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What happens to familiesthat leave or are diverted from cash assistance or Food Stampsin
Oregon? Dramatic reductions in public assistance casel oads after welfare reform have raised
public concern about poor families. Our study indicates that the effects of welfare-to-work
policies are neither simple nor uniform. The experiences of families suggest that it isunwise to
paint a picture of welfare reform without attending to the diversity of families’ experiences and
needs.

Two years after leaving or being diverted from Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF) or Food Stamps, a substantial proportion of respondents are employed. However, ther
earnings are low and families struggle mightily to make ends meet. Our sample was nearly evenly
divided between those with household incomes above and beow the federd poverty leve. Safety
net programs such as Food Stamps, the Oregon Hedth Plan, housing and child-care assistance
and federal and state earned income tax credits are critica for family well-being. These essentia
resources often disappear before afamily’ sneed for them diminis hes because of income digibility
limits and unaffordable co-payments associated with the programs. Non-employed respondents
often live in communities without sufficient good jobs, have chronic hedth problems or they need
job training or education. The state of Oregon, and these families, would be well served by
intensified efforts to reduce poverty, sustain and improve safety net programs and foster more
living wage jobs across the state.

Employment and Economic Status

» Two-thirds of respondents were employed at the time they responded to telephone
interviews at 12-15 months and 18-21 months after program exit.

» 80 percent of respondents were employed at some point during the two-year period.

» The average take home earningsof the employed was $1,01 6 per month at the second
telephone interview. This represents a modest increase of $26.06 over the six-month
period between telephone interviews.



Oregon Employment Department wage data (third quarter 1999) show that the median
quarterly earnings of second telephone survey respondents were $3,406.44 (for three
months). These dataindicate that 49 percent of the sample experienced an earnings
increase over the 21 month tracking period. On the other hand, 24 percent saw their
earnings decrease and 27 percent had so little employment (0-6 months) that an earnings
trajectory could not be accurately determined.

Most worked in the low wage sector of the labor force. Less that 14 percent of jobs held
by respondents had the following combined characteristics. wages at or above
$1200/month, predictable and full time hours, employer -provider health insurance, and
sick leave and vacation leave.

At 18-21 months after exit 45 percent of TANF leavers and 55 percent of both TANF
diverted and Food Stamp leavers had incomes above the federal poverty level.

Non-employed respondents most frequently cited lack of good job availability in their
communities, poor health or family responsihilities as reasons for not being currently
employed.

Perceived problems with the availability and quality of jobs, childcare and child-care
costs, and health problems were anong the most important barriersidentified to
employment or job retention.

Family Wdl-Being and Continuing Need for Assistance

About half of respondentsrated their family well-being as good or excellent (45 percent at
the first telephoneinterview, 54 percent at the second); half rated their family well being
asfair or poor (55 percent at the first and 45 percent at the second).

AFS administrative data show that a high proportion of former clients continued to need
public assistance. At some point during the two years:

» 90 percent of TANF leaverd/diverted used Food Stamps
» 87 percent of TANF |leaverg/diverted used OHP
(Oregon Health Plan)
» 85 percent of Food Stamp leavers returned to the Food Stamp program

» 42 percent of TANF leavers/diverted used the ERDC (Employment Related Day
Care) program

» 35 percent of TANF leavers/diverted returned to/used TANF



Just over aquarter of the respondents had no health insurance when they were interviewed

by telephone at two pointsintime, at about one year and at about eighteen months after
program exit.

Many families experienced economic hardship during thefirst tracking period 12-15
months after leaving or being diverted from TANF

> 80% paid hillslate

» 50 percent depended on money or giftsfrom family or friends
to get by

» 47 percent had eaten at afood kitchen or received afood box

» 25 percent had skipped med s because of lack of money.

Some families continued to experience these hardships during the 6 months between the

first and second telephone interviews. At 18 to 21 months after leaving or being diverted
from TANF

» 80% paid bills late

» 40% depended on money or gifts form family or friendsto get by
» 30% had eaten at afood kitchen or received a food box

» 20% had skipped meals because of alack of money

Many families that reported doing well received substantid help from family or friends,
lived in 2-parent families or had a housing subsidy or lived rent-free.

Higher levels of education were associated both with higher rates of employ ment and
lower rates of poverty.

Client Assessment of Program and Recommended Changes

Many appreciated the help they received from AFS and thought they had been treated
well. Others believed they had not been treated well by agency staff or needed services or
resources they did not receive.

The most frequently recommended changes by respondents included: improving
staff/client relationships and communication; increasing the digibility limitsfor Food
Stamps, OHP and ERDC; a more gradual phase in of increased co-payments so modest
income gains are not offset by benefit reductions or overall family resources reduced;
increasing access to higher education or job training; and changing the policy that requires
the parent of a child three months of age to seek and accept employment to allow the
parent to carefor the baby at home until the child isone year old.

\Y



» 86 percent of respondents desired more education or job training.

CSWS Welfare Research Team Recommendations

* Intensfy AFS and other state agency efforts to reduce poverty.

>

e
e

Y

Focus services and resources toward helping clientsfind living wagejobs that lift
families out of poverty.

Ingtitute measures to develop more living wage jobsin public and private sectors.

Ensure that workers under contract with state agencies (e.g., day care and health
care providers) receiveliving wages and hedl th insurance.

Further encourage clients to complete high school or obtin or complete a GED.
Provide more options and support for higher education and “hard skills’ job
training.

Allow education to count as awork activity.

Make the state Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and the Child Care Tax Credit
refundable so that families whose incomes are so low they do not reach the
threshold to pay income tax receive tax benefits comparable to those with higher
incomes.

Raise the minimum wage and institute automati c cost-of-living adjustmentsto the
minimum wage.

* To support areturn to employment and alleviate poverty during the process:

>

>

Increase outreach and information about Food Stamps, OHP, ERDC, EITC and
housing and other forms of public assistance.

Adjust income digibility for safety net programs to ensure that more poor
Oregonians can access programs their families need.

Lower co-payment amounts for OHP and ERDC so that more families can afford
to use these programs.

Adjust the TANF grant to better meet the subsistence needs of households.

Reduce the sensitivity of safety net programs to smdl, temporary changesin client
incomes.

Expand safety net program support for those pursuing higher education, including
greater access to Food Stamps and ERDC (e.g., modifying work requirement so
that employment does not erode family well-being or discourage academic
success) and to the Student Block Grant program.
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* To assst clientsduring crisis periods

» Carefully monitor family well-being during the up-front job search to ensure that
basic family needs are met.

» Increaseflexibility to provide financial assistance during crises without requiring
intensive work search.

» Provide enhanced credit, family budget and debt-management services.

» Given the prevalence of domestic violence in many client’ s life histories, maintain
strong support servicesfor clientsfacing thisissue.

» To enhance family well-being

» Change the policy requiring the parent of a baby over three months of age to seek
and accept employment to dlow a parent to care for the baby a home until the
child reachesfirst birthday. Consider using resources other than TANF (e.g.,
Unemployment Insurance) to provide paid family leave for low-wage empl oyees.

» Ensurethat the parent of achronicaly ill child or child with special needs receives
special consideration in the JOBS program.

» When voluntary child support arrangements are working to the satisfaction of the
custodial parent these cases should not be referred to Child Support Enforcement.

Encourage employers to deve op family-friendly work poalicies.
Develop more aff ordable housing for low-income families.

» Easedigibility rulesfor SSI soindividuas with legitimate disabilities and serious
chronic illness can access benefits.

Y Vv

» To enhance high quality case management services

» Reduce casd oads so case managers have adequate time to work closely with
clients and to monitor the well-being of families on their caseload.

» AFS training should encompass information on family well-being, poverty
reduction strategies and racial and gender discrimination to assist case managersin
helping all clients get better jobs and balance work and family responsibilities.

» Amplify agency expectations about theimportance of fostering supportive and
respectful approachesto all clients.

This study was carried out by the Center for the Study of Women in Society (CSWS) at
the University of Oregon. Findings are based on two telephone interviews with a random
sample of familieswho left or were diverted from TANF or left Food Stampsin the first
guarter of 1998 (970 families at12-15 months after leaving, 756 families at 18-21 months; in-
depth, in-person interviewswith 78 families at 15-18 months after leaving and 65 families at
21-24 months; and administrative data from Adult and Family Services and the Oregon
Employment Department.

Vii



Table of Contents
Acknowledgements
Executive Summary
Glossary
List of Tables

Chapter 1 Introduction
Study Design and Methods
Study Design
Sample
Data
Who isin the Sample
Demographic Characteristics
Conclusion

Chapter 2 The Economic and Employment Status of Families
Employment Status
Earnings and Earnings Growth
Job Advancement
Type of Job
Job-Related Benefits
Good Jobs or Bad Jobs?
Better Off?

Chapter 3 Gender, Family Status, and Work Experience

Chapter 4 Who IsNot Working and Why?
Current Work Status of Respondents
Poverty and Work Status
Work Experience Since Leaving TANF or Food Stamps
Why Did Respondents Leave Their Last Job?
Effortsto Return to Work

Chapter 5 Getting and Keeping a Job: Supportsand Barriers
Transitional Benefits or a Safety Net?

Use of Benefits by TANF Leaversand TANF Diverted

Use of Benefits by Food Stamp Leavers
Case Management Services

viii

X, =

x
ODOTOITNNEFE PP =

R
CQO~NUITAONN

21

23
23
23
24
25
26

28
28
29
30
31



Returnsto TANF

Respondents Assessments of Safety-Net or Transitional Benefits
Oregon Health Plan - TANF Leaversand TANF Diverted
Food Stamps - TANF Leavers and TANF Diverted
Employment Related Day Care - TANF Leavers and TANF Diverted
TANF — TANF Leaversand TANF Diverted
Food Stamp Leavers
Use of Benefits Summary

Personal and Community Characteristics Related to Getting a Job
Education
Marital Status and Adultsin Household
Number and Ages of Children
Place of Residence

Barriersto Getting and Keeping a Job
Most Important Barriersto Getting or Keeping a Job
Health Barriers — The In-depth Sample

Enhancing Prospects for Good Jobs Through Enhancing Skills
Education and On-the-Job Training
In-Depth Respondents Talk about Job Opportunities
Unions and Job Opportunities
Type of Organization and Work Opportunity

Chapter 6 Coping With Uncertainty: Strategiesand Supports

Difficulties Getting By

Strategiesto Stretch Resources

In-Depth Respondents Talk About Making Ends Meet
Other Income - Child Support

Reliance on Food Charities

Other Income - The Earned Income Tax Credit

Chapter 7 Family Well-Being

Family Well-Being, Employment and Poverty Status
Child Care and Transportation

Managing Emergencies

Housing and Family Well-Being

Safety and Quality of Schools and Day Care
Improvements in Family Well-Being

Declinesin Family Well-Being

Chapter 8 What Works, What Needsto Change: Respondents Make
Recommendationsto Adult and Family Services

36
37
38
38
39
39
39

GREELES

47

49
50
52

55

57
57
58
64
67
68
69

70
70
73
75
76
78
81
82

84



Appendix A Study Design and Demographic Characteristics
Appendix B Study M ethodology

Appendix C Comparison of Respondents and Non-Respondents

89

93

99



Glossary

Term

Definition

AFDC

Aid to Familieswith Dependent Children (AFDC) is a program for
which states receive matching federal fundsto administer assistance
programs for low-income familieswho meet certain eligibility
criteria. It wasreplaced in August 1996 by TANF.

Assessment

The Assessment Program providesinitial assessment, case
management and in some cases cash assistance to families applying
for the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program.
Under Oregon Options, clients who apply for TANF must go
through a 45-day job search before being eligible for cash assistance
(unless they are survivors of domestic violence or have another
compelling reason to be exempt from job search.) During this period
they may receive financial assistance and/or other servicesfrom AFS
to meet urgent family needs or assist in their search for ajob.

Child Support

Money paid by the absent parent to the custodia parent, usually asa
result of acourt order.

Earned Income Tax

A tax program for low-income families that may be received in one

Credit (EITC) of two ways: As an advance in the employee's paycheck or as one
annual payment refunded after filing atax return.

Emergency Assistance The Emergency Assistance (EA) program isintended to provide

(EA) temporary financial assistance and supportive services to digible
families during crisis or emergent situations when other resources are
not immediately available.

Employment EDP' s are used as an agreement between the client and the divison

Development Plan (EDP)

for actionsthe client will take and support the division will provide
the clients.

Employment Related Day

ERDC assists low-income working parents with day care costs.

Care (ERDC) Parentsin this program pay a share of the childcare cost called the
co-pay. The amount of the co-pay is based on a dliding fee scale.
Food Stamps (FS) The Food Stamp (FS) program assists low-income individuals and

groups of people by providing them a meansto meet their nutritiona
needs.

Housing Stabilization

The Housing Stabilization Program (HSP) is designed to promote the
economic independence of families who are homeless or at-risk of
homelessness by helping them access and maintain safe, stable, and
affordable housing.

JOBS Job Opportunity and Basic Skills. An employment program for
TANF clients.
Jobs Plus A program that provides subsdized jobs rather than TANF, FS or

Unemployment Insurance.
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Term

Definition

Job Search

TANF €dligible adults who are employabl e or who could benefit from
the labor market test to assess their employability must place a
certain number of job applications.

