuas whose cases had been closed for 3 months. January 2000 leavers were
matched againgt the April 2000 active case file, and February 2000 leavers were matched againgt the
May 2000 ective casefile. To gauge recidivism rates Sx months after exit (column 2), October 1999
leavers were matched againgt the April 2000 active case file, November 1999 |eavers were matched
againg the May 2000 active case file, and December 1999 leavers were matched against the June
2000 active casefile. Findly, to gauge recidivism rates nine months after exit (column 3), July 1999
leavers were matched againgt the April 2000 active case file, and September 1999 |leavers were
matched againg the June 2000 active casefile.

The rows present adults and children separately. The rows are further sub-divided according
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to whether the closed case was single-parent or child-only. The recidivism process may depend on the
type of case, and disaggregating the datain this way alows us to examine movement between child-
only and single-parent cases. As discussed above, there is a concern that as adults remove themsdlves
from the grant, children are shifted into child-only cases. Reading across the rows, one can see the
digribution of recidivism rates for each type of leaver. One can draw severd conclusons from the
table. Firgt, one can see that the vase mgority of leavers stay off wefare. For example, six months
after exit, only 14% of single-parent adult leavers had returned to TANF. A second lesson isthat
children return to the rolls a amuch higher rate than adults. Three months after exit, 10% of children
had returned, arate double that for adults. Nine months after exit, only 15% of adults had returned to
the rolls compared to 19% of the children. Third, there does appear to be movement between single-
parent and child-only cases, even among children. Children in child-only casesthat close are more
likely to return to welfare as a sSingle-parent case. Between 3 and 9 months after exit, only 1% of child-
only cases returned to welfare as a child-only case. After 9 month, 22% of former child-only cases
were active sSingle-parent cases. These results are encouraging asthereis not alot of movement of

children out of single-parent cases and into child-only cases.
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Table 10 3 months after exit 6 months after exit 9 months after exit
Characterigtics of No Cash Child- Sngle- No Cash Child- Sngle- No Cash | Child Sngle-
Leaver Asss. Only Parent Asss. Only Parent Asst. Only Parent
Adults
sngle-parent case 95% 0% 5% 86% 1% 13% 85% 1% 14%
child-only case 96% 1% 3% 90% 7% 3% 86% 8% 6%
Totd 95% 1% 4% 87% 2% 11% 85% 3% 12%
Children
sngle-parent case 92% 0% 8% 83% 0% 17% 83% 0% 17%
child-only case 85% 1% 14% 77% 1% 22% 17% 1% 22%
Totd 90% 1% 9% 82% 1% 17% 81% 1% 18%
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Question #3 — Which recipients fare best?

This section compares earnings and hardship measures across sub-groups of leavers.
Comparisons are based on marital status, region, age of respondent, race, education level, length of
time recaiving TANF, family sze, the presence of children under 3 years of age in the household, and
child-only casesv. single-parent cases.

Earnings measures

Table 11 shows earnings measures by respondent type. A greater percentage of married
respondents report their own monthly earnings above $1,200 (38%). Approximately 47% of widows
report the lowest earnings of under $800, while 50% of women who have never been married, and
58% of separated women report earnings between $800 and $1,200 per month. Earnings also depend
on the number of adultsin the household. Twenty-eight percent of respondentswho livein a
household with 2 adults earn more than $1,200 per month compared to only 18% of those who are the
only adult in the household.

Background and demographic characteristics aso influence earnings levels. Twenty-9x percent
of those living in suburban areas have earnings above $1,200. However, the digtribution of earningsis
relatively Smilar across region types for those earning under $800 per month.  Eighty-eight percent of
those under 18 years of age earn less than $1,200 per month. Twenty-three percent of those between
25 and 35 earn more than $1,200 per month. Thereislittle variation between white respondents and
African-American respondents across earnings categories. Not surprisingly, earnings vary by education
level. Forty-four percent of those without a high school diploma or a GED earn less than $800 per

month compared to 33% of high school graduates and 25% of those with some college. Thirty-three
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percent of those with some college earn more than $1,200 compared to only 11% of those without a
high schoal diplomaor GED. Thosein child-only cases earn more than their sngle-parent counter
parts. Sixty-seven percent of single-parent cases earn more than $800 per month compared to 74%
of child-only cases. Furthermore, 27% of child-only cases earn more than $1,200 compared to 17%
of snge-parent cases
Hardship measures

To gauge hardship, we asked the respondents if they ever worried that food would run out
before they had money to buy more. Table 12 presents the results by respondent type. Concerns
about the availability of food varied little across respondent types. One source of variation was marital
datus. Nearly haf (49%) of those who are cohabitating worry that food often or sometimes runs out
compared to 37% of their married counterparts.

