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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

South Carolina has one of the most aggressive welfare reform programs in the country.
Welfare recipients are limited to two years of cash assistance under the state's welfare reform
program — known as the Family Independence program. In contrast, most states impose afive-
year time limit on cash assistance to welfare recipients. In addition, the South Carolina program
includes a provision for complete case closure (“full family sanctions’) for welfare recipients
who fail to comply with work participation requirements.

This report presents the findings from a three-year study of families who left welfarein
South Carolina between October 1998 and March 1999. The primary objective of the study was
to assess the economic status and overall well-being of the families, including their employment
status, earnings, household income, any hardships experienced since leaving welfare, access to
food and health care, and the well-being of the children.

To measure the effects of the time limits and full family sanctions, the study specifically
identified families who left welfare as aresult of these provisions. The outcomes for these
families were then compared with the outcomes for families who left welfare due to employment
or other reasons.

A. POLICY BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

The study of welfare leavers in South Carolina was funded by the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) of the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, and was also sponsored by the Administration for Children and Families (ACF).
Beginning in FY 1998, ASPE awarded grantsto 14 states and counties to study the outcomes of
welfare reform for individuals and families who left the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) program or who diverted from TANF. The South Carolina Department of
Socia Services (SCDSS) was one of the 14 grantees. The overall grant program was funded by
a Congressional appropriation for cross-cutting research into the outcomes of the welfare reform
legislation enacted in 1996.

South Carolina’ s Family Independence program was implemented in January 1995. In
October 1996, two major components were added to the program — the two-year time limit on
benefits and full family sanctions. The state's welfare caseload declined sharply after the Family
I ndependence program was implemented.

B. FOCUSON DIFFERENT TYPES OF WELFARE LEAVERS

To examine the effects of South Carolina’ s welfare reform program upon welfare
recipients, the study focused on four specific groups of welfare leavers:

Families who left welfare due to earnings -- this group included families who
appear to have successfully completed the Family I ndependence program by
obtaining employment or higher earnings.

Executive Summary and Discussion Page ES-1
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Families who left due to sanctions -- this group consisted of families who were
terminated from welfare due to non-compliance with program requirements.

Families who reached the two-year time limit -- this group involved families who
were directly impacted by the new program rules providing for two-year time
limits on benefits.

Families who left for “other” reasons — this group consisted of families who left
for any other reason besides the three identified above, including families who left
for unknown reasons after not showing up for redetermination interviews.

The families who left welfare due to sanctions and time limits may be regarded as
“involuntary” welfare leavers who left because of the new programrules. Federal and State
officials have special concerns about the long-term status of these families, including their
economic situation, employment status, hardships, and the well-being of their children. With
regard to families who left for “other” reasons, a major concern is whether these families are
aware of the benefits and services that families can continue to receive after they leave welfare.

The sample consisted of persons who were mandatory for work participation under the
Family Independence program. As a measure of how the four different groups are represented
among the “ mandatory” TANF caseload in South Carolina, statewide data on families who left
TANF in 2000 show that 54 percent left TANF due to earnings, 17 percent left due to sanctions,
5 percent left due to time limits, and 24 percent left for other reasons.

To collect follow-up information on the samples of leavers, three rounds of annual
telephone interviews were conducted. The first round of interviews was conducted about one
year after the families left welfare (“Round 1”). Subsequent interviews were conducted two
years and three years after the families left welfare (“Round 2" and “Round 3”). Asindicated in
Exhibit 1, the Round 3 surveys were conducted after the beginning of the 2001 recession, and
therefore provide an opportunity to examine how welfare leavers were faring in an economic
downturn.

EXHIBIT 1
TIMING OF THE FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS

LeaversLeft Welfare Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

Oct. 1998-Mar. 1999 Oct. 1999-Mar. 2000 Oct. 2000-Mar. 2001 Oct. 2001-Mar. 2002

| Recessionary period |

C. SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

The major findings from the study are summarized briefly below. A discussion of the
findings is presented in Section D.
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Three Years After Leaving Welfare, 54 Percent of the Leavers Were Still Off Welfare and
Working — a Slight Decline from 57 Percent One Year After Leaving

Exhibit 2 showsthat, three years after they left welfare, about 54 percent of the survey
respondents were still off welfare and were working. This was a dlight decline from aimost 57
percent at the Round 1 surveys and 55.5 percent at the Round 2 surveys.

At the time of the Round 3 surveys, almost 38 percent of the leavers were still off welfare
but not working — a dight increase from 36.5 percent at Round 1. The percentage of leavers who
were back on welfare declined from almost 7 percent at Round 1 to dightly less than 6 percent at
Round 2, but increased to 8 percent at Round 3. The economic slowdown during 2001 may have
been partly responsible for the situation at Round 3.

The overall percentage of persons who were working (including persons still off welfare
and persons back on welfare) declined dlightly from 59 percent at Round 1 to dlightly less than
57 percent at Round 2. The percentage declined again to 55 percent at Round 3.

EXHIBIT 2
WELFARE AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF RESPONDENTS,
BY YEAR SINCE LEAVING WELFARE

Welfare and Employment Status Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Still off welfare, working 56.7% 55.5% 54.1%
Still off welfare, not working 36.5% 38.8% 37.8%
Back on welfare, working 2.7% 1.2% 1.1%
Back on welfare, not working 4.1% 4.6% 6.9%
Totd 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Employment Rates Were L ower Among Sanctioned Leaversand Time-Limited L eavers
Than Among Other Leavers, But the Rate for the Sanctioned L eavers Did Show Some
I mprovement Over Time

At each round of surveys, employment rates were higher among persons who left welfare
due to earned income than among persons who left due to sanctions or time limits. Exhibit 3
shows the combined welfare and employment status of the leavers, by reason for leaving welfare.
Asindicated in the exhibit, there were major differences in employment rates between the
persons who left welfare due to earnings and the other leavers. However, between Round 1 and
Round 2, there was some narrowing of these differences. Among the persons who left welfare
due to sanctions, the percentage who were still off welfare and working increased from 36
percent at Round 1 to 41 percent at Round 2 and to almost 43 percent at Round 3.

Of the persons who left welfare due to time limits, the percentage who were still off
welfare and working increased from almost 50 percent at Round 1 to 53 percent at Round 2, but
then declined to 46 percent at Round 3. In contrast, among persons who left welfare due to
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earnings, the percent still off welfare and working declined from 70.5 percent at Round 1 to 61
percent at Round 2.

EXHIBIT 3
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTSWHO WERE OFF WELFARE AND
WORKING, BY REASON FOR LEAVING WELFARE

Reason for Leaving Welfare Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Earned income 70.5% 61.2% 61.5%
Sanctions 35.9% 41.2% 42.8%
Time limits 49.8% 53.1% 46.2%
Other 49.7% 57.9% 52.2%
Total 56.7% 55.5% 54.1%

Of the Leavers Who Were Still Off Welfareat Year Three, About 59 Percent Were
Employed, and Another 9 Percent Were Living With an Employed Adult. However, the
Employment Rate Was L ower for Sanctioned and Time-Limited L eavers

Exhibit 4 shows the employment situation for leavers who were still off welfare at the
time of the surveys. The percentage who were working declined dlightly from 61 percent at
Round 1 to 59 percent at Round 2. The percentage was largely unchanged at Round 3 at almost
59 percent.