OHP

Oregon Health Plan (OHP) program provides medical assistance to
low-income individuals and families.

Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA)

In 1996, President Clinton signed the PRWORA Act into law. The
enactment created ablock grant placing ADC, Emergency Assistance
and JOBS into a single capped entitlement to Statesunder Title 1.

Public Assistance

Any publicly funded government program designed to provide a
benefit that isbased on a means test to determine digibility such as:
WIC, HUD housing, AFDC or TANF, Food Stamps, medical
assistance, etc.

Safety Net

Public and community resources and services which assistindividuas
and familiesto meet their basic needs, including (but not limited to):
Food Stamps, TANF, ERDC, OHP, EITC, WIC, housing subsidies,
fuel assistance programs, €tc.

TANF

After 1996 the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program
replaced AFDC and was developed to provide case management and
cash assistance to low-income families with minor children.

Welfare

Generaly refersto TANF or AFDC.

WIC

Women, Infant & Children is anutritional supplement program aimed
at pregnant and nursing mothers and children under age 5.

Work Attachment Model

Employment focused programs, with first assgnmentsmade to job
search, basic education, or short term vocationd skills training and
institutes a high level of participation with the case manager. The
Oregon model also assesses and ensures that basic family or
household needs are met. This replaced a human investment model
that prioritized hard skills job training or education.

Work Experience

A program that enhances employability through unpaid, short-term
experience at ajob ste. Clients receive TANF rather than wages
while in Work Experience.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Dramatic declines in the numbers of welfare recipients have followed the passage of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, known as
“welfarereform.” In Oregon, where reforms were implemented even earlier, welfare roles
dropped by 45 percent between 1996 and 1999. What has happened to the familieswho
left the roles? How are the clientswho leave or arediverted from Oregon’s TANF
program or who leave the Food Stamp program faring economicaly? How are their
families doing? Have these families achieved self-sufficiency?

The Center for the Study of Women in Society (CSWS) Welfare Research Team at
the University of Oregon presentsin thisreport thefindings from our study of the
economic and family well-being of Oregon families who left Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families or the Food Stamp program in early 1998. These families werefollowed
for two years. Thisstudy consists of two parts, telephone survey interviews with a
statewide random sample of program leavers at two pointsin time, and in-depth, in-person
interviews with a sub-sample of the survey sample. The telephone survey was carried out
by the Oregon Survey Research Laboratory (OSRL) of the University of Oregon under
contract with CSWS. Administrative data from Adult and Family Services and the Oregon
Department of Employment are dso part of this report.

This study providesfor Oregon answers to questions raised throughout the US
about the consequencesof the “end of welfare as we know it.”

In this report we answer thefollowing questions:

» Chapter 2-What is the economic and employment statusof respondents?

» Chapter 3-Are there differences between men and women in employment and
family well-being?

» Chapter 4-What are the situations of those not employed?

» Chapter 5-What are the supports and barriersto getting and keeping ajob?

» Chapter 6-How do these families cope with low wages and poverty?

» Chapter 7-How do they see their family well-being?

» Chapter 8-What suggestions do the respondents make for improving services
and supports?

Study Design and M ethods
Study Design

The study includes two groups of familiesrelated to TANF. Thefirst group had
received TANF and then left the program. The second group started the application
process, but left before qualifying for TANF; they were “diverted.” Families wholeft the
Food Stamp program areincluded as a compari son group because they represent a low-
income population also receiving assistance. (See box, page 3)



The study follows these TANF leavers and diverted and Food Stamp leavers over a
two-year period asfollows. (Appendix A, TableA.1)

» Casedosure - left programsin January, February, or March 1998

» First survey interview - March-June 1999 (n=970)

» First in-depth interview - July-September 1999 (n=78)

» Second survey interview - October-December 1999 (n=756)

» Second in-depth interview - April-June 2000 (n=65)

Sample

A Statewide random sample was drawn by the Oregon Survey Research Laboratory
at the Universty of Oregon from the compl ete listing of TANF leaversand diverted and
Food Stamp leavers who left the programsin thefirst three monthsof 1998. Adult and
Family Services of the State of Oregon provided thislist.

Of thissample:
» 970 respondents completed the first telephone survey (28% of sample)
e 756 of this group completed the second telephone survey (78% of original
respondents) (See box on page 4)

A quota sample of 78 from the original 970 respondents was drawn for in-depth
interviews. The sample was chosen based on race, gender, geographic location, family
structure, number and age of children and age of respondent. Sixty-five of these
respondents were located for a second in-depth interview.

An analysis of possible sample bias shows that non-respondents and respondents are
generally similar on earnings history and most demographic characteristic data provided by
Adult and Family Services and the Oregon Department of Employment. (See Appendix C)

Data

Two telephone interview surveys were developed by researchers from CSWS, AFS
and OSRL. Telephone interviews were done by OSRL and the first telephone survey
included 275 questions and averaged 31 minutesin length. The second telephone survey
included 225 questions and averaged 25 minutesin length. Appendix B gives detailed
information about methods used to maximize the rigor of the study, including effortsto
ensure that the sample was representative of the universe of TANF/Food Stamp leavers, to
ensure the confidentiality of respondentsidentities, the quality of interviewers and the
reliability and validity of the data.

In-depth interview schedules were developed by the CSWS Welfare Research
Team. Theseinterviews were semi-structured to explore individual experience. Interviews
were conducted in the homes of respondents or, in afew cases, in locations such as parks
or restaurants. Interviewslasted from onehour to Sx hours.




Administrative Record Data were collected by Adult and Family Services staff. The
datafilesincluded: AFS services and payments given to each respondent between February
1998 and October 1999, household composition with ages, race, gender of each member,
date of establishment of paternity and amount of ordered child support for each child,
wages earned by quarter along with hourly rate, hours worked and number of employersin
each quarter for head of household as well as other household members (wage data from
the Oregon Department of Employment). These data covered the period of January,
February, or March 1998 to September or October of 1999 (depending on the particular
source of data).

Data from each phase of the study were merged and analyzed together to form the
basis of thisreport. (Appendix A, Table A.1)

Definitions of Sample Groups

TANF leavers are respondents/families who were receiving TANF and left the cash
assistance program in either January, February, or March 1998 and did not go back on
TANF for at least two months afterwards.

The TANF diverted sample included two kinds of cases. Thefirst were dl those
TANF casesthat were denied in January, February or March 1998 and were not opened in
a TANF cash pay status during the two consecutive months following the month of denial.
The second were those casesin the T ANF Assessment program with a Assessment end
date during the months of January, February or March 1998 that did not open in TANF
cash pay status during the two months following the month in which the assessment period
ended.

Food Stamp leavers are respondents/families who were previously receiving Food
Stamps but left that program during January, February or March 1998 and did not receive
Food Stampsfor at least two monthsfollowing case closure. Each respondent identified the
“Head of Household” when contacting the agency for assistance. Thisindividud was
interviewed for this study.

Individuals who came to AFS for help but did not receive any type of service (no
TANF group or individual intake, no payments of any kind) are not included in this sample.
It isimportant to note that Able Bodied Adults Without Families (ABAWDS) were not
included in the Food Stamp leaver sample of this study for two reasons. When we began
this study, AFS was engaged in its own study of ABAWDs and we wanted to have some
comparability with TANF respondents, all of whom included (or had before the first
quarter of 1998) included children.




Locating the Sample

Likedl TANF leaver studies of survey data to date, we were unable to reach every
respondent randomly sampled from the universe of all clients who left or were diverted
from public assistancein thefirst quarter of 1998. Thisis ahighly mobile population, some
with no phones or frequently disconnected phones and many with frequently changing
addresses. To reach arepresentative sample we used aggressive methods. We sent hand
addressed pre-contact letters on University of Oregon stationery with standard adhesive
postage Stamps rather than bulk mail Stamps. We hand-signed every letter which included
information about the $25.00 payment each respondent would receive for his’her
participation and the phone number we planned to use to reach the respondent. When
letters were returned from the postal service, we contacted AFS to provide us with more
current addresses. The lettersincluded atoll-free number to be used for correcting phone
numbers or giving us good times to reach the respondent. They aso included a stamped
self-addressed postcard for the same purpose. Approximatey 100 respondents used the
toll-free number and more sent back postcards. Some did both. Asmany as 99 attempts
were made to reach some respondents in the first survey and up to 50 attempts were made
for the second survey.

We have produced two reports that should be read together. Thisreport answersa
series of questions that were collaboratively deve oped by the CSWS Welfare Research
Team and AFS and ddineated in the contract for the study. The report usesthe best data
available from the telephone surveys, administrative records, and/or the in-depth
interviews. Thisreport uses primarily telephone survey data, although interview datais
used to provide more depth than is available only from telephone survey datafor certain
guestions and is the only source of datafor afew questions. Administrative data areal so
used.

The companion report to this one presents short (two page) profiles of each of the
78 families we interviewed in the in-depth study. It also uses analysis of the voices and
concerns of the women and men we interviewed to address some key questions about how
these families are doing and how they think the following programs might be changed to
better serve their families: Temporary Aid to Needy Families (TANF); Food Stamps,
Employment Related Day Care (ERDC), the Oregon State daycare subsidy for low-income
families; Job Opportunity and Basic Skills (JOBS), an employment program for TANF
clients; and the Oregon Health Plan (OHP), a medical assistance plan for low income
familiesand individuals. All respondent names and other identifying information have been
changed to guarantee confidentidity.




Whoisin the Sample?
Demographic characteristics

Age:

At the time of thefirst telephone survey the average age of respondents was 32.5
years. One-quarter of respondents were 25 or younger, about one-fifth were 26-30, one-
third were 31-40, and one-fifth were over 40. (Appendix A, TablesA.2 and A.3)

Gender of head of household:

Eighty-six percent of respondents were women and 13 percent were men. The
gender of respondents varied somewhat by category of leavers. Ninety-three percent of
TANF leavers were women as were 79 percent of the TANF diverted and 86 percent of
Food Stamp leavers. (Appendix A, TablesA.2 and A.3)

Race:

Eighty-two percent of respondents were white, 7 percent were Hispanic, 4 percent
were African-American, 3 percent were American Indian, 2 percent were mixed race and 1
percent were Asian-American. Theracial composition of the leaver groups differed in
several ways. Hispanics were only 5 percent of the TANF sample, but were 10 percent of
the Food Stamp sample. On the other hand, African-Americans congtituted 7 percent of the
TANF leavers, 5 percent of the TANF diverted and 3 percent of the Food Stamp sample.
Whites were 85 percent of the TANF diverted sample, 82 percent of the TANF leavers and
80 percent of Food Stamp leavers. American Indians were 4 percent of TANF leavers, 3
percent of Food Stamp leavers and one percent of the TANF diverted. There were small
differencesin the racial composition of the sample at the second contact. (Appendix A,
TablesA.2 and A.3)

Household Type:

The vast majority of the sample lived in one-parent households, ranging from 81
percent of TANF leaversto 67 percent of the TANF diverted and 62 percent of Food
Stamp leavers. The mean household size was 3.6 people while the median household sze
was 3.0. At the second telephone contact the percentageliving in one-parent families had
declined dlightly in all groupsto 80 percent of TANF leavers, 64 percent of the TANF
diverted and 60 percent of Food Stamp leavers. The mean and median family sized
remained the same. (Appendix A, TablesA.2 and A.3)

Marital Status:

At the time of thefirst telephone survey thirty-percent of the respondents were
married, 30 percent were divorced and another ten percent were separated. One-quarter
had never married, and about 1 percent each were cohabiting or widowed. At the second
contact about one-third were married and another one-third divorced. Eight percent were
separated and 24 percent were never married. (Appendix A, TablesA.2 and A.3)



Education:

At thefirst contact about 20 percent of the sample had less than ahigh school
degree or GED, 40 percent had only ahigh school degree or GED, about 30 percent had
some college and lessthan 10 percent had an associate' s or bachdor’s degree or more. By
the second contact we had lost a small percentage of those respondents with less than a
high school degree so that the overal sample wasdlightly better educated. (Appendix A,
TablesA.2 and A.3)

The demographic characteristics of asample of those who left or were diverted
from TANF and Food Stamps may differ somewhat from the demographics of the AFS
caseload. Thisisbecause it may be that those who leave the programs differ in some ways
from those who have not left. For example, there is a higher percentage of two adult
householdsin aleaver sample than a current casd oad sample because two-adult households
may have the advantage of an additiona full-or part-time income, or there may be a higher
proportion of men in the leaver sample than in a current case oad sample. (Appendix A,
TablesA.2 and A.3)

Conclusion:

When we conceived this study weinitidly thought that the study of TANF leavers
and diverted and of Food Stamp leavers would show quite different findings. Thisis
because the TANF and Food Stamp programs serve somewhat different populations. In
fact one of the findings of thisstudy is that TANF leavers and TANF diverted and Food
Stamp leavers are not so different. 1n many of the questions below we present the dataon
the two populations separatdly for comparative purposes. Sometimes wefurther break
down the TANF sample into TANF leavers and TANF diverted to show some of the
differences between these families.