There are dso some differences by education level. Those without a high school diploma or
GED are twice aslikdy to often worry food will run out. Fifty-one percent never worry compared to
63% of those with adiplomaor GED, and 70% of those with some college. There seemsto belittle

relaionship between earnings and how long they have been recaiving welfare payments.
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Table11
Reported Monthly Earnings
<$300 $300-$1200 >$1,200

Married 21% 41% 38%
Widowed 47% 41% 12%
Maritd daus  Divorced 34% 36% 30%
Separated 28% 58% 14%
Never Married 34% 50% 16%
Cohabitatin 37% 40% 22%
Number of 1 adult 32% 50% 18%
adultsin 2 adults 33% 39% 28%
household More than 2 30% 45% 25%
Number of kids 1-2 kids 33% 47% 19%
in household 3-4 kids 27% 57% 22%
More than 4 43% 38% 19%
Presence of very Kidsover3 35% 46% 19%
souglids  Kidsunder3 29% B1% 20%
Lessthan 18 41% 47% 12%
18-25 36% 49% 15%
Age 25-35 30% 47% 23%
35-45 34% 47% 19%
Above 45 33% 48% 19%
Race Non-white 33% 48% 19%
\White 33% 42% 25%
Casetype Single-parent 33% 50% 17%
Child-only 26% 47% 27%
Education High school/GED 33% 50% 17%
Lessthan HS 44% 45% 11%
Some college 25% 42% 33%
Length of receipt <6 months 39% 43% 17%
6-12 months 33% 54% 13%
12-24 months 28% 54% 18%
>24 months 39% 45% 16%
Urban 30% 50% 19%
Region type Suburban 29% 45% 26%
Rurd Growth 37% 43% 20%
Rurd Dedine 39% 53% 9%
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Table 12
Worried That Food Would Run Out
often true PMetimes true never true

Married 7% 30% 63%
Widowed 12% 19% 69%
Maitd gatus  Divorced 13% 30% 58%
Separated 15% 29% 55%
Never Married 10% 27% 63%
Cohabitating 16% 33% 51%
Number of 1 adult 10% 27% 63%
adultsin 2 adults 8% 33% 59%
household More than 2 16% 28% 56%
Number of kids 1-2 kids 10% 29% 63%
in household 3-4 kids 10% 30% 60%
Morethan 4 10% 28% 62%
Presence of very Kidsover3 11% 29% 61%
Youna Kids Kids under3 10% 27% 62%
Lessthan18 17% 19% 64%
18-25 10% 26% 64%
Age 25-35 10% 29% 61%
35-45 13% 31% 56%
Above 45 8% 27% 65%
Race Non-white 11% 28% 62%
\White 10% 24% 66%
Casetype Single-parent 11% 26% 58%
Child-only 11% 26% 58%
High school/GED 9% 27% 63%
Education Lessthan HS 15% 33% 51%
Some college 8% 22% 70%
Length of receipt <6 months 17% 29% 53%
6-12 months 22% 21% 57%
12-24 months 16% 33% 51%
>24 months 17% 24% 60%
Urban 12% 3% 58%
Region type Suburban 9% 26% 65%
Rura Growth 9% 28% 63%
Rurd Dedine 11% 25% 65%
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Question #4 — Barriers to a successful trangition off welfare!®

This section addresses the presence of barriersin the life of former recipients that may impede a
sugtained trangtion off welfare, such as domestic violence and drug and acohol abuse, reported
disahilities, and long wdfare higories.

A mgority of individuas (60%) have accessto acar to drive themsavesto work. However,
trangportation is a barrier for some leavers. Eleven percent must rely on friends for rides and 9% must
wak. Levesof reported domestic violence are fairly low with only 6% report ever being abused by
their spouse or partner. However, reported instances of dcohol and drug abuse are dightly higher, 9%
and 8%, respectively.