The employment rate at Round 3 was much higher among those who had left due to
earnings (67 percent) than among those who left due to sanctions (49 percent) and time limits (47
percent). However, among sanctioned leavers who were still off welfare, the employment rate
did increase from 40 percent at Round 1 to almost 49 percent at Round 3. In contrast, the
employment rate among time-limited clients who were still off welfare fell from 50 percent at
Round 1 to less than 47 percent at Round 3.

Exhibit 4 also shows that, at the time of the Round 3 surveys, 68 percent of the
respondents who were still off welfare were either working themselves or living with an
employed adult. This comparesto 67 percent at the time of the Round 1 surveys. At Round 3,
the percentage was highest for persons who left welfare due to earnings (75 percent) and lowest
among the time-limited leavers (53 percent).

The presence of other employed adults was probably important for addressing potential
hardships among unemployed leavers. This was especialy the case for sanctioned leavers. At
Round 3, almost 14 percent of the sanctioned leavers who were still off welfare were
unemployed but living with an employed adult. For time-limited leavers, the percentage was
only 6.5 percent.
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EXHIBIT 4
EMPLOYMENT SITUATION OF RESPONDENTSWHO WERE STILL
OFF WELFARE AT THE TIME OF THE SURVEYS

Respondent Employed or Living
Reason for Respondent Employed with Employed Adult
L eaving Welfare Round1 | Round2 | Round 3 | Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Earned income 74.9% 66.5% 67.2% 79.8% 75.4% 74.6%
Sanctions 40.4% 43.2% 48.8% 48.1% 52.6% 62.7%
Time limits 50.2% 53.2% 46.6% 55.1% 58.5% 53.1%
Other 53.3% 61.0% 56.3% 62.8% 69.2% 67.8%
Total 60.7% 58.9% 58.8% 67.1% 67.3% 68.1%

Employment Continuity Varied Consider ably by Reason for L eaving Welfare

To measure employment continuity among the sample, we conducted a match against
quarterly data from the South Carolina Unemployment Insurance (Ul) wage record system. The
leavers were tracked for 10 quarters after they left welfare. It should be noted that Ul wage
records tend to undercount the actual employment rate because they do not include federa
employment, self-employment, or the employment of persons who have left South Carolina

The analysis showed that, of the persons who were still off welfare at Round 3, only 27
percent had Ul earnings in each of the 10 quarters after they left welfare. Another 22 percent
had earningsin 8 or 9 of the 10 quarters. Almost 12 percent had earnings in none of the 10
guarters, and aimost 30 percent had earningsin 4 or fewer quarters.

Of the persons who left welfare due to earned income, 40 percent had Ul earningsin all
10 quarters. In contrast, only 1 percent of the sanctioned leavers, 17 percent of the time-limited
leavers, and 19 percent of the other leavers had earningsin all 10 quarters.

Employment Status Varied by Education

Employment rates among the respondents who were still off welfare varied greatly by
education. At Round 3, only 47 percent of the high school drop-outs were working, compared to
63 percent of those who had completed high school but had not gone to college, and 76 percent
of those who had attended college. In addition, the high school drop-outs showed no gainsin
employment rates between Round 1 and Round 3. Among high school drop-outs who left
welfare due to time limits, the employment rate was only 38 percent at Round 3.

Sanctioned and Time-Limited L eavers Had Relatively L ow Educational Attainment -- This
May Partly Explain Their Employment Difficulties

About 54 percent of the sanctioned leavers and 48 percent of the time-limited leavers
were high school drop-outs, compared to only 29 percent of the persons who left welfare due to
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earnings. The low educational attainment of the sanctioned and time-limited leavers may be a
factor in their relatively low employment rates after leaving welfare.

The Employment Rate Among Welfare L eaver s Was Somewhat Higher for Blacks Than
Whites

Among survey respondents who were still off welfare at Round 3, the employment rate
for blacks was amost 60 percent, compared to 56 percent of whites. The same overall pattern
was found in earlier rounds of the surveys.

Length of Timein the Current Job I ncreased Between Round 1 and Round 3

Among employed respondents who were still off welfare, the percentage who had been in
their current job for more than one year increased from 15 percent at Round 1 to 51 percent at
Round 2 and to 58 percent at Round 3.

The Work Hours of Employed L eavers Were Largely Unchanged Between Round 1 and
Round 3 -- About 81 Percent Were Working 30 or More Hours Per Week

For employed respondents who were still off welfare, average weekly work hours were
about the same at Round 3 (35.2 hours) as at Round 1 (35.8 hours). The percentage working 30
or more hours per week was stable at about 81 percent. The percentage working 40 or more
hours per week was also largely unchanged at 55 percent.

Work Hours Varied by Reason for Leaving Welfare

At Round 3, about 57 percent of the employed persons who left welfare due to earnings
were working 40 or more hours per week. This compares to only 44 percent of sanctioned
leavers, and 46 percent of time-limited leavers.

Aver age Earnings Among Employed Welfare L eavers I ncreased by Nine Per cent Between
Round 1 and Round 2 But Showed No Further Increase at Round 3

Among employed respondents who were still off welfare, average earnings increased
from $1,020 per month at Round 1 to $1,126 per month at Round 2 — an increase of 9.3 percent.
However, no further increase was found in the Round 3 surveys. In addition, earnings gains for
sanctioned and time-limited leavers were lower than for other leavers.

Earnings Were M uch Higher for Persons Who L eft Welfare Due to Earned | ncome
At Round 3, employed respondents who had left welfare due to earned income had

average monthly earnings 18 percent higher than persons who had left welfare due to sanctions,
and 16 percent higher than persons who had left welfare due to time limits.
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At Round 3, a M agjority of the Employed L eavers Had Annualized Earnings of $12,000 or
Higher, But Some Had Relatively L ow Earnings

At Round 3, about 60 percent of the employed leavers who were still off welfare had
annualized earnings of $12,000 or higher. However, 22 percent of the employed leavers had
annualized earnings of $9,000 or lower, and ailmost 10 percent had annualized earnings of $6,000
or less. Almost 34 percent of the employed persons who left welfare due to sanctions had
earnings of $9,000 or less, as did 32 percent of the time-limited leavers.

The Percentage of Employed L eavers with Annualized Ear nings of $15,000 per Year or
Higher Increased from 32 Percent at Round 1 to 38 Percent in Round 3

At Round 1, only 32 percent of employed persons who were still off welfare had average
monthly earnings of $1,250 or higher — equivalent to $15,000 annualized. At Round 3, the
percentage had increased to 38 percent.

Earnings Levels and Earnings Gains Varied Considerably by Education

Among survey respondents who were employed and still off welfare at Round 3, average
monthly earnings for persons who had attended college were $1,424. Thiswas 33 percent higher
than the average monthly earnings of employed high school drop-outs ($1,067), and 23 percent
higher than the average monthly earnings of employed persons who had completed high school
but not attended college ($1,159).