For many questions below we use telephone survey data on the 756 families who
participated in both surveys. Thisis because the study’s purpose was to follow families
over time and we had much lessinformation on the 213 families who we reached only
once. We do include information about thefull 970in thefirst telephone survey for many
guestions where following people over timeisless the point of the question.



Chapter 2 The Economic and Employment Status of Families

A high proportion of the women and men who headed the familiesin this study
were employed either steadily or during some periods over the twoyearsfollowing their
exitsfrom TANF or Food Stamps. These workers made ahigh commitment to paid work.
At both interviews, over fifty percent of the employed worked 40 hours or more per week
a both interviews. Although their average earningsimproved in these two years, their
wages were low and many workers still had incomes beow the Federa Poverty Guidelines.
One reason for their low wages was that thei r jobs were predominantly in low-wage fields
such as service and clerical work. Although many workers had some job-related benefits,
they rarely had a package of benefits along with a sufficiently high wage to define their jobs
as ‘good jobs.” However, ahigh proportion said they were satisfied with their jobs and
considered themselves better off than when they were on welfare.

Employment Status

A substantial proportion of peoplein this study held ajob at each point of contact.
Administrative Record Data on the 756 families that we were able to contact at both points
show that 71 percent of TANF leavers, 55 percent of TANF diverted and 68 percent of
Food Stamp leavers had reported earnings when they left or were diverted from assistance
inthefirst quarter of 1998. (Table2.1)

In the larger sample of 970 respondents, who we first contacted between 12 and 15
months after leaving or being diverted from TANF of Food Stamps, two-thirdswere
employed. Food Stamp leavers were the most likely to be employed (69 percent) and those
diverted from TANF were least likely to be employed (60 percent). (Table 2.1)

Six months later, at the second contact with 756 respondents, 72 percent were
employed. Again, Food Stamp leavers were the most likely to be employed (75 percent)
and TANF diverted were the least likely to be employed (66 percent). (Table 2.1)

Table 2.1 Employment Status of Respondents at AFS Case Closure, at First Survey,
and at Second Survey

At case closure At first survey At second survey
Administrative Data Survey Data Survey Data
(n=756) (n=970) (n=756)

Employed | Not employed | Employed | Not employed | Employed | Not employed | No answer

TANF leaver | 71%(150) | 29% ( 60) 64% (182) 36% (101) | 71% (149) 28% ( 59) 1% (2)
TANF diverted | 55% (90) | 45% ( 74) 60% (124) 40% ( 83) 66% (109) 33% ( 55) <1% (1)
Food Stamp 68%(259) | 32% (123) | 69% (330) 31% (150) | 75% (286) 24% ( 93) <1% (2)
Total 66% (499) | 34% (257) 66% (636) | 34% (334) | 72% (544) | 27% (207) 1% (5)

Source; Oregon Dept. of Employment Wage Data; First and second surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp
Leaver and Diverted Study

Survey data show employment status at particular pointsin time. A more

continuous history of employment is found in Oregon Department of Employment records
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that contain reports from employers about employees’ earnings and hours worked every
calendar quarter. Eighty-three percent of respondents had earningsin at least one of the
seven quarters. That meansthat only 17 percent of respondents did not work at all after
leaving the programs.

Some of these workers cycled in and out of paid work over the 6 to 8 months
between Survey 1 and Survey 2. Fifty-eight percent of those we interviewed were in paid
work at both surveys, while 19 percent were not employed at either time. (Table2.2)
These survey results are substantially the same as the Department of Employment data
showing that 17 percent were not employed during the survey period.

Table 2.2 Employment Status of Respondents: First Survey to Second Survey

Employed at both survey times 439 (58%)
Employed at First survey, not at second survey 101 (13%)
Employed at Second survey, not at first survey 62 (8%)
Not employed at either survey 143 (19%)
No answer 10 (2%)
Totals 756 (100%)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Another indicator of stable work attachment over time comesfrom a survey
guestion about the number of months that respondents have been at their present jobs. In
thefirst survey (12 to 15 months after program exit), 33 percent of respondents had been
working at their present job for less than 6 months, while another 25 percent had been on
the currentjob for 7 to 12 months. Forty -two percent had from 13 monthsto more than
five years of job tenure, suggesting a stable employment pattern. Sx monthslater, those
respondents reporting this longer job tenure had increased to 47 percent. Of course, a
short time on thejob does not necessarily mean an unstable work history. Instead, it could
mean arecent move to another job.

Usual hours of work per week provide another view of commitment to work. In
the first and second surveys, 76 percent to 79 percent of employed respondents were
working more than 30 hours per week. Over 50 percent were working 40 or more hours.
This strong commitment provides a context for thefindings on earnings, which we discuss
in the next section.



Table 2.3 Hours of Work Per Week of Employed Respondents at First Survey and at
Second Survey

Hours per week First Survey Second Survey
50 or more 9.28 % ( 59) 10.1% ( 55)
40to 49 45.75% (291) 43.7% (238)
30to 39 24.06% (153) 22.9% (125)
20 t0 29 11.64% ( 74) 13.6% ( 74)
19 or less 8.49% ( 54) 9.7% ( 53)
Don't know 79% ( 5) -

Total Employed 100% (636) 100% (545)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Earnings and Earnings Growth

Despite employment and long hours of work, earnings werelow. The average or
mean monthly take-home pay of the full sample of those employed 12 to 15 months after
leaving assistance (636) was $990.24. Six months later the average monthly take-home
pay was $1,016.32, an increase in monthly income of $26.06. The median income of the
full sample of those employed 12 to 15 monthsafter leaving assi stance was $957.50. Six
months later it was $1,000, an increase in monthly income of $42.50. Differences between
the mean and median incomes are small. (Table 2.4)

Table 2.4 Mean (Average) Take-Home (Net) Earnings of Employed Respondents

At first survey (n=970) At second survey (n=756)
Number with earnings Average Number with earnings Average
take-home pay/month take-home pay/month
65% (636) $990.24 69% (525) $1,016.32

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Table 2.5 Median Take-Home (Net) Earnings of Employed Respondents

At first survey (n=970) At second survey (n=756)
Number with earnings Average Number with earnings Average
take-home pay/month take-home pay/month
65% (636) $957.50 69% (525) $1,000.00

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

We examined earning differences between the two TANF groups and between the
TANF groups and the Food Stamp leavers because of the assumption that TANF leavers
might be less well connected to the labor force than the other groups and might have more
difficulty increasing their earnings. A comparison of the earnings among the three leaver
groups (based on the mean earnings of the whole sample) showsthat at 12 to 15 months
after program exit TANF leavers were earning about $40 more per month than those
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diverted from the TANF program and about $13 more per month than Food Stamp leavers.
Differences among the groups based on average monthly net earnings were about the same
at 18 to 21 months after exit. At the second point of contact, the TANF leavers were
earning about $24 more than the TANF diverted, and just over $35 more than Food Stamp
leavers. This difference between the TANF leavers and Food Stamp leaversis $40 per
month if median earnings are used instead of means. (Table 2.6)

Table 2.6 Number and Percentage of Employed Respondents Mean and Median
Earningsby L eaver Group

At first survey-full sample

At first survey-respondents

At second survey

(636 of 970) replying to both (504 of 756) (545 of 756)
Number| Mean Median (Number| Mean Median |[Number| Mean Median
with | take-home|take-home| with | take-home |take-home| with | take-home| take-home
earnings| pay/month | pay/month| earnings| pay/month | pay/month | earnings| pay/month | pay/month
TANF 64% | $1,018.85 | $997.50 65% $988.50 | $1,000.00 71% $1,039.82 | $1,040.00
leaver (182) (136) (149)
TANF 60% $979.32 $900.00 63% $945.99 $895.00 66% $1015.47 | $1,000.00
diverted | (124) (103) (109)
Food 69% | $1,005.87 | $1,000.00 | 69% $1,018.50 | $1,000.00 75% $1004.67 | $1,000.00
Stamp | (330) (265) (287)
leaver
Totals | N=636 | $990.24 $957.50 | N=504 | $995.60 $1000.00 | N=545 | $1016.32 | $1000.00

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

These reported average take-home earnings were bel ow the 1999 Federa Poverty
Level for afamily of three ($1,157/month). The Federal Poverty Guidelines are calculated

on family grossincome from all sources, including earnings before taxes. Our data arefor
take-home earnings. Therefore, we do not know that these familiesare living below the
Federal Poverty Guidelines. But the earnings data do mean that, on average, the money
families have to spend on a monthly basis from earningsis not sufficient to raise them
above the federal poverty level, astrong indication that their wages arelow.
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~ Theproportion of respondents 1999 Federal Poverty Guidelines
with income below the Federal Poverty for the 48 Contiguous States and

Guidelines was further examined in both the District of Columbia

survey interviews. The resulting statistics Gross Gross
are not completely comparable because 1) Number in  Monthl Y ear|
there was a change in the way the Famil | ncomg | ncom):a
guestion was asked: Survey 1, was based 1 y $687 $8,240
on yearly income and Survey 2 on 2 $922 $1i 060
previous month’sincome; and 2) thefirst 3 $1.157 $131880
year's annual income included between 4 $1392  $16.700
one to three months when the family 5 $1627 $19520
could have been on cash assistance which 5 $1’862 $22’340
would pull their annual income down. v $2’097 $251160
Nevertheless, the general trend in poverty 8 $2’332 $271980
ratesis, we believe, accurate. (Table 2.7 Over 8 add ’ ’
and Table 2.8) for eachchild +$235  +$2,820

Source: US Dept of Health and Human Services
ASPE.
http://aspe.os.dhhs.gov/poverty/99poverty.htm

Thedatain Table 2.7 and Table 2.8 show that while the proportions of respondents with
incomes above the Federal Poverty Guidelinesincreased over time, the proportion till below
the guidelines remained very high.

Table 2.7 Respondents With Family | ncomes Below the Federal Poverty Guidelines (as
M easured by 1998 Annual | ncome: First Survey)

Living BELOW |Living ABOVE| Don’t know
poverty level poverty level
TANF leavers 72.5% (205) 24.5% (69) 3% (9)
TANF diverted 66% (137) 32% (66) 2% (4)
Food Stamp leavers 57% (276) 40% (191) 3% (13)
Total 64% (618) 33% (326) 3% (26)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

11



Table 2.8 Respondents With Family | ncomes Below the Federal Poverty Guidelines (as
M easured by L ast Month’s 1999 Earnings: Second Survey )

Living BELOW |Living ABOVE| Don’t know
poverty level poverty level
TANF leavers 55% (115) 43% (91) 2% (4)
TANF diverted 46% (74) 52% (86) 2% (4)
Food Stamp leavers 45% (171) 54% (206) 1% (5)
Total 48% (360) 50% (383) 2% (13)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

To increase our understanding, we asked another question to gauge changesin
disposable income: In the last six months has your household income from all sources gone
up, gone down, or stayed about the same? Nearly haf reported no changein their household
income from all sources. One-third of respondents reported gainsin their household income
and about one-fifth reported that their household incomefrom al sources had gone down.
(Table2.9)

Table 2.9 Respondents Who Reported Changesin Earningsin the Previous Six M onths
(18 to 21 months after leaving assistance.)

At second survey
Earningsincreased in the last 6 months 31.6% (239)
No change in earnings over the last 6 months 48.6% (368)
Earnings decreased in the last 6 months 19.6% (148)
No Answer <1%( 1)
Totals 100% (756)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

To further examine earnings growth, welooked at the average or mean earnings of
439 individuals (of 756 or 58 percent) who reported employment at both telephone surveys.
Again, we found only modest earnings increases between the first and second surveys, even
for those who apparently sustained their employment effort. (Table 2.10)
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Table 2.10 Average M onthly Earnings of 439 Respondents Who Were Employed at

Both Phone Surveys

Employed at Both Surveys (439)
At first surv At second survey
Number Mean Median Number Mean Median
with take-home | take-home with take-home | take-home
earnings | pay/month | pay/month | earnings | pay/month | pay/month
TANF  |56%(117)| $1,045.02 | $1,000.00 [56%(117)| $1,096.79 | $1,100.00
leaver
TANF 54%(88) $978.52 $900.00 | 54%(88) | $1,085.17 | $1,000.00
diverted
Food 61%(234)| $1,028.30 | $1,000.00 [61%(234)| $1,059.37 | $1,100.00
Stamp
leaver
Totals 439 $1,022.73 | $1,000.00 439 $1,074.00 | $1,050.00

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

The earnings data reported above come from the survey telephoneinterviewsin
response to a question on usua monthly take-home earnings. Thesefindings are confirmed by
Oregon Department of Employment gross wage data reported quarterly by employers to the
state. Some types of employment are excluded from these reports, including self -employment,
agricultural employment in small firms, and household domestic employment. In Table2.11
we present mean and median quarterly earnings for the fourth quarter of 1998 and the third
quarter of 1999, approximating the beginning and concluding of our survey period. The data
arefor the 756 respondents who participated in both surveys.