Findly, there are rdatively high instances of reported disability, especidly among care-takers
among child-only cases. (5% and 28% for single-parent and child-only respondents reported disability,
respectively.) To gauge the extent of any disability, we asked individuals who reported themselves as
disabled a series of questions about any limitations they faced. Half of those respondents (50%) report
that they are unable to take care of their own shopping needs or are unable to drive or travel
independently (51%). Twenty-seven percent report being unableto maintain their home independently
or do not fed they are adle to be responsible for their own medication. A full 34% are unable to handle

their own financid matters, and 17% report being unable to operate a telephone without ass stance.

BThe guestions concerning barriersto transition were each in one of five modules randomly assigned to
the respondent. Therefore, only approximately one-fifth of our respondents were asked these questions.
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Table 13
Barriers To Transition
Transportation n=842

Drive 60%
MARTA 10%
Wak 9%
Depend on friends 11%

Domestic Violence n=1003
Abused by husband or partner 6%
Taken children to a shdter 5%

Drug/Alcohol Abuse n=657

Anyone in the house had a drinking problem in the 9%
past year

Anyone in the house had a drug problem in the past 8%
year

Reported disability n=345

Unable to operate telephone without help 17%
Unable to take care of shopping needs 50%
Unable to maintain house independently 27%
Unableto drivel travel independently 51%
Can not be respongible for taking medications 22%
Unable to manage financid matters 34%

Quedtion #5 — How are the children faring?

One of the main questions surrounding welfare reform involves its impact on children.  This
section examines the hedth and well-being of children of leavers as well as the environment shaping
their development. The latter includes child care arrangements, involvement with absent parents, and
resdentid stability. As discussed above, child-only and single-parent leaver s differ in many
ways, and as a result, we consider the circumstances of children in each separately. Also

presented are subgroup analyses based on race, education level, region, and if the parent or care-giver
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wanted to leave TANF.*
Health care

Figure 16 examines generd health outcomes, and the figure showslittle difference between
children in Single-parent and child-only closed cases. In single-parent cases, 80% of the children are

reported as being in very good or excellent hedth, afigure only dightly larger than that for child-only

cases (72%).
Fig. 16 Child's Health
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If we focus on children with hedlth problems, we can see that child-only cases have higher
ingances of child disability. Asindicated by table 14, children in child-only cases are nine percentage
points more likely to have a hedth concern that limits their daly activity than a child in asngle-parent

closed case (19% v. 10%).

14T he number of observations per variable changes due to the fact that these variables were in modules,
and there were severa filter questions and skip patterns. For example, the child-care module was randomly assigned
only to respondents who had a child in the household under the age of 12.
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Our datadso dlow us to examine the emotiona well-being and development of children in the
study. It was reported that 30% of children in child-only cases often or sometimes being unhappy, sad,
or depressed compared to 26% of children in single-parent cases. However, 33% of childrenin single-
parent cases often or sometime have trouble concentrating, compared to 26% of their child-only
counter parts. Finaly, the children’s ability to get dong with other children is Smilar in child-only cases

and single-parent cases — 31% in both groups are often or sometimes unable to get dong with others.

Table 14 Children’s Emotional Well-Being

and Development

Single-parent Child-only

Hedlth concerns limit activity "10% 19%
Often/sometimes does not get dong 31% 31%
with others
Often/sometimes unable to concentrate 33% 26%
Often/sometimes unhappy, sad or 26% 30%
depressed
N 507 189

Children’ s developmental environment

A key feature of achild's developmenta environment is the child care arrangements his or her
care giver makes. In the child-care module, respondents with children under the age of 12 were asked
“which of the following types of childcare are used for [identified child] on aregular bass, thet is, at
least once aweek.” Table 15 describes the child care arrangements respondents make. Since parents
can identify multiple sources of care, each column does not total 100%. The table reveds Sgnificant
differences between child-only and single-parent cases. Most commonly, children in child-only cases
are cared for by anon-rative sitter (44%) or are enrolled in a Head Start center (33%). Like child-

only cases, the largest portion of children in closed single-parent cases are cared for by a non-relative
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gtter (47%), followed by a Head Start program (42%). Among these children, however, the more
troublesome arrangements are utilized. Seventeen percent of the children are cared for by areaive

under the age of 13, and another 4% report the children stay home aone.

Table 15 Child Care Arrangements
Single-parent Child-only

Relative under 13 17% 22%
Relative over 13 3% 11%
Non-relative Sitter 47% 44%
Caeinrdative homes 5% 0%
Carein non-rdative homes 3% 0%
Head start center 42% 33%
PreK/nursery program 5% 0%
Child saysdone 4% 0%

N 729 285

A second feature of the child' s devel opment environment is the availability of hedth insurance.
The number of insured children varies minimally between single-parent and child-only cases. Both are
gpproximately 90%. However, as noted in figure 17, children of single-parent leavers are more likely

to rely on Medicaid (92%) than child-only cases (87%).