Between Round 1 and Round 3, earnings gains were 17 percent for employed persons
who had attended college. In contrast, earnings gains were 6 percent for high school drop-outs
and 7 percent for persons who had completed high school with no college.

The Percentage of Employed L eavers Who Were M aking L ess Than $6 per Hour Declined
from 37 Percent at Round 1 to 20 Percent at Round 3

At Round 1, 37 percent of the employed leavers who were still off welfare were in jobs
paying less than $6 per hour. At Round 2 and Round 3, only 20 percent of employed leavers
were making less than $6 per hour. The percentage of employed leavers making $7 per hour or
higher increased from 39 percent at Round 1 to 55 percent at Round 2 and 57 percent at Round 3.

Of the Persons Who Wer e Still Off Welfare but Not Working at Round 3, About 22
Percent M entioned Health Problems as the M ost Common Reason for Not Wor king

About 22 percent of the persons who were still off welfare but not working at Round 3
cited physical and mental health problems as the most important reason for not working. This
was largely unchanged from Rounds 1 and 2. Almost 23 percent of the unemployed respondents
at Round 3 said that they could not find ajob, and another 10 percent said that they had recently
been laid off from a job.
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At Round 3, About 55 Per cent of the Unemployed Respondents Who Wer e Still Off
Welfare Said That They Had Worked in the Previous 12 M onths

Slightly more than half of the unemployed respondents who were still off welfare at
Round 3 reported that they had worked at some time in the past 12 months.  This means that
amost 19 percent of all the respondents who were still off welfare were not working and had not
worked in the past year. Almost 65 percent of the unemployed respondents who had left welfare
due to earnings had worked in the past 12 months, compared to only 47 percent of those who had
left due to sanctions, and 58 percent of those who had left due to time limits.

Among Persons Who Were Still Off Welfare at Round 3, About 38 Percent Had Escaped
Poverty -- Up From 32 Percent at Round 1. Poverty Rates Varied Considerably By Reason
for Leaving Welfare.

Based on total household income, almost 62 percent of the families who were till off
welfare at Round 3 were living in households below the federal poverty level, a decline from 65
percent at Round 2 and 68 percent at Round 1. At Round 3, 52 percent of the earned income
leavers were below the poverty level, compared to 76 percent of the sanctioned leavers, 81
percent of the time-limited leavers, and 59 percent of the “other” leavers.

About 61 Percent of Employed Persons at Round 3 Had Used the Earned I ncome Tax
Credit

Of the persons who were employed and still off welfare at Round 3, almost 61 percent
were using or had used the Earned Income Tax Credit. About 80 percent of all respondents
(including working and non-working respondents) said that they had heard of the tax credit, and
45 percent had used it.

M any Respondents Continued to Report Minor Hardships Since L eaving Welfare, but the
Per centage Reporting Serious Har dships Remained Relatively L ow

Among persons who were still off welfare, the percentage who reported specific
hardships in the past 12 months was about the same at Round 3 asat Round 1. A relatively large
percentage of the respondents reported experiencing minor hardships — such as falling behind on
housing payments — but very few reported more serious types of hardship. About 12 percent of
the Round 3 respondents reported that there had been times in the past year when they had gone
without electricity — compared to 11 percent at Round 1. Almost 10 percent of the Round 3
respondents reported that there had been times in the past year when they had gone without heat,
compared to 9 percent at Round 1.

Only 5 percent of the Round 3 respondents reported that there had been timesin the past
year when they had to send their child(ren) to live with someone else. This was about the same
asat Round 1. About 1.5 percent of the Round 3 respondents reported that there had been times
in the past year when they had to go to a homeless shelter — down from 1.8 percent at Round 1.
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Sanctioned and Time-Limited Leavers Were Slightly More Likely to Have Experienced the
More Severe Types of Hardship Than Other Leavers

Among persons who had left welfare due to sanctions or time limits and were still off
welfare at Round 3, severe hardships were dightly more common than among other leavers. For
example, almost 19 percent of the sanctioned leavers and 15 percent of the time-limited leavers
reported that their electricity had been cut off at some timein the past year, compared to 10-11
percent of other leavers. Sanctioned and time-limited leavers were also slightly more likely to
have gone without heat. However, only 3 percent of the sanctioned leavers and 1 percent of the
time-limited leavers had been to a homeless shelter in the past year.

Even Most of the Unemployed L eavers Did Not Report M ajor Hardships

Respondents who were still off welfare and unemployed at Round 3 were somewhat
more likely than employed respondents to report having experienced major hardships in the past
year. However, the large mgjority of unemployed respondents did not report any problems with
utilities being cut off or with homelessness.

The Per centage of Respondents Who Reported Problems With Access to Food Was
Unchanged Between Round 1 and Round 3 and Did Not Vary by Reason for Leaving
Welfare

At both Round 1 and Round 3, about 20 percent of the persons who were still off welfare
reported that there had been times in the past year when they had to skip meals or cut the size of
meals because of lack of money. In addition, the percentage did not vary greatly by reason for
leaving welfare.

About 10-11 Percent of the Respondents Who Were Still Off Welfare Had Experienced
Food Insecurity With Hunger at Some Time in the Past Year, But the Percentage Was
Lowest for the Time-Limited L eavers

In applying the USDA food security index to the data, it was found that, among
respondents still off welfare, about 10 percent of the Round 2 respondents and 11 percent of the
Round 3 respondents could be classified as “food insecure with hunger evident.” At Round 3,
the percentage of respondents in this category did not vary greatly by reason for leaving welfare
but was lowest for the time-limited respondents (9 percent). Almost 17 percent of whites were
food insecure with hunger evident, compared to only 9 percent of blacks. Surprisingly, hunger
did not vary by the current employment status of the respondents at Round 3.

About 8 Percent of the Persons Who Were Still Off Welfarein Round 3 Reported Problems
With Accessto Health Carein the Past Y ear

Among the Round 3 respondents, about 8 percent reported that there had been timesin
the past year when someone in their home needed medical care but could not afford it. Thiswas
down from 10 percent a Round 1. The percentage was lowest among the time-limited leavers —
less than 5 percent. Among unemployed persons, the percentage was aimost 11 percent. The
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percentage was much higher among whites (16 percent) than among blacks (5 percent). Older
respondents were more likely than younger respondents to have had a problem with health care
access.

Most of the Round 3 Respondents Who Were Still Off Welfare Reported That They or
Someone in Their Household Had M edical Coverage, M ostly Through M edicaid

About 94 percent of the Round 3 respondents who were still off welfare reported that
they or someone in their household had medical coverage, mostly through Medicaid. Thiswas
dightly higher than at Round 1 (90 percent). Coverage did not vary greatly by reason for leaving
welfare. The percentage of respondents who had private health coverage (mostly through an
employer) increased from 11 percent at Round 1 to 20 percent at Round 3.