Table2.11 Quarterly Earnings by L eaver Group: M eans and M edians for Fourth
Quarter 1998 and Third Quarter 1999. Respondents to Both Surveys (n=756)

Fourth quarter 1998 Third quarter 1999
Number Mean Median Number Mean Median
with earnings earnings with earnings earnings

earnings earnings
TANF 70% (146) | $3,150.96 $3,216.07 67% (141) | $3,320.40 $3,412.11
leaver
TANF 66% (109) | $2,910.08 $2,780.00 55% (91) $3,706.09 $3,413.57
diverted
Food Stamp | 67% (257) | $3,425.18 $3,358.37 66% (251) | $3,576.21 $3,380.00
leaver

Source; Oregon Department of Employment

The quarterly gross earnings from Department of Employment data reported in Table
2.11 are comparable to themonthly net earningsfrom survey datareportedin Tables 2.4, 2.5,
2.6, and 2.10.
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Averages or means tell us about this group asawhole. But what about individua
families? What proportion of respondents had earnings gains during the period of the study?
To answer these questions we again used wage datafilesfrom the Oregon Department of
Employment because thesefigures provide detailed informati on about wages reported for
every quarter in the tracking period rather than amply the respondents’ reports of earnings on
the two days that we interviewed them by phone. We used the wage data to evaluate earning
gains and losses over amost two years: January 1998 to September 1999, which s the period
after respondentsleft assistance to the time of our second interview.

We calculated earnings trend linesfor each respondent who participated in both
surveys. Earningsincreased for 369 respondents (49 percent) and decreased for 182
respondents (24 percent). There were no reported earnings, or earningsfor only one or two
quarters for 206 respondents (27 percent), which resultedin too few reportsto calculate trend
lines. These data arefurther clues to the very diverse economic and employment experiences
of these respondents, as one-half improved their incomes over this period, while the other half
had earnings declines or so few quarters of earnings that trends could not be calcul ated

Job Advancement

Earningsincreases came from pay raises, increased hours and promotions. Of
respondents reporting pay increases, just less than haf had earned raises, one-fifth worked
more hours, and 15 to 17 percent had received a promotion. (Table 2.12)

Table 2.12 Reasons Given for Earnings | ncrease: Employed Respondents *

At first survey | At second survey
Earn more, work more hours 19% (96) 19% (103)
Earn more, got araise 46% (232) 44% (239)
Earn more, got a promotion 17% (88) 15% (80)
Do not earn more 34% (173) 35% (190)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* Totals do not sum to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason.

The Oregon minimum wage was raised from $6.00 to $6.50 on January 1, 1999. This
increase created an upward lift on most low -wage jobs. Thereislittle question that this public
policy change is one of the most important explanations for the finding that respondents
received raises during the course of the study.

Supervising others indicates a position that isrelatively higher in awork organization
than non-supervising. Of the sample that responded to both surveys, ten percent of
respondents held supervisory positions at both pointsin time. Seven percent of the sample
who had not held supervisory positions at thefirst survey had moved up by the second survey.
Holding a supervisory position usually indicates that job advancement has occurred. Such
promotion may offer opportunities for further moves up ajob ladder. However, we know
from the in-depth interviews that most of these supervisory positions involve minimal
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authority, and often involve supervision of only afew other low-wage workers. Thuswe
must interpret “supervisory responsibilities’ as an uncertain indicator of job advancement.
(Table 2.13)

Table2.13 Number and Percentage of Respondents Who Reported Supervisory
Responsbilities

Supervised at both survey times 78  (10%)
Supervised at first survey, not at second survey 41  (5%)
Supervised at second survey , not at first survey 57  (7%)
Not employed at first survey, supervised at second survey 17 (2%)
Subtotal of number with any supervisory responsibilities 193 (24%)
No supervisory responsibilities at either first survey or second survey 563  (76%)
Totals 756 (100%)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
Type of Job

The vast mgjority of respondents hold jobsin low wage occupations. Most havejobs
in health and human services, clerical, retail, agricultural and food service sectors, al largely
female dominated jobs. This helps explain the relatively low earnings of respondents and how
long they stay in their jobs. The main notable exception to this pattern are the 114 (19
percent) who were in blue collar/semi-skilled manufacturing positions and the 28 (4 percent)
in white collar “ other” jobs (such asinsurance agent and auditor) o r professional/technical
jobs. Only four were small business owners. (Table 2.14)

Table 2.14 Occupations of Respondents at First Phone Survey

1. Medical/car etaking # Employed Subtotal Total

Elder care

Care-taker 21

Medical assistant (elderly specified) 4

Certified Nursing Assistant (elderly usually specified) 25

Visiting nurse 1

Total elder care 51
Disabled care

Care-taker 9

Teacher's aide - developmentally disabled 4

Total disabled care 13
Other medical

Treatment center aide

Counselor and program director

Certified medical assistant

Licensed practical nurse

k|~

Unit assistant - patient care
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Phlebotomist 1
Massage therapist 1
Total other medical 20
Total medical/car etaking, patient contact jobs 84
2. Child care provider 25
3. Education
Teacher'saide 14
Library assistants 5
Pre-school teacher 2
Teachers, trainers, other 5
Total Education 26
4. Other human services
Housing advocate, human service aid 5
Family resource manager 2
Total other human services 7
5. Clerical
Cashiers 28
Receptionists and hostesses 26
Office assistants 43
Customer services, tedlemarketing, collections 18
Secretaries, administrative assistants 10
Bank teller 2
Total clerical 127
6. White collar - other
Loan officer 2
Account executive 1
Insurance agent 1
Controller 1
Tax auditor, preparer 2
Draftsman 1
Legal assistant 3
Driver’slicense services 1
Telecommunicator for police 1
Total white collar other 13
7. Retail sales
Sales associate 25
Shipping, receiving, stocking 15
Total retail sales 40
8. Personal services, hair stylist, manicurist 11
9. Services-housekeepers, janitors, cleaners 22
10. Food service
Food server and bar tender 36
Ddi worker, sandwich artist 15
Cook 7
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Cook's assi stant 5

Bus person, dishwasher 3
Total food service 66
11. Professional/technical
Lab and engineering technol ogist 8
Artist and craft-person 6
Total professional/technical 14
12. Manager and super visor
Office manager 10
Store manager (e.g. Dairy Queen, newspaper route) 14
Sales and deli assistant manager 7
Other (minimum wage) 2
Nursery (plant) 4
Supervisor - customer service, janitor, construction 14
Total managerial and supervisiory 51
13. Blue collar
Manufacturing
Assemblers, production (computer, wood products, etc) 43
Weder, machine and other maintenance 11
Construction - painter, dry wall 11
General labor, flagger, gas pumper 11
Total manufacturing 76
Other blue callar
Auto mechanic and apprentice 6
Carpenter 4
Butcher 1
Y ard maintenance, gardener 5
Truckers, busdrivers 19
Public safety officer 3
Total other blue collar 38
Total blue collar 114
14. Agriculture
Fruit and vegetable packer 8
Tree planter, farm and ranch hands 17
Total agriculture 25
15. Small business owner 4
Total occupation specified 629

Source: First Phone Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Job-Related Benefits

Job-related benefits such as hed th insurance pa d sick leave, and paid vacations are
important additionsto pay and are components of what we usudly labd “goodjobs.” We
asked survey respondents if their jobs included such benefits. Only those who were employed
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at both thefirst survey and the second survey were included in this analysisin order to show
change or persistence in access to benefits. Between one-third and one-half of the employed
received job-related benefits at both pointsin time. Respondents were most likely to receive
paid vacation (50 percent at both pointsin time) and least likely to receive paid sck leave (33
percent at both pointsin time). Forty percent received employer-provided health insurance at
both interview times. In-depth interviews revealed, however, that the contributionsto the
insurance required from employees often made this insurance prohibitively expensive.

(Tables 2.15, 2.16, 2.17)

Table 2.15 Number and Percentages of Employed Respondents Who Have Health
Insuranceat Current Job *

Yesat both phone contacts: 176  (40%)
No at first, yesat second: 51 (12%)
Yesat first, no at second: 32 ( 7%)
No at both phone contacts: 177  (41%)

Total 436 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diver ted Study
*Numbers vary dlightly among the “Benefits at Current Job” tables because not everyone answered all three
questions at both surveys.

Table 2.16 Number and Per centages of Employed Respondents Who Have Paid Sick
Leave at Current Job *

Yesat both phone contacts: 141 (33%)
No at first, yesat second: 35 (8%)
Yesat first, no at second 38 (9%)
No at both phone contacts 212  (50%)

Total 426 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
*Numbersvary dlightly among the “Benefits at Current Job” tables because not everyone answered all three
questions at both surveys.

Table 2.17 Number and Per centage of Employed Respondents Who Have Paid Vacation
at Current Job

Yesat both phone contacts: 215  (50%)
No at first, yesat second: 38 (%)
Yesat first, no at second: 36 (8%)
No at both phone contacts: 141 (33%)
Total 430 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* Numbersvary slightly among the “Benefits at Current Job” tables because not everyone answered al three
guestions at both surveys.
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A relatively small proportion of respondents accrued additional health insurance,
vacation and sick leave benefits between the first and second interview, and almost as many
lost benefits (likely from changing jobs) between the first and second telephone interview.

Good Jobs or Bad Jobs?

A good job hastraditionally been defined as one that is full time, stable, pays awage
that can sustain afamily and has benefits. In order to assess the proportion of clients who had
“good jobs’ we defined agood job as one that was at least 35 hours/week, had take-home
earnings equa to or greater than $1,200 a month, had predictable hours and had sick leave,
paid vacation and health insurance. We aso examined jobs with al these criteria that paid
$1,500 or more amonth. The number and proportion of clientswith good jobs using the
$1,200/ month criteria at thefirst telephone contact was very low: 11 percent of TANF
leavers, 5.8 percent of TANF diverted, and 9.4 percent of Food Stamp leavers. At the
earnings level of $1,500 we lost just about half of those respondents, revealing that only 6
percent of TANF leavers, 3.9 percent of TANF diverted, and 3.5 percent of Food Stamp
recipients, met the higher criteria. There waslittle change six months later at the second
phone interview in the number and percentage of respondents with good jobs. (Table 2.18)

Table 2.18 Percent of TANF Leavers, TANF Diverted, and Food Stamp L eavers With
“Good” Jobs - Based on Six Components *

Atfirst survey | At second survey |At first survey (970)| At second survey
(970) (756) (756)
> or = 1,200/month > or = 1,500/month
TANF leavers 11% (31) 13.8% (29) 6% (17) 6.7% (14)
TANF diverted 5.8% (12) 4.3% (7) 3.9% (8) 3% (5)
Food Stamp leaver 9.4% (45) 11.8% (45) 3.5% (17) 5.5% (21)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* Percentages based on total samples; n in parentheses

Using alessrigorous definition of a good job, as one having only health insurance as a
benefit, and predictable hours, but retaining the two differentincome leves, the proportions
with good jobsincreases somewhat, but still remainslow. Fewer than one in five have a“good
job” at the $1,200/month level and fewer than onein twelve have agood job at either phone
contact at the $1,500/month levd. (Table 2.19)

Table 2.19 Percent of Food Stamp Leavers, TANF L eaversand TANF Diverted with
“Good” Jobs--Based on Three Components *

At first survey At second survey At first survey | At second survey
(970) (756) (970) (756)
> or = 1,200/month > or = 1,500/month
TANF leavers 13.8% (39) 16.2% (34) 6.7% (19) 7.1% (15)
TANF diverted 10.1% (21) 11.6% (19) 5.8% (12) 7.9% (13)
Food Stamp leaver 13.8% (66) 18.1% (69) 4.8% (23) 7.9% (30)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* (Percentages based on total samples; n in parentheses)
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Better Off?

The answer to the question of whether former clients are better off in the paid work force
is, “yesand no.” In spite of low wages and dead-end jobs that lack benefits for many, most of
the respondents expressed some satisfaction with their present job situations. In the first
telephone survey, aimost al TANF leavers and TANF diverted said that they were better off
working than on cash assistance. Approximately 83 percent of the TANF and Food Stamp
groups were satisfied with their jobs. When in the second survey we asked more detailed
guestions about job satisfaction and dissatisfaction, the answers were more varied. For
example, only 43 percent were satisfied with the benefits on ther jobs, but 60 percent were
satisfied with their wages. A much more complex picture of satisfaction emerged in the face-
to-face interviews with former agency clients. This nuanced pictureis described in the
companion report on the in-depth interviews.
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Chapter 3 Gender, Family Status, and Work Experience

The stereotypical recipient of public assistanceis awoman, a snglemother, on TANF.
However, men may also be TANF recipients or applicants, as Sngle fathers or as partnersin
two-parent families. Men are dso present in many Food Stamp families. For these reasons,
about 14 percent of the respondentsin this study were men. The presence of men in this
study sample dlows us to compare the family and labor market experiences of women and
men to see if women and men receiving public assistance are in different or similar situations.
We discuss here variation by gender in work status and earnings, topicsthat are andyzed for

the whole sample in other chapters.

AsTable 3.1 shows, the TANF
diverted and Food Stamp groups
had a higher proportion of men
than the TANF leaver group. The
high proportion of two parent
familiesis, in part, a consequence
of changesin family structure after
these familiesfirst left TANF and
Food Stamps. Table 3.1 shows
family composition over ayear
after program exit. After exit,
partnered or married people
sometimes reunited; others entered
anew marriage or partnership, as
our in-depth interviews revealed.
Consequently, the proportion of
two-parent familiesin our
telephone interview data probably
does not represent the proportion
of families with two parents when
they were receiving assistance.