Table 16

Children With Health Insurance
Single-parent cases 89%
Child-only cases 92%
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Fig. 17 Types of Insurance
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A third feature of a child's development environment involves resdentid mobility. Single-
parent-cases are more mobile than child-only cases, though both are rdlaively stable. (Again, the
columns for single-parent and child-only are cdculated separately and sum to 100%.) Only 21% of
single-parent cases moved once or twice in the past year, compared to 13% of child-only cases.
Among those who did move, for both case types, the most common reason was for more space
(approximately 32%) or for a better neighborhood (27% and 23%). Approximately 20% of both case
types moved because they were buying ahome. Given the difficulties with locating families that move

frequently, we suspect that our findings offer a somewhat optimistic view of resdentia sability.

Table 17 Number of Movesin Past Year
Single-parent Child-only
Never 75% 85%
Once 15% 9%
Twice 6% 4%
More than twice 3% 3%
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Fig. 18 Reason for Move
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Because so few of the children live with both parents, involvement with absent parentsis akey
feature of the developmenta environment. For this reason, we asked a subset of respondents a series
of questions about absent parent involvement. For the single-parent cases, the absent parent asked
about was the father. Individuas who were randomly assigned the absent parent module were asked if

the father was till dive and lived outside the home. For the child-only cases, the absent parent referred
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to was the parent who put the child in the care of the respondent, this was aways the mother.

Tables 18 and 19 show avery low leve of absent parent involvement in children’s lives for
both case types. Ninety-seven percent of the children in this survey are not living with their father. Of
those, in 37% of single-parent leavers report the child’ sfather is either dead, or ‘like-dead,” meaning
the mother had no contact with the father and did not know where he was living. A further 25% of
children had absolutely no contact with their absent parent. While the target parent differs, absent
parent involvement is somewhat greater among child-only cases. For only 42% is the child’s mother
dedl, “like dead” or never seen by the child Thisfigure is somewhat lower than that for Sngle-parent
cases (62%). However, one should remember that the figure for the child-only cases appliesto the
child’'s mother. One can only presume that these children have no contact with their father. In that

case, the figuresin table 18 imply that two in five children have no contact with either parent.

Table 18 Absent Parent Visits
Single-parent Child-only
Absent Parent 37% 16%
Dead/or “like dead”
Never 25% 26%
About once ayear 6% 8%
Severd timesayear 8% 23%
1-3 times amonth 10% 12%
About once aweek 5% 1%
Severd times aweek 10% 14%
N 697 185

Sub-group comparisons
For the sub-group comparisons, we combine both single-parent cases and child-only cases.

The firgt three outcomes (issues concerning residential mobility and health insurance) were asked in the
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main body of the survey, so al respondents answered each of those questions. As presented in table
19, racid comparisons reveds few differences. Approximately 90% of both groups have moved no
more than once in the past year. Insurance coverage and involvement with absent parent are very
gmilar aswell.

However, table 20 reveals that child outcomes do vary by respondent educeation levels. Higher
education levels indicate more sability. Approximately 90% of those with at least a high school
diplomaor GED have moved no more than once in the past year. That figure is about twenty
percentage points higher than those without a high school diplomaor GED. Moreover, only 57% of
children whose parents or care-givers do not have adiplomaor GED areinsured. The number of
insured children increases by gpproximatdy 25 percentage pointsif child's parents or care-givers
finished high school, earned their GED, or have some college.

Also, children who live with parents who wanted to leave TANF differ from those living with
care giverswho did not. Table 21 shows those who wanted to leave TANF were more likely to have
never moved or moved only once compared to those who not did want to leave (89% v. 92%). Also,
those who did not want to leave TANF were 4 percentage points less likely to retain hedlth insurance
for their children than those who wanted to leave (86% v. 90%).

Thereislittle to no variation by education level .