Many of the L eavers Continued to Rely on M edicaid, Food Stamps, and Other Public
Assistance, Especially Time-Limited Leavers

At Round 3, about 85 percent of the respondents who were still off welfare werein a
household that was receiving Medicaid or SCHIP benefits. Thiswas actually an increase from
82 percent at Round 1. Almost 93 percent of the time-limited leavers were on Medicaid at
Round 3. In contrast, only 75 percent of the persons who had left welfare for “other” reasons
were on Medicaid.

Almost 62 percent of the respondents who were still off welfare at Round 3 werein a
Food Stamp household, up from 58 percent at Round 1. About 84 percent of the time-limited
leavers and 68 percent of the sanctioned leavers were on Food Stamps at Round 3.  Almost 28
percent of the leavers who were till off welfare at Round 3 were living in public or subsidized
housing, including 38 percent of the time-limited leavers.

M any of the Sanctioned and Time-Limited L eavers Relied on Private Sour ces of
Assistance. In Addition, 35 Percent of All Leavers Were Living With Other Adults

Among respondents who were still off welfare at Round 3, about 24 percent of the
sanctioned leavers and 20 percent of the time-limited leavers relied on regular gifts of money
from family or friends to help support themselves. Almost 20 percent of the sanctioned leavers
lived rent-free with family or friends. In addition, 35 percent of all of the leavers were living
with other adults at the time of the Round 3 surveys, including 38 percent of the sanctioned
leavers.

About one-third of the sanctioned leavers were under 25 when they left welfare and many
continued to live with a parent. In contrast, time-limited leavers were older than other leavers,
with fewer than 12 percent being under 25 when they left welfare. Only 24 percent of the time-
limited leavers were living with other adults at Round 3.
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Of the Respondents Who Were Using Pre-School Child Care at Round 3, About 29 Per cent
Wer e Getting Help from the State in Paying for the Child Care. Of the Respondents Using
School-Age Child Care, 22 Percent Were Getting Help.

Of the Round 3 respondents who were using child care for their pre-school children, 61
percent were using paid child care. Of the respondents using paid child care, 48 percent were
receiving help from the state. This means that 29 percent of the respondents who were using pre-
school child care were getting a child care subsidy.

Of the Round 3 respondents who were using child care for their school-age children, 51
percent were using paid child care. Of the respondents who were using paid child care, 43
percent said that they were getting help from the state in paying for the care. This meansthat 22
percent of the respondents who were using school-age child care were getting a subsidy.

M ost Respondents Continued to Think That Life Was Better Since L eaving Welfare, But
Unemployed Persons Were Somewhat L ess Positive

In Round 3, only 18 percent of the respondents who were still off welfare thought that
life had been better when they were on welfare. This was dlightly lower than the 20 percent
found at Round 1. Only 30 percent of the Round 3 respondents who were not working thought
that life was better on welfare. This means that even the mgjority of unemployed leavers
disagreed that life was better on welfare. About 63 percent of the Round 3 respondents thought
that they had more money than when on welfare. Almost 82 percent said that they felt better
about themselves than a year ago.

Very Few of the Respondents Who Were Still Off Welfare Reported Any Negative
Outcomes for Their Children

Respondents who were still off welfare and who had children aged 5-17 were asked to
respond to a series of statements about changes in their child’s behavior, temperament, school
performance, and health in the past year. For most of the statements, fewer than 10 percent of
the Round 3 respondents reported any negative outcomes for their children. Thiswas aso true
for the Round 1 and Round 2 respondents. In each round, the large majority of the respondents
reported that there had been either an improvement or no change in their child’ s behavior and
status.

The Respondent’s Employment Status Did Not Have a M ajor Impact Upon Reported Child
Outcomes

The experience of leaving welfare might potentially have either positive or negative
impacts upon children, depending largely on whether the parent makes a successful transition to
financial independence. The results from the surveys, however, show that there was little
difference between employed and unemployed respondents in reported negative outcomes for
children. Exhibit 5 shows the results for the Round 3 respondents who were till off welfare. As
indicated in the exhibit, employed respondents were dlightly less likely than unemployed
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respondents to report negative child outcomes in such areas as child behavior and temperament.
However, unemployed respondents were dlightly less likely to report school-related problems.

Among Per sons Still Off Welfare, the Per centage Receiving Child Support I ncreased
Slightly Between Round 1 and Round 3

Among persons till off welfare, the percentage who reported receiving child support
increased from 28 percent in Round 1 to 33 percent in Round 3.

EXHIBIT 5
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING NEGATIVE CHILD
OUTCOMES, BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS-- ROUND 3 SURVEYS

Respondent Respondent
Child Outcomes Compared to One Year Ago Working Not Working
Child gets along worse with other children 4.1% 4.1%
Child behaves worse 8.0% 9.5%
Child is less outgoing 3.2% 4.5%
Child’ s behavior bothers you more often 13.9% 15.2%
Child is less happy 5.1% 7.5%
Child is less calm and easygoing 7.6% 7.8%
Child shows less concern for the feelings of others 4.4% 6.9%
Child performs below average or badly at school 8.8% 6.0%
Child is doing less well at schoolwork 7.0% 6.9%
Child cares less about doing well at school 6.8% 5.1%
Child’ s health is fair or poor 5.2% 7.1%
Child's health is worse 0.7% 2.8%

D. POLICY IMPLICATIONSOF THE FINDINGS

As noted above, South Carolina s welfare reform program is aggressive in providing for
short time limits on welfare and for full family sanctions. The study provides an opportunity to
assess how welfare leavers are faring under this approach to welfare reform. Overall, the study
shows many positive outcomes for South Carolina’ s welfare leavers but also raises a number of
concerns. These issues are discussed briefly below.

1. POSITIVE FINDINGS

On the positive side, about 68 percent of the leavers who were still off welfare at Round 3
were employed or living with an employed adult — largely unchanged from Round 1 and Round
2. Therewas clear evidence of earnings gains among employed respondents between Round 1
and Round 2, due primarily to higher wage rates rather than more work hours. Of the leavers
who were still off welfare and working at Round 3, about 60 percent had annualized earnings of
$12,000 or higher.
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Very few of the leavers reported severe hardships since leaving welfare, even those who
were unemployed. Part of the reason for thisisthat many of the leavers continued to rely on
public assistance as well as private sources of support.* [n addition, very few reported any
negative outcomes for their children. Infact, alarge percentage of the leavers reported positive
outcomes. Most of the leavers thought that their lives were better since leaving welfare,
including those who were having problems with employment stability. The Round 3 results
show that 38 percent of the families who were still off welfare had escaped poverty, based on
total household income.

2. IMPACT OF THE RECESSI ON

Policy makers have expressed concern about the continued success of welfare reformin
the event of arecession. Many of the welfare leavers studies funded by DHHS were completed
before the 2001 recession began. In contrast, the final round of surveys for the South Carolina
study was conducted between October 2001 and March 2002, providing an opportunity to assess
the possible effects of a recessionary economy upon the employment status and earnings of
welfare leavers.

The study shows that the employment rate among persons still off welfare declined very
dightly between the second and third rounds of surveys. The study also shows that earnings
among employed leavers did not increase between the Round 2 and Round 3 surveys. Both of
these outcomes may have reflected the impact of the recession.