Table 3.1 Gender of Household Head, by Number

of Parentsin Family: TANF L eaver, TANF

Diverted, and Food Stamp L eavers at First Survey

Men had a dightly higher labor force participation rate than women. (Table 3.2)

Gender of Family type
household One Two parent Total
head parent
TANF leaver
Male 2% (6) 5% (14) 7% (20)
Female 79% (223) 14% (40) 93% (263)
Total 81% (229) 19% (54) 100% (283)
TANF diverted
Male 9% (18) 12% (26) 21% (44)
Female 58% (120) 21% (43) 79% (163)
Total 67% (138) 33% (69) 100% (207)
Food Stamp leaver
Male 6% (30) 8% (36) 14% (66)
Female 56% (267) | 30% (143) 85% (410)
No Answer - - <1% (4)
Total 62% (297) | 38% (179) | 100% (480)
Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and
Diverted Study

Table 3.2 Labor Force Status of Women and Men at First and at Second Survey (n=756) *

First Survey Second Survey
Women Men Women Men
Employed 66.4% (431) 72.3% (73) 72.1% (466) 74.7% (74)
Not Employed 33.6% (218) 27.7% (28) 27.9% (180) 25.3% (25)
Total 100% (649) 100% (101) 100% (646) 100% (99)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
*Totals do not add to 756 because 6 first survey respondents and 11 second survey respondents did not answer.
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However, differencesin labor force participation (or employment status) appear when
we examine the difference between women and men by maritd status. Married or cohabiting
women were less likely than single women to be employed. Married men, on the other hand,
are, among men, the most likely to be employed. Widowed, separated, and never married
women have the highest employment levels of all gender-marital status categories.

(Table 3.3)

Table3.3 Marital Status, Work Status, and Gender at Second Survey *

Female Male
Marital Status | Employed Not Total | Employed Not Total Total
Employed Employed
Married 66% 34% 100% 79% 21% 100% | (244)
(120) (62) (182) (49) (13) (62)
Never Married 76% 24% 100% 57% 43% 100% | (179)
(131) (41) (172) 4) (©) )
Divorced 72% 28% 100% 70% 30% 100% | (240)
(155) (61) (216) a7) (7) (24)
Separated 77% 23% 100% 60% 40% 100% (63
(45) (13) (58) (©) (@) (©)
Widowed 85% 15% 100% 100% 0% 100% (15
(12) (@) (14) (€0) V) (€0
Cohabitating 66% 34% 100% 0% 0% 100% 3
(@) (€0) (©) ) V) )
Refused 100% 0% 100% - - - (@)
(€0) ) (€)
Total (466) (180) (646) (74) (25) (99) (745)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* Total doesnot add to 756 because information was not available on 11 respondents

Men had higher incomes than women in both surveys. (Table 3.4)

Table 3.4 Usual Earnings Per M onth, Women and M en, at First Survey and at Second
Survey: Respondentsto Both Surveys

First survey Second survey
Mean earnings per Month Mean earnings per month
Women $939 (430) $966 (451)
Men $1,325 (73) $1348 (69)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Men's earning advantage persists when we look at earnings differences by gender in
part-time and full-time jobs. Our sample issmilar to the U.S. population as a whole when we
consider gender and work. Married women are in the paid labor force at lower proportions
than are women in other marital statuses. Married men are more often employed than married
women. Finaly, women earn less than men, or about 70% of men’s earnings.
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Chapter 4 Who IsNot Working and Why?

Although the mgjority of former TANF and Food Stamp clients were earning wages, a
sizeable minority were not working. At thefirst interview, about one-third of respondents
werein this category. By the time of the second interview, the “not working” had dropped to
28 percent of respondents. The category “not working” is adiverse group, including peoplein
different life situations, facing different challenges. (Table 4.1) Some were out of the labor
force for various reasons. keeping house, going to school, disabled, or retired. Some two-
parent families had decided to keep one parent at home to care for the children, as our in-
depth interviews revealed. Others were unemployed, but not technicaly “out of the labor
force,” looking for work or on temporary layoff.

Current Work Status of Respondents

People move in and out of the category “not working” (Table 4.1) as their life
circumstances dictate. Thus, they are very much like those who are working; indeed most of
the “not-working” have been employed in the past and most wanted to work. One can infer
that, with some exceptions, those leaving TANF or Food Stamps do not fit the picture of the
long-term, dependent welfare client. At the same time, even in this period of low
unemployment in the U.S. and in Oregon, many of the “not working” respondents thought it
would be somewhat or very difficult to find a satisfactory job.

Table4.1 Work Statusat First Survey and at Second Survey

Status First survey Second survey

Working 66% (636) 72% (545)

Not working 34% (331) 28% (206)
K egping house 12% (120) 9% (68)
Going to school 4% (41) 3% (23)
Looking for work 8% (76) 5% (41)
Unable to work, disabled 5% (50) 5% (40)
Unable to work, not disabled 2% (18) 1% (9)
Retired 0.3% (3) 0.5% (4)
Unemployed, not looking 0.5% (5) 2% (14)
Temporary layoff 1% (13) 0.4% (3)
Volunteer 0.5% (5) 0.7% (5)
No answer 0.3% (3) 0.7% (5)

Total 100% (970) 100% (756)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Poverty and Work Status

Working for pay clearly improved the economic stuations of many of these families.
Respondents who had ajob were more likely to live in families with incomes above the
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poverty line than were respondents who were not working. This pattern was more
pronounced among TANF leavers and Food Stamp leavers than among TANF diverted. At
the same time, fairly high proportions of employed respondents still had incomes bel ow the

Federal poverty level. (Table4.2)

Table4.2 Work Status and Household I ncomein Rdation to Pover ty

Status at Second Survey *

Employed Not employed
TANF leavers
Income above poverty leve 50.7% (74) 29.3% (17)
Income below poverty level 49.3% (72) 70.7% (41)
Total 100% (146) 100% (58)
TANF diverted
Income above poverty leve 56.5% (61) 48.1% (25)
Income below poverty level 43.5% (47) 51.9% (27)
Total 100% (108) 100% (52)
Food Stamp leavers
Income above poverty leve 61.5% (174) 33.7% (31)
Income below poverty level 38.5% (109) 63.3% (61)
Total 100% (283) 100% (92)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
*Six TANF leavers, 4 TANF diverted, and 7 Food Stamp leavers did not answer

Work Experience Since Leaving TANF or Food Stamps

Although they did not have a paidjob at the time they wereinterviewed, high
proportions had worked during the study period. At thefirst survey, more than 60 percent of
non-employed TANF leavers or TANF diverted had worked in the 12 months since leaving
assistance. Seventy percent of Food Stamp leavers who were currently not working had held a
job in the preceding year. Higher proportions had some work history, with only 3 percent
reporting that they had never worked. (Table 4.3)

Table 4.3 Non-Employed- When L ast Worked at First Survey

Last worked
Non-employed 1-12 months ago | 13+ months ago | Never Worked Total
TANF leaver/diverted 111 (61%) 61 (35%) 8 (4%) 183 (19%)
Food Stamp leavers 104 (70%) 43 (29%) 1 (.6%) 148 (15%)
Total non-employed| 215 (65%) 107 (32%) 9 (3%) 331 (34%)
Currrently employed - - - 636 (66%)
Don’'t know - - - 3 (<1%)
Total - - - 970 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
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Thirty-two percent who were not employed at the second telephone survey had
worked in the previous sx months. These data support the conclusion that even anong those
who are not working there is a strong commitment to employment. (Table 4.4)

Table 4.4 Non-Employed Respondents-Worked in L ast 6 M onths at Second Survey

Worked in thelast 6 months

Non-employed Yes No No answer Tota

TANF leaver/diverted 36 (32%) | 60 (54%) | 15(14%) |111 (15%)

Food Stamp leaver 29 (31%) | 47 (49%) | 19(20%) | 95 (13%)
Total non-employed | 65(31%) | 107 (52%) |34 (17%) 206 (28%)
Currently employed - - - 545 (72%)
Don’'t know - - - 5(<1%)
Total - - - 756 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Why Did Respondents L eave Their Last Job?

While health and persona /family issues were common reasons why respondents had
left their last job, combined job -related issues (temporary or seasonal work, slack work or
problems with working conditions) were equdly or moreimportant reasonsfor having left a
job by the second telephone contact. A very small percentage had left their last job to attend
school or get training. (Table 4.5)

Table 4.5 Reason Non-employed Respondents Gave for L eaving L ast Job By Category

of L eaver and Point of Survey Contact

At first survey- At second survey-
respondentswho worked in | respondentswho worked in
past last 6 months
Reason for leaving TANF leaver | Food Stamp | TANF leaver | Food Stamp
& TANF leaver & TANF leaver
diverted diverted
Personal/family/pregnancy 36 (21%) 44(30%) 8 (22%) 4 (14%)
Temporary/seasonal job 36 (21%) 23 (16%) 8 (22%) 10 (34%)
Health of sdf or family 31 (18%) 25 (17%) 1(3%) 3 (10%)
Fired 23 (13%) 16 (11%) 9 (25%) 6 (21%)
Slack work 18 (10%) 12 ( 8%) 2 (5.5%) 2 (7%)
Quit (bad hours/pay) 5 (3%) 6 (4%) 1 (3%) --
Quit (bad tasks/personne/equipment) 9 ( 5%) 7 (5%) 1 (3%) --
Attending school/training 5 (3%) 3 (2%) 2 (5.5%) 2 (7%)
Other reasons 13 ( 6%) 11 (7%) 4 (11%) 2 (7%)
Total 176 (100%) 147 (100%) 36 (100%) 29 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
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Effortsto Return to Work

About two-thirds of families without earnings from employment at each telephone contact
wanted to work either full or part time. About one-third of these had looked for work in the
previous month. Of those not employed at the second tel ephone survey, more than haf (52
percent) reported difficulty findinga job. (Table 4.6)

Table 4.6 Non-employed Wanting to Work: TANF Leavers, TANF Diverted, and Food
Stamp L eaversat First Survey and at Second Survey

At first survey At second survey

Wanted to work full time 156 ( 47%) 84( 41%)
Wanted to work part time 82 ( 25%) 61 ( 29.5%)
Did not want to work 93 ( 28%) 61 ( 29.5%)
Total 331 (100%) 206 ( 100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Table 4.7 Non-Employed L ooking for Work in the L ast Four Weeks: TANF L eavers,
TANF Diverted, and Food Stamp Leaversat First Survey and at Second Survey

At first survey At second survey
L ooked for work in last 4 weeks 127 ( 38%) 60 ( 29%)
Did not look in last 4 weeks 157 ( 47%) 112 ( 54%)
Unable to work/disabled 40 ( 12%) 34 (17%)
No answer 7 ( 2%) -
Total 331 (100%) 206 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Of those not employed at each telephone survey, about 25 percent said they could not
have worked in the previous week. (Table 4.8)

Table 4.8 Non-Employed Who Could Have Worked L ast Week: TANF L eavers, TANF
Diverted, and Food Stamp L eavers at Fir st Survey and Second Survey

At first survey At second survey
Could have worked last week 199 (60%) 112 (53%)
Could not have wor ked last week 83 (25%) 58 (27%)
Unable to wor k/disabled 40 (12%) 42 (20%)
No answer 9( 3%) -
Total 331 (100%) 212 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
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Those who happened to be unemployed or out of the paid labor force at the time of
the two telephone surveys face the same problems of getting and keeping ajob as those who
are employed. I n the next chapter we discuss these issues.
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Chapter 5 Getting and Keeping a Job: Supportsand Barriers

Study respondents cycling off TANF or Food Stamps had, on the whole, considerable
experience in getting jobs. In addition, a high proportion aready had jobs when they left these
programs, as we showed in Chapter 2. The most common reason for their exits was that their
incomes became too high to meet theincome criteria for program participation. Although
leaving these programs, TANF or Food Stamp leavers might remain eligible for other forms of
aid, such asthe Oregon Health Plan, that could help them in the transition process. While
TANF leavers or TANF diverted might get further help from Adult and Family servicesin
getting and keeping ajob, those who only received Food Stamps, and have children in the
home are usualy not required to work nor are they offered hepinfinding work. Therefore,
when we discuss below the agency rolein heping clientsin thejob market, we analyze only
the experiences of former TANF clients.

Other factors, such as education, marital status, numbers of children, one-parent vs.
two-parent families, or region of resdence, influence getting and kegping a job. In addition,
many barriers, such as poor health or difficulties in finding child care, have animpact on the
success of employment efforts. We discuss the impact of these characteristics of individuads
and communities below.

Moving from alow-paid job into a better paid, more secure job often depends on
increasing knowledge and skills. A high proportion of respondents recognize this and want to
have more education. Respondent’ s prospectsfor enhancing their skills and moving up the job
ladder are not numerous, but exist for some.

Transitional Benefits or a Safety Net?