151t anything, this suggests that our figures understate the difference between more and less educated
respondents. One can only presume that the less educated moved more often. But since we only located people
who moved infrequently, our figures may offer somewhat optimistic view of all families and particularly so for the
less educated. Moreover, thereislittle differencein health insurance. Thisis oneinstance where the presence of a
public policy—Medicaid and Chip—eliminates the difference between the more and |ess educated.
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Table19 Race Categories

Non-white White
Never moved 75% 75%
One move within ayear 16% 15%
Child insured 74% 73%
N 2303
Father'® dead, ‘like-dead’, or never sees 48% 39%
the child
N 5
580
Table 20 Education Categories
HSGED NoHS/GED Some College
Never moved 82% 58% 69%
One move within ayear 12% 22% 21%
Child insured 82% 57% 73%
N 2166
Father dead, ‘like-dead’, or never seesthe 27% 39% 18%
child
N 498
Table 21 Wanted to Leave TANF
Yes No
Never moved 66% 88%
One move within ayear 22% 6%
Child insured 67% 87%
N 2228
Father dead, ‘like-dead’, or never seesthe 53% 28%
child
N 579

BMother for child-only case.
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Comparahility Figures

To put our datain context, we compared these figures firgt to stayers in Georgia, and second,
to nationd figures on leavers and dayers.
Comparability to stayersin Georgia

Table 22 compares leavers and stayersin Georgia. (Figures on the former are provided by
Rider and Nackerud, 1999). Given the large differences between child-only and single-parent cases,
figures are presented for the two groups separately.

Thefirst three rows of the table present basic demographics for leavers and stayers.  One can
see that for both single-parent and child-only cases, leavers and stayers are of smilar age and marital
datus. However, adightly higher percentage of leavers are white. When congidering background
characterigtics, both single-parent and child-only leavers and Sayers have gpproximately the same
number of children. However, age at first birth is greater for child-only leavers (24.5) compared to
child-only stayers (18.8).

The greatest difference between leavers and stayersis education leve. Among single-parent
cases, 24% of leavers did not have a high-school diploma or a GED compared to 45% of stayers. The
difference between child-only leavers and Stayers are more noteworthy. Only 20% of the respondents
for child-only leavers had neither a high-school diplomanor a GED compared to 52% of respondents
for child-only stayers. For both child-only and single-parent cases, more disadvantaged are

accumulating on the TANF rolls

M Thetime periods are somewhat inconsistent, however previous analyses of stayers and leaversfor the
same time period produce similar results.
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Not surprisngly, employment is much higher for leavers than stayers. Employment rates for
sngle-parent leavers are gpproximatdly thirty percentage points higher than sayers.  Among child-only
leavers, 42% report being employed compared to only 27% of single-parent stayers. Conddering
home ownership, single-parent sayers are the least likely to own their own home (5%). Child-only
dayers are the mogt likely to own their own home (48%). Findly, there are differences between hedth
insurance for children, especidly for sngle-parent leavers. While 76% of single-parent leavers have
hedth insurance for their children, afull 96% of children in Sngle-parent ayers are insured.

While differences exist, agenerdly optimigtic attitude about ending wedlfare use prevails across
leavers and gayersin angle-parent cases. An overwheming mgority of stayers (79%) and leavers

(76%) fdt extremey confident that they will ether get off wdfare or remain off welfare in the future,
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Table 22

Child-Only

Single-Parent

Characterigtic Stayers Leavers Stayers Leavers
Average age (years) 435 43.2 29.3 29.2
Race —white 29% 28% 17% 20%
Maritd Status— never married 29% 36% 70% 68%
Average number of kids in household 2.3 21 2.3 2.2
Ageat firg birth (years) 18.8 24.5 18.0 17.2
% who did not graduate HS or earn a GED 52% 20% 45% 24%
Monthly earnings below $1000 * 51% 63% 65%
% employed 28% 42% 39% 67%
% extremdy confident they will get off/ remain 27% 2% 79% 76%
off welfare
% of children with hedlth insurance 88% 82% 96% 76%
% who own their own home 48% 34% 5% 14%
% who “sometimes or often do not have * 11% 5% 13%
enough to eat”

* Because this question was in amodule, the sample sizes for the child-only leavers are smdl, and we

do not present them here.

National Comparability Figures

Another way to put the experiences of Georgia leaversin acontext isto compare them to

experiences of leavers nationwide. For comparison data, we turned to the Nationa Survey of

America s Families (NSAF). The study collects data on low-income familiesin 13 states. When

welghted, these data are representative of the non-ingtitutionalized, civilian population of persons under

age 65.® Recent anaysis of these data (Loprest and Zedlewski, 1999) compared welfare leavers and

BFor details on the NSAF, see http://newfederalism.urban.org/nsaf/
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current welfare recipients.’®

Table 23 summarizes findings from the GSU Leavers sudy and the NSAF. Using the latter, we
describe both leavers and current welfare recipients.