Some analysts might argue that the findings reflect positively upon welfare reform efforts
because the welfare leavers in the study did not experience a sharp decline in employment and
earnings, and did not return to welfare in large numbers, despite the onset of a recession. Overall,
in fact, the data do not show any serious negative effects of the recession. Welfare recidivism did
increase dightly at Round 3 but remained relatively low at only 8 percent.

On the other hand, the study suggests that economic conditions can affect the ability of
welfare leavers to continue making gains in employment ad earnings. It is not possible from the
three rounds of surveysto determine whether the welfare leavers will resume their earnings
growth after the recession comesto an end.

3. IMPLICATIONSFOR THE “WORK FIRST” MODEL

The findings from the study provide mixed results for the “ work first” model that
underlies welfare reform efforts in South Carolina and other states. Under the * work first”
model, emphasis is placed upon getting welfare recipients into jobs as soon as possible. It is
assumed that rapid entry into employment will help address such problems as lack of work
experience, isolation from the workforce, and poor work habits. It is recognized that many
welfare leavers may begin by taking low-skilled and low-paying jobs with “non-traditional”
work hours and few benefits. However, proponents of the work first approach anticipate that, as

! The reliance on informal sources of support was documented in case studies of some of the welfare leavers. See
Case Studies of Welfare Leavers and Divertersin South Carolina, MAXIMUS, October 2001.
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leavers gain more work experience, they may move into higher-paying and higher-skilled jobs
with more regular work hours and improved benefits.

The South Carolina study shows that a mgjority of the welfare leavers were either
employed or living with an employed adult at each round of surveys, and that they experienced
some earnings gains in the first two years after leaving welfare. They were also able to maintain
their employment rate over time. However, the findings do not show much evidence of welfare
leavers moving in large numbers from low-skilled jobs (such as restaurant work or
housekeeping) to more skilled jobs in office/clerical work, factory work, or health care. In
addition, the study does not show much evidence of welfare leavers working more regular work
hours as opposed to evenings and weekends. Finaly, there is no evidence of welfare leavers
increasing their average weekly work hours over time.

4. AREASFOR CONCERN

A mgjor areafor concernisthat a small but significant percentage of the leavers were
apparently experiencing serious problems adapting to life after welfare. At Round 3, about 11
percent of the leavers reported problems with hunger, and 8 percent reported problems with
health care access. Roughly 10-11 percent said that their heat or electricity had been cut off at
sometimein the last year. Of the respondents still off welfare at Round 3, about 19 percent were
not working and had not worked in the past year, athough some of these were living with
employed adults or had other sources of income. Among those who were unemployed, 22
percent cited health conditions as the most important reason for not working, suggesting that
many of the unemployed may have serious long-term barriers to employment.

Another area for concern in the findings is that employment rates, employment
continuity, and earnings continued to be relatively low among sanctioned leavers and time-
limited leavers, although both of these groups showed some improvement between Round 1 and
Round 2. The findings suggest that there are significant benefits associated with leaving welfare
for employment. In addition, employment rates, earnings, and earnings gains remained low
among high school drop-outs. Finally, 10 percent of the employed leavers at Round 3 had
earnings equivalent to less than $6,000 per year.

These findings would suggest that certain types of welfare recipients would benefit from
additional services while they are on welfare and after they leave welfare. These “high risk”
groups include not only the persons who leave welfare due to sanctions and time-limits, but also
high school drop-outs (who account for 44 percent of welfare leaversin South Carolina) and
persons with health conditions. Appropriate interventions might include intensive employability
services, in-depth assessment procedures, job retention services, case conferencing, and special
programs for persons with health barriers to employment.

With regard to high school drop-outs, the findings do not necessarily mean that education
components such as GED preparation should be strengthened in the TANF program. The
problems experienced by high school drop-outs may not be due primarily to the lack of ahigh
school diplomaor GED. Instead, they may reflect other factors such as learning problems or
motivational issues that account for failure both in school and in the job market. However, the
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findings from the study do suggest that more attention needs to be paid to high school drop-outs
inthe TANF caseload to address their employment barriers. Thisis especially important given
the finding that drop-outs accounted for a very high percentage of the sanctioned and time-

limited leavers.
5. FURTHER ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Each chapter of the report (except the Introduction) includes an up-front Summary and
Analysis section that provides additional analysis and discussion of the research findings.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

This report presents the findings from a three-year follow-up study of families who left
welfare in South Carolina between October 1998 and March 1999. The report includes findings
from three annual follow-up surveys of the sample of welfare leavers. In addition, the report
includes 2-3 years of follow-up data from administrative records, including data from the
Unemployment Insurance (Ul) system

A. OBJECTIVESOF THE STUDY

The primary goal of the study was to examine the status of the families at each round of
follow-up, focusing on a number of key outcomes. The key outcomes were as follows:

Employment and Household Income

employment status and earnings,

employment and earnings gains over time;

work hours and non-traditional work schedules,
type of occupation;

reasons for not working, if currently unemployed;
work history since leaving welfare;

total household income; and

poverty status.

I ndicators of Family Well-Being

adverse events before and after leaving welfare;

food security before and after leaving welfare;
changes in quality of life, self-esteem, and stress; and
health care coverage.

Child Outcomes

changes in children’ s behavior and adjustment;

changes in children’s mood and temperament;

changes in children’ s school performance and attitudes to school; and
changes in children’ s health.

Use of Benefit Programs and Child Care

continued use of Food Stamps, Medicaid and other benefit programs,
reasons for not using these programs,

use of child care, including types of child care providers;

quality of child care; and
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assistance in paying for child care.
Recidivism (Return to Welfare)

characteristics of persons who had returned to welfare;
reasons for going back;

barriersto leaving welfare; and

current employment situation.

In addition to examining these outcomes, information was gathered on a number of
respondent characteristics, including:

education;

ethnicity;

age;

marital status;

living arrangements;
number of children; and
reasons for leaving welfare.

B. SAMPLE DESIGN

The sample of welfare leavers for the study was selected from families who left the South
Carolina Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program between October 1998 and
March 1999 and who were mandatory for work participation. In South Carolina, the TANF
program is known as the Family Independence program. The study was based on a stratified
sample design using the following two sampling strata:

Reason for Leaving Welfare: The sample consisted of four strata based on each
sample member’ s reason for leaving welfare as recorded in the state’' s data
system. The goal of stratifying the sample in this way was to examine how
outcomes among the sample varied by reason for leaving welfare. The strata were
asfollows:

» left welfare due to earnings;

» left welfare due to sanctions,

» left welfare due to time limits; and
» left welfare for “other” reasons.

Neighbor hood Risk: The sample was further stratified to take account of
neighborhood risk, based on the number of incidents of child abuse in the sample
member’ s neighborhood. This variable was of interest primarily in terms of
examining child outcomes among the sample. The following strata were used:

» high risk neighborhood; and
> low-risk neighborhood.
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Exhibit I-1 provides an overview of the stratified sample design for the study. The
exhibit shows how the persons in the sampling frame were distributed among the eight strata. As
indicated in the exhibit, the four strata based on reasons for leaving welfare each consisted of
360 families. In terms of neighborhood risk, however, it was not possible to select equal
numbers of high-risk and low-risk cases. Thiswas because of the limited number of high-risk
cases in the universe of welfare leavers. For the high-risk time limit stratum and the high-risk
“other” stratum, all cases in the universe were selected. The high-risk earned income and high-
risk sanction strata consisted of samples from the universe of cases.