TANF leavers might receive arange of benefits to help them trangtion off TANF and
into the paid work force as part of the agency’s program to support self-sufficiency through
employment. Those diverted from TANF werein somewhat different situations: at the time of
diversion they were in the process of applying for TANF because of some sort of income
crisisfor their families. They were entering or were about to enter the Assessment program in
which they would make an intensvejob search for 30 to 45 days before they would receive
TANF. During that period of job search they might receive the Oregon Health Plan,
Employment Related Day Care subsidies, Food Stamps, money for immediate needs, and
other job and family problem related services. Diversion occurred as they left before or during
this process.

Former clients did not always see their benefits as transtiona. Rather, they sometimes
saw them as a safety net to be returned to as needed, or as a permanent supplement to their
low incomes that allowed them to stay in alow-wage job. These differing interpretations were
particularly clear in our face-to-face interviews.
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Use of Benefitsby TANF Leaversand TANF Diverted

Former TANF (leavers and diverted) clients continued to use or return to AFS
programs. Administrative Record Data show that over 90 percent of former TANF clients
(leavers or diverted) used the Food Stamp program. Eighty-seven percent used the Oregon
Health Plan and about one quarter used the Employment Related Day Care program over the
21 months after leaving or being diverted from TANF. (See Tables 5.10, 5.11, 5.12 for data
onreturnsto TANF.)

Table 5.1 Months of Usage of Safety Net or Transitional Programs by Former TANF
Leaversand TANF Diverted. February 1998-October 1999.

Employment Related

M edical Benefits(OHP): Day Care (ERDC) Food Stamps

Never used benefits 48 (12%) 219 (58%) 35 (9%)

Used benefits 326 (87%) 155 (42%) 339 (91%)
1-3 (months) 53 (14%) 29 (8%) 51 (14%)
4-6 43 (11%) 34 (9%) 41 (11%)
7-9 45 (12%) 14 (4%) 37 (10%)
10-12 33 ( 9%) 16 (4%) 32 (9%)
13-15 49 (13%) 22 (6%) 39 (10%)
16-18 33 ( 9%) 17 (5%) 25 (7%)
19-21 70 (19%) 23 (6%) 114 (30%)

Total 374 (100%) 374 (100%) 374 (100%)

Source: Administrative Record Data, Adult and Family Services, State of Oregon, February 1998-October 1999.

Former clients cycle on and off transitional or safety net programs based on their
family’ s needs. Going off assistance isnot alinear progression from “on assistance” to “off
assistance” eveninthe caseof transitional benefit programs. (Table 5.2)

Table 5.2 Number of TimesOn & Off Safety Net or Transitional Programs by Former
TANF Leaversand TANF Diverted. February 1998-October 1999.

M edical Employment Related
Benefits Day Care Food
(OHP) (ERDC) Stamps
Never Used Benefits 48 (12%) 219 (58%) 35 (9%)
Used Ben€fits 326 (87%) 155 (42%) 339 (91%)
Once 202 ( 54%) 114 (31%) 217 (58%)
Twice 99 ( 26%) 25 (7%) 95 (26%)
Three 22 ( 5%) 15 (4%) 22 (6%)
Four 11( 3%) 1 (.3%) 5 (1%)
Five 1 (0.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Total 374 (100%) 374 (100%) 374 (100%)

Source: Administrative Record Data, Adult and Family Services, State of Oregon, February 1999-October 1999.
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Administrative Record Data above shows the totd usage of safety-net or transitional
programs over the period of the study. Interview data, on the other hand, shows changesin
usage from thefirst survey to the second survey. While use of safety net programs declined in
the second year, over one-quarter of respondents remained eligible for and received Food
Stamps and/or OHP and/or ERDC. (Table 5.3)

Table 5.3 Percentage of TANF Leavers& TANF Diverted Receiving or Applying for
AFS Programs, Respondentsto Both Surveys

First survey (374) | Second survey (374)
Food Stamps 52% (193) 29% (109)
Oregon Health Plan 40% (149) 27% (101)
Employment-Related Day Care 21% (77) 8% (29)
TANF 16% (59) 8% (31)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
Use of Benefitsby Food Stamp Leavers

Food Stamp leavers also continued to rely on public assistance programs after leaving
in the first quarter of 1998. Administrative Record Data show that 85% of Food Stamp
leavers returned to the program for at least afew months. Seventy-six percent used the
Oregon Health Plan, while 34 percent used Employment Related Day Care. (Table 5.4)

Table 5.4 M onths of Usage of Safety Net or Transitional Programs by Food Stamp
L eavers, February 1998-October 1999.

Employment Related
M edical Benefits({OHP) Day Care (ERDC) Food Stamps

Never used benefits 93 (24%) 251 (66%) 57 (15%)

Used benefits 289 (76%) 131 (34%) 325 (85%)
1-3 (months) 29 (8%) 29 (7%) 151(39%)
4-6 30 (8%) 27 (7%) 60(16%0)
7-9 29 (8%) 21 (5%) 36 (1 9%)
10-12 24 (6%) 18 (5%) 26 ( 7%)
13-15 32 (8%) 13 (4%) 26 ( 7%)
16-18 34 (9%) 6 (2%) 17 ( 5%)
19-21 111 (29%) 17 (4%) 9 (2%)

Total 382 (100%) 382 (100%) 382 (100%)

Source: Administrative Record Data, Adult and Family Services, State of Oregon, February 1998-October
1999.

Over half of these Food Stamp returnees cycled on and off Food Stamps only once.
Over 90 percent cycled on and off no more than twice. Food Stampsfor these respondents
seem to congtitute a safety net. (Table5.5)
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Table 5.5 Number of TimesOn & Off Safety Net or Transitional Programs by Food
Stamp Leavers. April 1998 — October 1999.

M edical Benefits Employment Related

(OHP) Day Care (ERDC) Food Stamps
Never Used Benefits 93 (24%) 251 (66%) 57 (15%)
Used Benefits 289 (76%) 131 (34%) 325 (85%)
Once 242 (64%) 104 (27%) 179 (47%)
Twice 43 (11%) 20 (5%) 86 (22%)
Three 4 ( 1%) 7 (2%) 49 (13%)
Four 0 ( 0%) 0 (0%) 10 ( 3%)
Five 0 ( 0%) 0 (0%) 1 (<1%)
Total 382 (100%) 382 (100%) 382 (100%)

Source: Administrative Record Data, Adult and Family Services, State of Oregon, February 1998-October 1999.

The importance of the Oregon Health Plan as a safety net benefit is underlined by the
statistics on medical coverage for our study sample. Almost 30 percent of respondentsin our
study had no health insurance coverage. Almost 40 percent relied on the Oregon Health Plan
for medical care. The remaining 32 percent had some other type of health insurance.
(Table5.6)

Table 5.6 Type of Health I nsurance Coverage: TANF Leavers, TANF Diverted, and
Food Stamp L eavers at Second Survey

OHP/Medicare Other None Don't know Totd
TANF leaver 96 (46%) 59 (28%) 55 (26%0) - 210 (100%)
TANF diverted 68 (42%) 50 (30%) | 45 (27%) 1 (1%) 164 (100%)
Food Stamp leaver 128 (34%) 131 (34%) | 118 (31%) 5 (1%) 382 (100%)
Total 292 (38%) 240 (32%) | 218 (29%) 6 (1%) 756 (100%)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Case M anagement Services

Case managers provided services and one-time cash payments to assist clientsin
transition to work. Here we present data on this assistance, answering questions about the
types of help and how many received it. Transitional benefits, including money to assist with
basic living and work-related expenses, were needed by a mgjority, of respondents after leaving
assistance. Respondents most often needed assistance with rent, utility bills and transportation.
Food Stamp leavers did not, on the whole, receive case management services.

(Table5.7)
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Table5.7 TANF Leavers& TANF Diverted Receiving or Applying
for AFS Money Benefitsat First Survey: Respondentsto Both

Surveys

No money benefits 146 (39%)

Received money benefits 228 (61%)

Total 374 (100%)

Type of benefit received: % of total (374)
Money for rent 21% (77)
Money for utilities 16% (59)
Money for transportation 14% (54)
Money for clothing 8% (29)
Money for car 7% (25)
Money for car insurance 6% (21)
Money for incidentals 4.5% (17)
Money for other 3% (12)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

The service most often applied for or received was help with job hunting, including
help with resume writing and job referral. Twenty percent of former clients applied for or
received job hunting help. (Table 5.8)

Table5.8 TANF L eavers& TANF Diverted Receiving or
Applying for AFS Services at First Survey: Respondentsto

Both Surveys

No services 146 (39%)

Recelved services 228 (61%)

Total 374 (100%)

Type of service: % of total (374)
Hel p with job hunting 20% (76)
Hep with education 11% (40)
Hd p with new jobs 9% (35)
He p with child support 9% (33)
Hel p with counseling 7% (26)
Hel p with domestic violence 3% (10)
Help with drugs/acohol 2% (9)
He p with other 2% (9)
Hel p with learning English 1% ( 3)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

By the second survey interview, TANF leavers and TANF diverted still often received
safety net benefits, but were seeking less case management help from AFS. The percentage of
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respondents who said they applied for or received hdp, in the last Sx months, with extra
money for household needs, job hunting, counseling, child support or other help ranged from
1 percent to 6 percent. (Table 5.9)

Table5.9 TANF L eavers& TANF Diverted Receiving or
Applying for AFS Transitional Benefitsand Servicesin the
Last Six Months at Second Survey

No transitional benefits 232 (62%)
Received transitional benefits 142 (38%)
Totals 374 (100%)
Type of benefit received *: % of total (374)
Extra money 6% (22)
Job hunting 45% (17)
Getting child support 45% (17)
Something else 2% (8)
Counseling 1% (5)

Source: Second Survey of Wefare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Further analysis of differences between TANF leavers and TANF diverted clients
shows that respondents in the two groups received or asked for different amounts of
assistance from AFS in job hunting or with finding a better or better paying job at either the
first or second telephone survey. Only 12 percent of TANF leavers at thefirst telephone
contact received help in job hunting from AFS. Even fewer said they got help in finding a
better or better paying job. A higher percentage (31 percent) of the TANF diverted said they
got help with job hunting at 12 to 15 months and 13 percent said they got help looking for a
better or better paying job. For both groups the numbers reporting thiskind of help at 18 to
21 months after leaving were much smaller. Only afew Food Stamp leavers got this kind of
help. Thisisconsistent with Food Stamp program policies which do not include employment
assistance.

While the actud numbers are amdl, itisinteresti ng to note that a much higher percent
of the employed TANF leavers or TANF diverted sad they recaeived help with transportation,
clothes, child care, job seeking skills or other related help from AFS while they were looking
for work than isreported by those not employed.

Although AFS offers help with domestic violence, drug and alcohol treatment, and other
problems, very small percentages of the TANF leavers or TANF diverted or Food Stamp
leavers said they were usng these types of services. The respondentsto the in-depth
interviews talked about such issues more frequently, leading us to speculate that many
respondents were reluctant to talk about these personal issuesin atelephoneinterview.
(Table5.10)
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Table5.10 Help Received for Domestic Viol ence, Drugs & Alcohol Treatment and
Counsdling by Group

Received help with Received help with Received help with
domestic violence drugs/alcohol counseling
TANF leavers & diverted (374) 3% (10) 2% (9) 7% (26)
Food Stamp leavers (382) 1% (5) <1% (2) 3% (10)
Totals (756) 4% (15) 2.5% (11) 10% (36)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

In general, the declining numbers over time of former clients seeking help can
contribute to the conclus on that these respondents are becoming more self-sufficient. Y et the
in-depth interviews also suggest that some no longer seek help because they do not want to
deal with the agency or believe they no longer qudify.

Returnsto TANF

In spite of transition or safety net benefits and case management services, some TANF
leavers and TANF diverted returned to TANF. Administrative records show that 131
respondents, or 35 percent of those wholeft or were diverted from TANF received TANFin
the subsequent 19 months, up to October 1999. (Table 5.11) In addition, 55 or 14 percent of
Food Stamp leaversreceived TANF after leaving the Food Stamp program.

Table5.11 Number of M onths Former TANF Respondents Went Back on TANF in
the 19 Months After L eaving

Number of TANF leaversand TANF diverted

Never used benefits 249 (67%)
Used benefits 125 (33%)

1-3 months 49 (13%)

4-6 months 21 (6%)

7-9 months 16 (4%)

10-12 months 14 (4%)

13-15 months 13 (3%)

16-19 months 12 (3%)
Total 374 (100%)

Source: Administrative Record Data, Adult and Family Services, State of Oregon, April 1998-September 1999

A small group (25) of these clients were on TANF for an extended period of more
than 12 months, suggesting that theissues with which they were deding were particularly
difficult. Two-thirds of respondents cycled on and off once. Fifteen cycled on and off
twice and two cycled on and off three times (Table 5.12)



Table5.12 Number of TimesOn Table5.13 TANF Diverted Returning to TANF,

and Off TANF in the 19 Months M onths of Usage
Since L eaving for TANF L eavers
& TANF Diverted Never used benefits 89 (54%)
Used benefits 75 (46%)
Once 89 (24%) 1-3 months 34 (21%)
Twice 28 ( 7%) 4-6 months 11 ( 7%)
Three 8 ( 2%) 7-9 months 9 ( 6%)
Total 125 (33%) 10-12 months 7 ( 4%)
Source: Administrative Record Data, Adult 13-15 months 7 ( 4%)
and_Famin Services, State of Oregon, 16-18 months 0 ( 0%)
Total 164 (100%)

Source; Administrative Record Data, Adult and Family
Services, State of Oregon, April 1998-October 1999

TANF diverted respondents were more likely than other respondents toindicate
that they had received or tried to go on TANF in the 19 monthsof the tracking period.
Administrative record datafrom AFS indicate that 75 clients or 46% of TANF diverted
received TANF during the tracking period (Table 5.13), Survey datashow asmilar
number of clients classified as TANF diverted saying that they had “gone back on TANF or
tried to go back on” (30 respondents or 24 percent in thefirst survey and 49 respondents
or 30 percent at the second survey). These data suggest that many people applying for
TANF but not completing the application continued to bein need and that the temporary
assistance they received while in the assessment program was not sufficient to help them
over aperiod of financial crisis.