Fird, leaversin Georgia (column A) resemble both leavers (column B) and stayers (Column C)
in other states in terms of their gender and age. Georgialeavers differ in that they are more likely to
have never been married (61% v. 44%), and more likely to be non-white (78% v. 36%). Leaversin
Georgia are dso somewhat better educated in that they are more likely to have completed high school
or aGED (5% v. 37%). However, leaversin the nationd study are more likely to have some college
(20% V. 27%).

In terms of their economic Satus, leavers from Georgiafare a bit better. Sixty-nine percent of
leavers in Georgia report being employed, compared to 61% of other leavers?® Comparisons of food
insecurity also suggest Georgia leavers are faring better. 1n Georgia, only 38% of leavers report that
they sometimes or often “worried that food would run out before we got money to buy more’. Thisisa

much lower figure than for leavers nation wide (50%).

1 terms of leavers, The findings presented in Loprest and Zedlewski 1999, consider leaversindividuals
who received welfare between 1995-1997 and were not receiving cash assistance at the time of the NSAF interview in
1997. The current recipients were receiving cash assistance payments at the time fo the NSAF interview in 1997.

2This differenceis likely not meaningful because of methodological differencesin how employment is
measured. The numbers do indicate, however, that employment is roughly the same across studies.
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Table 23 NSAF*
A. GSU Leavers B. Former D. Current
Study Recipients Recipients
Femde 96% 93% 96%
Age 18-25 31% 30% 30%
26-35 33% 44% 39%
Race White 22% 52% 41%
Non-White 78% 36% 34%
Never married 61% 44% 31%
3 or more children 33% 33% 41%
Lessthan HS 21% 28% 40%
Education ]
GED or HS Diploma 59% 37% 35%
Some College 20% 27% 20%
Economic Employed 69% 61% 21%
Satus
Food Inadequacy* * 14% 50% 61%

* NSAF data are from Loprest and Zedlewski 1999.

** Often or sometimes “worried that food would run out before we got money to buy more”’
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V. Concluson

Our findings provide a variety of ingghtsinto life after welfare. We find that most sngle-parent
leaversleft for employment. Rates of employment are substantialy higher than those for open cases.
This difference reflects both the fact that leavers went to work as well as preexisting differences
between leavers and stayers. Comparisons between the two groups (Table 22) suggest thet leavers are
subgtantialy more educated than stayers.

The forces driving child-only casesto close were not gpparent at first. One possibility isthat
economic growth lead these families to leave therolls. Our data bear this out to some extent. Four in
ten left for employment. Another reason is perhaps more obvious. Roughly one-third of child-only
cases closed when the only child in the household moved out. Also included in this group are instances
where the only child in the household turned 18 and became indligible.

We dso find that many but not dl leavers are well informed about welfare reform. Most know
that thereisalifetime limit and that the limit is four years. Thereis somewhat more confusion about
other programs, but most know that Medicaid coverage does not end when the family leavestheralls.
Most aso know that Georgia does not increase benefits when awelfare recipient gives birth while on
therolls.

On the other hand, there is some confusion about reform, at least among some sub-groups.
Onein five low-educated sngle-parent leavers say they left because of the timelimits. This could either
mean that they were consarving digibility or that they believe they have exceeded the limit dready. The
latter implies some confusion about the terms of welfare reform. Onein 7 (13%) of child-only leavers

indicate that they left because of time limits, which do not gpply to those cases.
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While most leavers are working, earnings levels are low, especidly in rurd areas. Asareault,
families piece together resources from various sources. Many leavers il participate in government
programs, including Food Stamps. Many familiesrely on friends or family for support. Many dso
receive child support, but the amount of money involved is very modest. Asaresult, hardship is ill
common. Onein five report having their telephone service disconnected. Two in five report that they
often or sometimes worried that their food would run out.

Our figures d o identify subgtantia diversty among leavers. Thisdivergty ismost gpparent in
terms of education. Individuas with a high-school degree or greater are roughly 50% more likely to
identify employment as their reason for leaving the rolls than those with less than a high school degree.
Bardy hdf of the latter left the rolls for employment. This difference is dso gpparent in their confidence
about remaining off the wefarerolls. Onein five leavers (19%) with less than a high school degree
were not so or not confident at dl that they would remain off therolls. Thisisnearly five timesthe rate
for individuas with a high-school degree (4%). We aso find some regiond divergity. In aress of rurd
decline, earnings are especidly low.