EXHIBIT I-1
OVERVIEW OF THE STRATIFIED SAMPLE

Reason for Leaving Welfare
Neighbor hood Earned Income Sanctions Time Limits Other Total
High Risk 100 102 75 82 359
L ow Risk 260 258 285 278 1,081
Total 360 360 360 360 1,440

Because of the stratified sample design, sample weights were applied to the data when
generating the tables for thisreport. Separate sets of weights were used depending on whether
the analysis focused on the reasons for leaving welfare or the two neighborhood risk categories.
Due to the small number of casesin several of the eight strata, we were not able to incorporate
all of the eight strata into any single analysis. Instead, some analyses were conducted using the
four reasons for leaving welfare, and other analyses were conducted using the two neighborhood
risk strata

C. SURVEY METHODS

The surveys were conducted by telephone from the MAXIMUS Survey Research Center,
using computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI). Contact information on the 1,440
families was obtained from the automated systems of the South Carolina Department of Social
Services (SCDSS) and was loaded onto the CATI system. The first-year surveys for this group
were initiated in October 1999, while the second-year surveys were begun in October 2000. The
third-year surveys were conducted between October 2001 and March 2002.

In each year of the follow-up, the survey process began with an initial mail-out on
SCDSS letterhead inviting sample members to call the toll-free numbers at the Survey Research
Center. A financial incentive of $20 was offered in this mail-out. A second round of mail-outs
was initiated after afew weeksto persons who did not respond to the first mail-out. The
incentive in the second mail-out was increased to $25. During the mail-out process, MAXIMUS
interviewers also made attempts to contact sample members using the telephone numbers
provided by SCDSS. If the numbers turned out to be invalid, Directory Assistance calls were
used. The CATI system was programmed to vary the times of callbacks to sample members and
to record information on the results of all contact attempts.
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In addition to the above procedures, we obtained data matches on the sample from a commercial
data broker who provided credit bureau information and other contact information from public
records. MAXIMUS also had a staff member on-site at one of the SCDSS District Offices
searching the SCDSS databases for contact information on sample members who were still
receiving any type of public assistance. In years one and two, SCDSS also provided a match of
the sample against the file of custodial parentsin the state’s child support enforcement database.

Finally, we conducted field-based survey efforts to locate sample membersin their
neighborhoods and to encourage them to complete the survey. The field-based interviewers
provided the sample members with cell phonesto call the Survey Research Center’ s toll-free
number to complete the survey on the CATI system.

D. SURVEY RESPONSE RATES
First-Year Surveys

Exhibit I-2 shows the response rates for the first-year surveys. Asindicated, 12 of the
1,440 persons in the sample frame were confirmed as deceased or incarcerated. Among the
1,428 sample members who were available to be interviewed, we completed surveys with 1,072
persons, representing a response rate of 75.1 percent. The 1,072 completed surveys represent
74.4 percent of the 1,440 families in the entire sample frame.

Exhibit -2 aso shows the first-year response rates by the primary sampling strata. As
shown in the exhibit, the strata with the highest response rates were the two time-limited strata,
each of which had response rates of about 80 percent. The next highest response rates were
achieved among the two earned income strata and the sanctions low-risk stratum, each of which
had response rates in the 74-75 percent range. Response rates of about 70 percent were achieved
for the sanctions high-risk stratum and the “other” low-risk stratum. A response rate of 63.4
percent (adjusted) was achieved for the “other” high-risk stratum.

Exhibit -3 shows the first-year response rates by ethnicity and gender. Asindicated, the
response rate among whites was lower than the response rates among blacks and ”other.” In
addition, the response rate among males was lower than among females.
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EXHIBIT 1-2
FIRST-YEAR RESPONSE RATESBY SAMPLING STRATA
Availablefor Surveys Unadj usted Adjusted
Stratum Sample Size I nterview Completed Response Rate | Response Rate
Earned Income High-Risk 100 100 76 76.0% 76.0%
Earned Income Low-Risk 260 257 195 75.0% 75.9%
Sanctions High-Risk 102 100 71 69.6% 71.0%
Sanctions Low-Risk 258 257 192 74.4% 74.7%
Time Limit High-Risk 75 75 60 80.0% 80.0%
Time-Limit Low-Risk 285 285 232 81.4% 81.4%
Other High-Risk 82 80 52 63.4% 65.0%
Other Low-Risk 278 274 194 69.8% 70.8%
Total 1,440 1,428 1,072 74.4% 75.1%
EXHIBIT I-3
FIRST-YEAR RESPONSE RATESBY ETHNICITY AND GENDER
Availablefor Surveys Unadj usted Adjusted

Stratum Sample Size I nterview Completed | Response Rate | Response Rate

Ethnicity

Black 1,088 1,080 833 76.6% 77.1%

White 341 337 231 67.7% 68.5%

Other 11 11 8 72.7% 72.7%

Gender

Female 1,375 1,366 1,031 75.0% 75.5%

Male 65 62 40 61.5% 64.5%

Total 1,440 1,428 1,072 74.4% 75.1%

Second-Year Surveys

Exhibit -4 shows the second-year response rates by the primary sampling strata. As
shown in the exhibit, the overall adjusted response rate was about 70 percent. The strata with the
highest response rates continued to be the two time-limited strata, with response rates of 75
percent to 76 percent. The next highest response rate was in the earned income high-risk
stratum. The lowest response rates were in the “other” strata and the high-risk sanctions stratum.

Exhibit -5 shows the second-year response rates by ethnicity and gender. Asindicated,
the response rate among whites continued to be lower than the response rate among blacks. In

addition, the response rate among males continued to be lower than among females.
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EXHIBIT -4
SECOND-YEAR RESPONSE RATESBY SAMPLING STRATA
Availablefor Surveys Unadj usted Adjusted
Stratum Sample Size I nterview Completed Response Rate | Response Rate
Earned Income High-Risk 100 100 74 74.0% 74.0%
Earned Income Low-Risk 260 256 184 70.8% 71.9%
Sanctions High-Risk 102 101 62 60.8% 61.4%
Sanctions Low-Risk 258 256 183 70.9% 71.5%
Time Limit High-Risk 75 74 56 74.7% 75.7%
Time-Limit Low-Risk 285 285 220 77.2% 77.2%
Other High-Risk 82 81 46 56.1% 56.8%
Other Low-Risk 278 271 178 64.0% 65.7%
Total 1,440 1,424 1,003 69.7% 70.4%
EXHIBIT I-5
SECOND-YEAR RESPONSE RATESBY ETHNICITY
AND GENDER
Availablefor Surveys Unadj usted Adjusted
Characteristic Sample Size Interview Completed | Response Rate | Response Rate
Ethnicity
Black 1,088 1,079 780 71.7% 72.3%
White 341 334 218 63.9% 62.9%
Other 11 11 4 36.4% 36.4%
Gender
Female 1,375 1,362 968 70.4% 71.1%
Male 65 62 34 52.3% 54.8%
Total 1,440 1,424 1,003 69.7% 70.4%

Third-Year Surveys

Exhibit -6 shows the third-year response rates by the primary sampling strata. As shown
in the exhibit, the overall adjusted response rate was about 70 percent. The strata with the
highest response rates continued to be the two time-limited strata, with response rates of 79
percent and 81 percent. The lowest response rates were in the “other” high-risk stratum.