Table5.14 Reasons TANF Diverted Respondents Tried to Go On Cash Assstance at
Second Survey *

Number seeking TANF 49 (100%)

Reasons

Income too low to support family 29 (59%)
Lost ajob 18 (37%)
Own or other’s medical problems 11 (22%)
Got pregnant or had a baby 6 (12%)
Got separated or divorced 6 (12%)
Domestic violence 4 ( 8%)
Other reasons 3 (6%)

Source: Second survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leavers and Diverted
* Percentages do not sum to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason.

The primary reasons why respondents who had been diverted from TANF in the
first quarter of 1998 subsequently tried to or did go on TANF involved job loss or having
an income too low to support their family. One-third reported either their own or afamily
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member’ s health problem or pregnancy or having had a baby as the primary reasons for
seeking cash assistance. (Table 5.14)

TANF leavers had similar reasonsfor trying to return. Themost common reasons
former TANF clients returned to TANF were loss of ajob, income too low to support a
family, health problems and/or pregnancy or having an infant under three months.

It isimportant to distinguish between arespondent’ s perceived need for assistance
and receipt of such assistance. Over one-fourth of respondents replied that they needed
help they did not receive. This could be because they were no longer eligible for programs
that they felt they continued to need (i.e. they may have gone over income for Food Stamps
or OHP), because co-payments were too high to make program participation worth it
(especially ERDC), or because case managers did not provide themwith assistance from
discretionary programs such as the Wdfare-to-Work transitional benefits. The percentage
of those saying they needed help but did not get it rose from 22 percent to 27 percent by
the second survey. (Table 5.15)

Table5.15 TANF L eavers& TANF Diverted Needing Help But Not
Receiving It at First and Second Surveys: Respondents to Both Surveys

Any help you needed but didn't receive?
At first survey At second survey
Yes 22% (84) 27% (101)
No 78% (290) 73% (273)
Total 100% (374) 100% (374)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Respondents Assessment of Safety-Net or Transitional Benefits

The in-depth interviews help us to understand how respondents perceived the vaue
of different kinds of help. A majority of the TANF leavers and the TANF diverted
respondents who made up the in-depth sample reported returning to AFS for additional
support. Responses to both the telephone surveys and the in-depth interviews show that the
most important kinds of help families received were Oregon Health Plan, Food Stamps,
Employment Related Day Care, and in a smaller number of cases, areturnto TANF.
Although some respondents also received some money (Assessment or JOBS money) to
help with household or employment-related expenses and with job hunting, and sometimes
received additional services, families depended on safety net programsto supplement their
relatively low incomes from earnings. The TANF leavers and TANF diverted sample
groupsindicated similar patterns of safety net program use over the course of the study.
Both groups relied heavily on OHP and Food Stamps, and, to alesser degree, on ERDC.
TANF leavers appear to have accessed servicesin the greatest numbers. (Table 5.16, Table
5.17, and Table 5.18)
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Table5.16 Help TANF L eavers Table5.17 Help TANF Diverted

Received: In-depth Sample (h=24) Received: In-depth Sample (n=17)
Number  Percent Number Percent

OHP 21 87.5% OHP 13 76%

Food Stamps 18 75% Food Stamps 11 64.7%

ERDC 10 42% ERDC 6 35.2%

Source; CSWS Welfare Research Team In-depth Source; CSWS Welfare Research Team In-depth

Interviews Interviews

Table5.18 Help Food Stamp L eavers
Received: In-depth Sample (n=37)

Number Percent
OHP 33 89.2%
Food Stamps 20 54.1%
ERDC 13 35.1%
Source; CSWS Welfare Research Team In-depth

Interviews
Oregon Health Plan-TANF Leaversand TANF Diverted

The Oregon Health Plan was the single most frequently used benefit for TANF
leavers and TANF diverted familiesin the in-depth sample. Nearly 88 percent of TANF
leavers and 76 percent of TANF diverted families weinterviewed were covered by OHP at
some time during the study. A number of those families remained on OHP for the entire
length of the study. At the time of their interviews a considerable number of respondents
talked about their concerns over how to maintain hedth insurancefor their children and
themselves if and when they lost their digibility for OHP. Loss of OHP happenedfor a
number of reasons, most often when families experienced an increase, often temporary, in
income. Some respondents also lost OHP coverage because of an inability to pay the
premium.

Reasons for lacking health insurance coveragefor both TANF leavers and TANF
diverted included unempl oyment, underempl oyment, lack of insurance coverage through
work, and inability to afford insurance offered through work. For example, Lydia Mendez,
a TANF diverted respondent, depends on seasonal agricultural work to provide an income
for her family. When her [abor isin demand, she may work extensive hoursin overtime,
but during down timesin theindustry, her hours and income can be unpredictable. In either
case, Mendez is not offered any health insurance coverage through her jobs and sheis
unable to afford to pay for insurance on her own.
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Food Stamps-TANF Leaversand TANF Diverted

Food Stamps also proved to be an extremely va uable benefit for both TANF
leavers and TANF diverted in the in-depth sample. Seventy-five percent of the TANF
leavers and 65 percent of the TANF diverted families received Food Stamps at one time or
another over the two-and-a-half year span of the study. Several of the respondents
reported a need for food support because of aloss of income or due to ongoing struggles
to meet living expenses with low-wage work. LelaBarnes, for example, left TANF when
she got a part-time job as a health aide. She continued to receive Food Stamps and OHP,
both important resources for two children and herself. When understaffing at her workplace
resulted in an increase in her work hours, her income increased and the family was no
longer eligible for Food Stamps. In a short time, her hours and income decreased again and
they went back on Food Stamps. Unpredictable hours and wages led to stressful
fluctuationsin her benefits over much of the study period.

Cycling on and off Food Stamps was a common experience among respondentsin
both the TANF leaver and TANF diverted groups. Tom Nelson, another TANF leaver,
was working a series of part-time temporary jobs throughout the course of the study.

There were short periods when hisincome would increase enough to make him indigible
for Food Stamps, only to decrease again causng him to reapply for support. Food Stamps
were often regarded by respondents as an income supplement necessary to buffer afamily
from further hardship. Janis Foster, a TANF diverted respondent, works at least 32 hoursa
week asahair stylist. Her low wages areinsufficient to meet the needs of herself and her
two children. Despite the fact that she isliving in her mother’s home (mother coversrent),
Foster relies on Food Stamps, OHP, and ERDC to meet the immediate needs of her family.

Employment Related Day Care-TANF Leaversand TANF Diverted

ERDC was used by over athird of the TANF leavers and TANF diverted familiesin
the in-depth sample at some time during the study. TANF leavers comprised the largest
group with 42 percent of the sample receiving ERDC supplements. Thirty -five percent of
the TANF diverted sample reported receiving help from ERDC. Regardless of their
eligibility, both sample groups appeared to have used ERDC sparingly, with short periods
of use. They gave anumber of reasons. Some respondents addressed the need for greater
flexibility in daycare accesshility because of working early morning, night, and weekend
shifts. Otherswere unable to manage the ERDC co-payments and struggled to put
together secure child care options that were more affordable or that were free, such as care
by relatives.

Some respondents reported setting up adequate child care resourceswith the help
of ERDC, only to have to make changesin their arrangements, finding cheaper services,
when their waning ERDC benefits were no longer effective in curbing the expense.
Respondents who became ineligible for ERDC but continued working in low-wage jobs
were often unable to financially compensate for the benefitslost. Some families opted to
meet their child care needsin ways that did not quaify them for the ERDC supplements at
all, such asuse of afriend or relativefor child care.
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TANF — TANF Leaversand TANF Diverted

A small number of the in-depth sample reported receiving TANF sometime during
the study. Four percent of the TANF leaver sample reported going back on TANF. The
TANF diverted sample was more difficult to assess due to three respondents who reported
having been on TANF at the time they were desgnated as TANF diverted. Giventhis
discrepancy, nearly 12 percent of the TANF diverted sample accessed TANF during the
study. Loss of job and income were prominent reasons motivating respondents to apply for
TANF.

Food Stamp Leavers

The in-depth sample group of Food Stamp leavers demonstrated a pattern of AFS
support quite similar to the TANF leavers and the TANF diverted in the in-depth sample.
Eighty-nine percent of Food Stamp leavers reported usng OHP during the study, making
health insurance the most commonly accessed safety net program. More than half of the
Food Stamp leavers (56 percent) in the sample went back on Food Stamps at some time
during the study. The magjority of familiesin this group reported leaving the program
initially because of an increase in income. The percentage of families back on suggests that
income levels are often unstable and/or unable to sustain afamily’s needs.

Laura Simmsis aFood Stamp leaver who went back on Food Stamps when she left
ajobinlate pregnancy due to health complications. Simms’ job offered no paid maternity
leave and she wasin need of rental assistance and food support to meet her i mmediate
needs. After some time home with her baby, Simms returned to work and now holds two
part-time jobs with no access to benefits, and the security of both jobsis negligible. Food
Stamps, OHP, and ERDC benefits currently supplement her income. Simms' situation
exemplifies the contingenciesmany familiesface when struggling to piece together an
adequate income.

Use of Benefits Summary

Food Stamps, cash assistance, and medical care were the benefits that former
recipients most frequently identified as help that they needed but could not get. Many aso
said, in both the telephone surveys and the in-depth interviews, that they needed help with
returning for further education, but were denied such help. The results of the in-depth
study indicate that circumstances causing TANF leavers, TANF diverted, and Food Stamp
leaversto return to AFS for support are often not temporary barriers, but aresult of
ongoing hardships. A mgjority of the respondents rely on the safety net programs accessed
through AFS to not only make it through an emergency, but to meet their families basic
needs over time. Transitional benefits were used by many TANF leavers and TANF
diverted as income supplements for low wages that continued to below throughout the
period of the study, but they often cycled onand off the benefits as their fortunes
fluctuated.
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It isdifficult to generalize about the kinds of help that were least valuable. In the
interviews most respondents were extremely grateful for thefinancia help and some of the
services they received from AFS. Families also needed a different package of assistance at
different points, depending on their individual circumstances. However, to the extent that
we could identify a category of help that generated the most criticism by respondents, that
areawas the job search requirements and classes that respondents participated in, especially
inrural areas. While some respondents did believe that employment-related services had
been crucia to their getting ajob, others found the requirements of the JOBS program to
be more ahurdle than a type of assistance. Themost common criticism of the safety net
programs was that they were hard to get and keep. On the other hand, the most frequent
criticisms of the JOBS program were about itsinflexibility, sometimesits coercive nature,
and the fact that thetype of help (motivational classes, stringent requirements for extensive
job search, early morning and late afternoon “check-ins’) was not what respondents needed
to find ajob.

Personal and Community Char acteristics Related to Getting a Job

Who you are and whereyou liveinfluence prospectsfor getting and kegping a job.
Being a single parent, having at least a high school degree, having children only over age
13, living in the Portland metropolitan area or on the Oregon coast, having the use of a car,
and knowing how to use acomputer al increase the chances that a person will be
employed. Women living with a partner, married or not, are less likely to be working
outside the home. Level of education also has a powerful influence on whether you live in a
family with income above the Federa Poverty Leve. Bdonging to a union increases the
chances that thejob you get will have good pay and benefits.

Education

Higher levels of education contribute to higher rates of employment and lower rates
of poverty for respondents and their families.