We a0 find substantid differences between single-parent and child-only leavers. The latter,
for example, arefar lesslikely to leave the rolls for employment. We dso examined the movement
between the two types of cases. In generd, we find little movement from single-parent cases to child-
only cases. It does not appear that the closure of single-parent cases leads to child-only cases. If
anything, the flow of children from child-only cases to Sngle-parent casesis greater. This flow might
involve children moving back in with their parents or having a child of their own.

The children of welfare leavers gppear to be faring reasonably well. They generdly arein good
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hedth. A substantid minority, however, have a hedth concern that limitsthearr activity. Thisrateis
particularly high for children in child-only cases (19%). The vast mgority of children are insured, but
the rates are lower than for dayers. Residentid mobility isfarly low, suggesting areasonably stable
home environment. There are, however, troublesome features of their developmenta environment.
These children have little involvement with absent fathers. As many astwo in five children in child-only
cases have no contact with either parent. Child-care arrangements also leave something to be desired.
Onein five children ages 12 and under are either |eft done or with another relative age 12 or younger.

On the whole, therefore, leavers have much in common with the working poor, afinding thet is
congstent with other leavers studies (See gppendix 1V.) Comparisons with stayers suggest that leavers
are faring better in some ways, including employment. In other ways, leavers are faring worse than
dayers. Interms of insurance for their children or food adequacy, they appear worse off.

The differences between leavers and stayers must be interpreted in light of the fact thet leavers
are better educated. Asaresult, one suspects that they fared better than stayers even before leaving
therolls. Thetrue nature of this differenceis difficult to ascertain. To some extent, the advantaged
position of better educated leavers suggests that schools provide useful skills, which isfairly obvious.
On the other hand, differences across education levels probably capture more than the impact of years
of schooling. Individuads who have more schooling likely are better motivated and have greater ability.
For that reason, providing the less educated with opportunities to complete their schooling will only
partidly close the gap between the more or less educated leavers.

The difference between more and less educated leavers, therefore, represents a sort of upper

limit to what one might accomplish by providing skills and training to the less educated. However, the
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difference between the two groupsis so large in so many aress, better education and training may be
essentid to helping individuas remaining on the rolls to make a successful trangtion off welfare.

Where do we go from here? Clearly, continued research on leaversis needed. Our data
provide only a quick snapshot of how leavers fare shortly after leaving therolls. Longer-term followup
is needed to understand how the leavers fare over time. Furthermore, the least educated and most
disadvantaged remain on the welfareralls. Asthe State gpproachesitstime limit, one expects to see
subgtantid shiftsin the composition of leavers. How these families fare after leaving the rolls will be the
true test of welfare reform.

Further research is dso needed on the child-only cases. Additional information is needed on
the households in which these children currently live. We chose to interview the adult who had been the
head of the child-only case rather than the head of the household where the child now lives. Asa
result, our information on the child's current circumstances is somewheat limited. Moreover, additiona
information is needed on how the child-only cases interact with the foster care system.

Findly additiona research is dso needed on the stayers. The Sate's sudy of sayersis now
over one year old, and it seems clear the composition of stayers has changed in that time. More current

data on stayers would facilitate the interpretation of the data on leavers.

Life After Welfare (2/19/01) p.61



Refer ences

Bachtel, Douglas C, ed. 1999. The Georgia County Guide. 17" ed. Athens: University of Georgia,
Center for Agribusiness and Economic Devel opment.

Department of Human Resources. Georgia Divison of Family and Children Services  Descriptive
Date: Sate Fiscal Year 1999. Evduation and Reporting Section: Atlanta, Ga.

Loprest, Pamdaand SheillaR. Zedlewski 1999. “ Current and Former Welfare Recipients How Do
They Differ?’ The Urban Indtitute Report 99-17.

Nationd Survey of American Families [On-ling]. Available

http://newfederdism.urban.org/nsaf/.

Rider, Edward, and Larry Nackerud. 1999. “The Georgia Welfare Reform Research Project: The

Remaining TANF Recipients” Athens: Univeraty of Georgia, School of Socia Work.

Life After Welfare (2/19/01) p.62