Exhibit -7 shows the third-year response rates by ethnicity and gender. The response
rate among whites continued to be lower than among blacks, and the response rate among males
continued to be lower than among females.
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EXHIBIT I-6
THIRD-YEAR RESPONSE RATESBY SAMPLING STRATA
Availablefor Surveys Unadj usted Adjusted
Stratum Sample Size I nterview Completed Response Rate | Response Rate
Earned Income High-Risk 100 100 74 74.0% 74.0%
Earned Income Low-Risk 260 256 183 70.4% 71.5%
Sanctions High-Risk 102 100 69 67.6% 69.0%
Sanctions Low-Risk 258 254 168 65.1% 66.1%
Time Limit High-Risk 75 75 59 78.7% 78.7%
Time-Limit Low-Risk 285 284 230 80.7% 81.0%
Other High-Risk 82 81 43 52.4% 53.1%
Other Low-Risk 278 272 174 62.6% 64.0%
Total 1,440 1,422 1,000 69.4% 70.3%
EXHIBIT I-7
THIRD-YEAR RESPONSE RATESBY ETHNICITY
AND GENDER
Availablefor Surveys Unadj usted Adjusted

Characteristic Sample Size Interview Completed | Response Rate | Response Rate

Ethnicity

Black 1,088 1,076 780 71.7% 72.5%

White 341 334 214 62.8% 64.1%

Other 11 11 6 54.5% 54.5%

Gender

Female 1,375 1,359 966 70.3% 71.1%

Male 65 62 34 52.3% 54.8%

Total 1,440 1,422 1,000 69.4% 70.3%

E. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of the report presents the key findings from the surveys and the
administrative data analysis, including comparisons of the three rounds of survey data. The
findings are organized as follows:

Chapter |1 provides findings on employment, earnings, work hours, reasons for not

working, work history, household income, and poverty.

For respondents who were still off welfare, Chapter 111 presents the findings on
indicators of family well-being, including adverse events, food security, and life after

welfare.

Chapter IV presents the findings on child outcomes among families who were still off

welfare.

Chapter I:

Introduction
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= Chapter V provides findings on the use of benefit programs and child care by families
who were still off welfare.

= Chapter VI presents the findings on recidivists among the survey sample.

Appendix A of the report provides additional analysis of the findings on child outcomes.
For the additional analysis, we constructed a “child outcomes index” that combines the results
for the child outcome questions into a single numerical measure for each respondent.

Appendix B of the report includes additional analyses of employment status, earnings,
and other outcomes for all survey respondents, including those who were still off welfare and
those who had returned to welfare.

Appendices C and D present data from administrative records systems on Ul earnings,
Food Stamp participation, Medicaid participation, and TANF recidivism among the members of

the survey sample.
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CHAPTER II: RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICSAND REASONSFOR
LEAVING WELFARE

This chapter describes the basic characteristics of the survey respondents, including their
ethnicity, education, and age. The data are based on responses to the first round of surveys. The
chapter also compares the different sampling strata in terms of respondent characteristics.
Finaly, the chapter examines the reasons given by respondents for leaving welfare.

A. CHAPTER SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS

The study found that there were major differences among the four sub-groups of welfare
leaversin terms of demographics. For example, blacks accounted for 93 percent of the time-
limited welfare leavers, but for only 70 percent of the persons who left welfare due to earnings.
High school drop-outs accounted for 54 percent of the sanctioned leavers and for 48 percent of
the time-limited leavers, but for only 29 percent of the persons who left welfare due to earnings.
Persons aged 18-24 accounted for 33 percent of the sanctioned leavers but for only 12 percent of
the time-limited leavers.

B. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICSOF THE RESPONDENTSIN EACH
SAMPLE STRATUM

Reason for Leaving Welfare, by Demographics

Exhibit 11-1 provides data on the ethnicity of the survey respondents in each of the four
major strata reflecting the reason for leaving welfare.

= Thedataindicate that blacks accounted for 78 percent of al respondents but made up
only 70 percent of persons who had left due to earned income and only 71 percent of
persons who had left for “other” reasons.

= |ncontrast, blacks were disproportionately represented among persons who had left
due to time limits, accounting for almost 93 percent of these cases.

EXHIBIT I1-1
REASON FOR LEAVING WELFARE, BY ETHNICITY
Earned Time
Ethnicity Income | Sanctions Limits Other Total
Black 70.0% 77.8% 92.9% 70.6% 78.3%
White 30.0% 22.2% 7.1% 29.4% 21.7%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

Exhibit 11-2 presents data on the educational levels of respondents by the reason for
leaving welfare.
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= Asindicated in the exhibit, 44 percent of all survey respondents had not completed
high school or a GED.

=  The percentage was much higher among persons who had left due to sanctions (54
percent) and was somewhat higher among persons who had left due to time limits (48
percent).

= |ncontrast, only 29 percent of those who had left due to earnings had not completed
high school or a GED.

= About 15 percent of the respondents had attended college. The percentage was much
higher among respondents who left due to earnings (almost 22 percent) and much
lower among cases that had left due to sanctions (11 percent).

EXHIBIT [1-2
REASON FOR LEAVING WELFARE, BY EDUCATION
Earned Time

Education Income | Sanctions Limits Other Total
Did not complete high 28.8% 54.3% 48.4% 45.7% 44.3%
school or GED
Completed high school or 49.4% 34.5% 37.9% 38.6% 40.1%
GED only
Attended college 21.7% 11.1% 13.7% 15.6% 15.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Exhibit 11-3 presents data on reasons for leaving welfare, by the age of the survey
respondents.

= Thedataindicate that respondents aged 18-24 accounted for 20 percent of all
respondents.

= However, 18-24 year olds accounted for 33 percent of the cases that left welfare due
to sanctions.

= |ncontrast, casesinvolving 18-24 year olds represented only about 12 percent of the
cases leaving due to time limits.

= Respondents aged 30 and older accounted for 55 percent of all cases but for ailmost 63
percent of casesthat left due to time limits. Respondents aged 30 and older
represented only 44 percent of the cases that left due to sanctions.

= Casesinvolving respondents aged 40 and older accounted for almost 23 percent of
cases leaving welfare for “other reasons’ -- compared to only 10 percent of the
sanction cases.

Chapter 11: Respondent Characteristics Pagell-2



MAXIMUS

EXHIBIT 11-3
REASON FOR LEAVING WELFARE, BY AGE
Earned Time
Age Income | Sanctions Limits Other Total
18-24 18.9% 33.0% 11.7% 17.9% 20.2%
25-29 28.1% 22.9% 25.6% 23.0% 25.0%
30-34 19.5% 15.2% 25.1% 18.9% 19.8%
35-39 16.4% 18.6% 20.0% 17.5% 18.2%
40+ 17.2% 10.4% 17.6% 22.7% 16.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

Relationships Among Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit I1-4 provides data on educational level by ethnicity among the survey
respondents.

= The dataindicate that whites were somewhat more likely than blacks to have
completed high school or a GED and were also dightly more likely to have attended
college.

EXHIBIT I1-4
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL BY ETHNICITY
Education Black White Total
Did not complete high 40.5% 37.1% 44.3%
school or GED
Completed high school or 42.5% 43.8% 40.1%
GED only
Attended college 17.0% 19.1% 15.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

Exhibit 11-5 provides data on educational level by the age of the survey respondents.

= Thedataindicate that respondents aged 18-24 were the most likely not to have
completed high school or a GED (amost 49 percent), followed by respondents aged
40 and older (42 percent).

= |ncontrast, only about 34 percent of the respondents aged 30-39 had not completed
high school or a GED.

= Only 9 percent of respondents aged 18-24 had attended college, compared to more
than afifth of the respondents aged 35 and older.
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EXHIBIT I1-5

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL BY AGE
Education 18-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40+ Total
Did not complete high 48.8% 38.1% 33.9% 34.7% 42.5% 44.3%
school or GED
Completed high school or 42.2% 42.6% 49.9% 44.4% 35.3% 40.1%
GED only
Attended college 9.0% 19.3% 16.3% 20.9% 22.2% 15.5%
Totd 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Exhibit 11-6 provides data on the age of survey respondents by ethnicity. The data show
the following:

= Respondents aged 18-24 represented aimost 22 percent of black respondents but only
18 percent of white respondents.

= Respondents aged 40 and older represented 18 percent of black respondents,
compared to only 14 percent of white respondents.

EXHIBIT 11-6
AGE BY ETHNICITY
Age Black White Total
18-24 21.6% 17.9% 20.2%
25-29 24.4% 29.0% 25.0%
30-34 19.3% 18.9% 19.8%
35-39 16.7% 20.2% 18.2%
40+ 18.0% 14.1% 16.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

C. SELF-REPORTED REASONSFOR LEAVING WELFARE

In the previous exhibits, the reason for leaving welfare was based on administrative data.
The survey respondents, however, were also asked to self-report the reasons why they had left
welfare. It should be noted that the question on reasons for leaving welfare was open-ended.
Specifically, respondents were not read alist of possible reasons for leaving welfare and then
asked to respond to each itemin thelist. Therefore, the survey responses may not provide a
complete list of all the possible reasons why respondents left welfare. Respondents could
provide more than one reason for having left welfare.

Exhibit I1-7 shows the self-reported reasons given by respondents for leaving welfare, by
the reasons indicated in the administrative data (i.e., the four sampling strata).
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= Thedataindicate that 63 percent of casesin the earned income stratum reported that
they left welfare because they got ajob, and aimost 19 percent mentioned earnings.

= About 6 percent of the earned income cases mentioned that they had left because their
benefits ran out. It is possible that when these survey respondents reported that their
benefits had run out, they were not referring to time limits but to the fact that they lost
eligibility for other reasons. It is aso possible that some of the respondents may have
left welfare for work because they were due to reach their time limitsin the near
future.

= About 36 percent of the sanctioned cases reported that they left welfare for ajob and
10 percent mentioned earnings. Only a very small percentage of the sanctioned
respondents mentioned that they had not complied with program requirements. It is
likely that the percentage would have been higher if the respondents had been
required to respond to alist of reasons.

=  Among the cases in the time-limited stratum, almost 73 percent mentioned the time
limit as the reason for leaving welfare. About 24 percent mentioned leaving welfare
for ajob and 4.5 percent cited earnings. These respondents may have been waiting
for their time limit to run out before taking a job.

= Among casesin the “other” stratum, 39 percent mentioned ajob as the reason for
leaving and 15 percent cited earnings. Overall, amost 9 percent said that they simply
did not want to be on welfare anymore, and almost 5 percent said that the
requirements were too much hassle. Another 5 percent of this stratum mentioned
getting married or moving in with their partner.

= Acrossal of the four strata, very few respondents mentioned reasons such as not
being able to complete the training or education, not having transportation or child
care to meet work requirements, or having problems with their caseworkers.

EXHIBIT IIl-7
MOST COMMON SELF-REPORTED REASONSFOR LEAVING
WELFARE, BY SAMPLE STRATUM

Earned Time

Reason Income | Sanctions Limits Other

Got ajob 63.4% 36.5% 24.0% 39.3%
Earned to much money 18.8% 10.1% 4.5% 14.7%
Simply did not want to be on welfare anymore 6.6% 12.1% 3.5% 8.8%
Benefits ran out 6.3% 12.0% 72.9% 4.9%
L eft for reasons of pride/dignity 5.0% 6.6% 2.5% 4.2%
Requirements too much hassle 1.8% 7.0% 1.1% 4.6%
Child support income too much 1.8% 4.0% 0.7% 4.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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CHAPTER I11: WELFARE STATUS, EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AND
HOUSEHOLD INCOME

This chapter presents information on the welfare and employment status of the sample of
welfare leavers, as well as information on earnings, work hours, barriers to employment, and
total household income. The data are based on the follow-up surveys and an analysis of Ul
earnings data on the samples. Additional data on employment and earnings among the sample
members are also presented in Appendix B and Appendix C.

A. CHAPTER SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS

In examining employment patterns and household income among welfare leavers, policy
makers are concerned about a number of key issues, as follows:

To what extent are welfare leavers able to obtain and retain jobs over the long-
term?

Arethey able to get jobs with adequate wages and benefits?

Can they make earnings gains in their jobs over time or do they tend to stay in the
lowest-paying jobs?

Are they able to improve their household incomes after leaving welfare so that
they can adequately support their families?

This section presents a summary and analysis of the key findings in the chapter,
examining employment patterns, earnings, income, and related outcomes among the sample of
welfare leavers in South Carolina.

Overall Welfare and Employment Status of the L eavers

Among the sample of welfare leavers who responded to the surveys, the percentage who
were working and still off welfare declined dightly from 57 percent at Round 1 to 55 percent at
Round 2 and to 54 percent at Round 3. The overall percentage who were working (including
those off welfare and those back on welfare) declined from 59 percent at Round 1 to 56 percent
at Round 2 and to 55 percent at Round 3.

Thisindicates that the sample members did not make any progress in their employment
rates between their first and third years after leaving TANF. Thisis disappointing because of
expectations that welfare leavers might gradually improve their employment status over time as
they become more familiar with the work place and develop work experience and job sKills.

However, the findings also show that the leavers did not experience any substantial
deterioration in their employment situation. One concern of policy makers is that many of the
families leaving welfare might not be able to sustain their position in the labor market over time.
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This concer