Almost 20 percent of respondents did not have ahigh school degree or its
equivalency after leaving or being diverted from cash assistance or Food Stamps,
constituting a severe disadvantage in the job market. (Table 5.19)

Table5.19 Education of Head of Household: TANF L eavers, TANF Diverted and
Food Stamp L eavers, Total at First Survey

TANF leavers TANF diverted Food Stamp |leavers

L ess than high school diploma 18% ( 52) 20% ( 41) 19% (92
High school diploma/GED 43% (121) 44% ( 90) 39% (184)
Some college 31% ( 87) 31% ( 65) 31% (148)
Associate s degree 5% ( 13) 3% ( 7) 7% (33)
Bachdor’s degree or above 3% (9 2% ( 4) 4% ( 20)
No answer <1% (1) - <1% (_3)
Total 100% (283) 100% (207) 100% (480)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
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For TANF leavers and TANF diverted the proportion of respondents who were
employed climbs sgnificantly with ahigh school degree and again with at least some
college education. (Table 5.20)

Table5.20 Education by Employment Status of TANF L eaversand TANF Diverted
at First Survey and at Second Survey (n=374) * **

Education At first survey At second survey
Employed | Not employed | Employed | Not employed
< HS diploma 48% (31) 52% (34) 52% (33) 48% (31)
HS diploma 66% (101) 34% (52) 71% (108) 29% (44)
Some college 68% (85) 32% (39) 74% (91) 26% (32)
Associate' s degree 82% (14) 18% (3) 71% (12) 29% (5)
Bachelor'sdegreeor >| 70% (7) 30% (3) 90% (9) 10% (1)
Total 238 131 253 113

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

*Both relationships (Education by Employment at first survey and Education by Employment at second
survey) are significant at p<.01

**Totals do not sum to 374 because 5first survey respondents and 8 second survey respondents did not
answer

For Food Stamp leavers, there was a relationship between education and employment
inthefirst survey. Thisrelationship between education and employment status appeared to
be stronger in the second survey. (Table 5.21)

Table5.21 Education by Employment Status of Food Stamp L eaversat First and
Second Surveys (n=382) * **

Education At first survey At second survey
Employed | Not employed | Employed | Not employed
< HS diploma 72% (47) 28% (18) 64% (41) 36% (23)
HS diploma 67% (97) 33% (48) 79%(114) 21% (30)
Some college 69% (86) 31% (38) 76% (94) 24% (30)
Associate' s degree 81% (22) 19% (5) 74% (20) 26% (7)
Bachelor’sdegree or > | 76% (13) 24% (4) 94% (16) 6% (1)
Totals 265 113 285 91

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

*Both relationships (Education by Employment at first survey and Education by Employment at second
survey) are significant at p<.01

**Totals do not add to 382 because 4 first survey respondents and 6 second survey respondents did not
answer

Poverty ratesfell aslevels of education rose. Over 80 percent of those without a

high school degree (or its equivalency) had incomes below the poverty line compared with
47 percent of those with some college. (Table 5.22)
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Table5.22 Educational Attainment by Poverty L evel of TANF Leaversand TANF
Diverted at First Survey: Respondentsto Both Surveys

Education Living ABOVE | Living BELOW Total
poverty level poverty level

< HS diploma 17% ( 10) 83% (49) 100% (59)

HS diploma 28% (42) 72% (109) 100% (151)

Some college 29% ( 35) 71% (85) 100% (120)

Associate' s degree 53% (9) 47% ( 8) 100% (17)

Bachelor’s degree or higher 40% ( 4) 60% ( 6) 100% (10)
Totals 28% (100) 72% (257) 100% (357)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

The percentages living below poverty in the two surveys cannot be directly
compared because we changed the question gauging poverty level between thefirst and
second telephone surveys. At thefirst survey we asked whether household income before
taxes from all sources for 1998 was above or below the federal poverty level for the
respondent’s family size. At the second survey we asked whether the previous month’s
income before taxes from all sources was above or below the federal poverty level for the
respondent’s family size. (See page 10 for Federal Poverty Guidelines.)

In spite of these different measures, the pattern of the relationship between
educational attainment and poverty remains the same at the second telephone survey.
Those with some college or more were significantly less likely than those without or with
only a high school degree or GED to have household incomes below the poverty level.
(Table5.23)

Table5.23 Educational Attainment by Poverty L evel of TANF L eaversand TANF
Diverted at Second Survey: Respondentsto Both Surveys (n=374) * **

Education Living ABOVE Living BELOW Total
Poverty L evel Poverty L evel

< HS diploma 46%(28) 54% (33) 100% (61)

HS diploma 43%(64) 57% (86) 100% (150)

Some college 53% (65) 47% (58) 100% (123)

Associate' s degree 77% (13) 23% (4) 100% (17)

Bachelor’s degree or higher 60% (6) 40% (4) 100% (10)
Totals 49% (176) 51% (185) 100% (361)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
*Thisrelationship issignificant at p<.05.
**Total does not add to 374 because 13 respondents did not answer
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Marital Status and Adultsin Household

Marriage and cohabitation are associated with lower level sof employment for
women. Women in female-headed families have higher rates of employment than women
living with husbands or partners. Our in-depth interviews reveal that women with young
children may choose to be full-time mothers when they have a partner with earnings. (Table
5.24)

Table5.24 M arital Status of TANF Leavers, TANF Diverted, and Food Stamp
L eaversby Employment Status (n=756) * **

Employed [Not Employed| Totals

Married 59% (139) 41% (97) 100% (236)
Never married 73% (134) 27% (50) 100% (184)
Divorced 70% (165) 30% (70) 100% (235)
Separated 70% (49) 30% (21) 100% (70)
Widowed 79% (11) 21% (3) 100% (14)
Cohabitating 46% (5) 54% (6) 100% (11)

Totals 67% (503) | 33% (247) | 100% (750)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study,
*Thisrelationship issignificant at p<.05
**Total does not add to 756 because 6 respondents did not answer

The conclusonis confirmed by the relationship between the number of adultsin the
family and labor force participation of the respondents. Having more adultsin the family
lessens the likelihood that theformer client will be employed. Among one-adult headed
families, 71 percent areemployed. Of those respondents living in two -parent families, 58
percent are employed. (Table 5.25)

Table5.25 Family Structure of TANF Leavers, TANF Diverted, and Food Stamp
L eaversby Employment Status (n=756) * **

Employed Not employed Totals
One-adult household 71% (365) 29% (147) 100% (512)
Two-adult household | 58% (137) 42% (199) 100% (236)
Totals 70% (502) 30%(246) 100% (748)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study,
*Thisrelationship issignificant at p<.001.
**Total does not add to 756 because 8 respondents did not answer

Number and Age of Children
Employment is aso affected by both the number and the ages of the childrenin the

household. Household head in families with more than two children are alittle lesslikely to
be employed than those with one or two children. Household headsin families with young

43



children, especially children not yet school age, are less likely to be employed. (Table 5.26)

Table5.26 Number and Age of Children by Employment Statusfor TANF L eavers,

TANF Diverted, and Food Stamp L eavers at Second Survey (n=756) *

Number & Age of Child Employed | Not employed Total
0 minors at home 67% (28) 33% (14) 100% (42)
All are 13-17 years 78% (76) 22% (21) 100% (97)
1 child <13 years 76% (193) 24% (62) 100% (255)
2 children<13 years 73% (166) 27% (62) 100% (228)
3 children <13 years 68% (67) 32% (32) 100% (99)
4 children<13 years 44% (12) 56% (15) 100% (27)
5 or more <13years 75% (3) 25% (1) 100% (4)
Total (545) (207) (752)
0 minors at home 67% (28) 33% (14) 100% (42)
All are 13-17 years 78% (76) 22% (21) 100% (97)
All >7 years 77% (131) 23% (39) 100% (170)
1 child <7 years 73% (194) 27% (72) 100% (266)
2 children<7 years 69% (95) 31% (43) 100% (138)
3 children <7 years 56% (18) 44% (14) 100% (32)
4 children<7 years 43% (3) 57% (4) 100% (7)
Total (545) (207) (752)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

*Total doesnot add to 756 because 4 respondents did not answer

Place of Residence

Employment rates are influenced by place of residence in Oregon. Employment
rates varied from just over 70 percent for the Portland met ropolitan area and the Oregon
Coast to 65 percent along the | -5 Corridor to 62 percentin Central and Eastern Oregon.
(Table5.27) Job opportunitiesvary by area of resdence, with many counties outsde the
Portland Metropolitan area experiencing relatively high unemployment rates during the
study period.

Table5.27 Oregon Regions by Employment Status for TANF L eavers, TANF
Diverted, and Food Stamp L eavers: Respondents to Both Surveys (n=756) *

Employed Not employed Total
Portland Metro 77% (164) 23% (50) 100% (214)
Oregon Coast 67% ( 41) 33% (20) 100% ( 61)
I-5 Corridor 72% (237) 28% (90) 100% (327)
Central Oregon 65% ( 58) 35% (31) 100% ( 89)
Eastern Oregon 76% ( 38) 24% (12) 100% (' 50)
Total (538) (203) (741)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
*Total does not add to 756 because 15 respondents did not answer
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Transportation problems for those living in rural areas made finding and keeping a
job difficult. Those respondents who had use of avehicle were more likely than their
counterparts without a vehicle to be employed. Computer skills dsoincreased the

likelihood of employment. (Table 5.28)

Table5.28 Use of Vehicle and Ability to Use a Computer by Employment Status for

TANF L eavers, TANF Diverted and Food Stamp L eavers (n=756) *

Employed Not employed Total Significant?
Has use of vehicle? Y es p<.001
Yes 71% (437) 29% (179) 100% (616)
No 49% (66) 51% (68) 100% (134)
Total (503) (247) (750)
Ableto use a computer? Yesp<.001
Yes 72% (310) 28% (123) 100% (433)
No 61% (193) 39% (124) 100% (317)
Total (503) (247) (750)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

*Totals do not add to 756 because 6 respondents did not answer

Barriersto Getting and Keeping a Job

Success in moving from welfare to work is most significantly impeded by the low
pay and irregular hours of available jobs, problemswith child care, respondent or
respondent’ s family health problems and alack of skills, education and experience. Many
of these barriers were significantly related to whether arespondent was employed and there
appearsto be aclear direction in thefindings. Those not employed faced these barriersin
higher proportions than those who were employed. In addition, those not employed were
much more likely than the employed to say that the barrier wasstill a problem. (Table 5.29)

It isimportant to note that the reason significance tests indicate that someof the
barriers that were “not significant” were because so many of both the employed and not
employed reported these as barriers (not because few reported the barrier.) Thus, for this
sample, significance means that this barrier does not well distinguish between the employed
and not employed, not that this barrier is unimportant from a policy perspective. Problems
with legal issues, transportation and housing were dso significantly associated with

employment status.
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Table5.29 TANF L eaversand TANF Diverted Barriersto Getting or K eeping a Job
by Employment Status at First Survey: Respondentsto Both Surveys *

Percent with barrier Significant
Barrier Employed Not employed  |difference?
Child care Costs 24% (55) 31% (38)
Still a problem? 47% (26) 79% (30) Yesp<.01
Transportation to & from 8% (19) 19% (24) Yesp<.01
Still a problem? 47% (9) 83% (20) Yesp<.05
Locating high quality 26% (60) 32% (40)
Still a problem? 38% (23) 76% (29) Yesp<.001
Trouble with child care 18% (40) 17% (21)
Still aproblem? 45% (18) 67% (14)
Job related Jobs have no benefits 39% (93) 48% (61)
Jobs have low pay 51% (121) 62% (80) Yesp<.05
Jobs haveirregular hours 40% (94) 59% (75) Yes p<.001
No jobs available 20% (46) 42% (54) Yesp<.001
Health Own health 15% (35) 47% (61) Yes<.001
Still aproblem? 69% (24) 72% (44)
Pregnancy 5% (11) 18% (23) Yes<.001
Still pregnant? 0% (0) 36% (9) Yesp<.05
Family member's health 11% (25) 28% (36) Yes<.001
Still a problem? 52% (13) 69% (25)
Permanent disability 5% (11) 19% (25) Yes<.001
Not able to adjust 27% (30 44% (11)
Family violence Domestic violence 3%(8) 8%(10)
Still aproblem? 0%(0) 50%(5) Yesp<.05
Child abuse 2% (4) 5% (7)
Still aproblem? 50%(2) 29%(2)
Legal, transportation |Legal problems 10% (23) 18% (23) Yesp<.05
& housing Still a problem? 36% (8) 87%(20)  |Yes<.001
Transportation 21% (51) 32% (42) Yesp<.05
Still a problem? 44% (22) 79% (33) Yes<.001
Housing 5% (12) 14% (18) Yesp<.01
Still a problem? 42% (5) 94% (17) Yesp<.01
Lack of training, Lack of training, skills 30% (71) 47% (70) Yes<.001
skills, experience, or Still a problem? 61% (43) 87% (61) |Yes<.001
being in school Being in school 8% (20) 25% (33)  |Yes<.001
Still a problem? 50% (10) 97% (32) Yes<.001
Other problems 13% (31) 26% (34) Yesp<.01

Source: First Phone Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

* For thistable we used first survey data for those who participated in both phone surveys. The total
number of Employed = 239 and the Not Employed = 131 among the TANF leavers and TANF diverted
combined was used to calculate each percentage. Only those who said YES to that particular question were
asked the partner question of whether or not it continued to be a problem. Therefore the percentages for
“Still aproblem?’ were calculated using the total number of Y ES responses to the partner barrier question.
The only exception to this pertains to the four job-related questions. We did not ask about whether or not
each continued to be a problem because these barriers are large community-wide issues not likely solved by
an individual during the period of this study.
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Most Important Barriersto Getting or Keeping a Job

Employed respondents perceived the most important barrier to getting or keeping ajob
as “available jobs had low pay.” Thiswas followed closely by transportation problems; cost
of child care; lack of training, skills and experience; health problems; trouble finding qudity
child care; the irregular hours of available jobs, and the unavailability of jobs. If we
combine those barriers having to do with the quality and availability of jobsthese are
clearly the most important barriers, followed by combined responses having to do with
child care. (Table5.30)

Not employed respondents perceived the most important barrier to getting or
keeping ajob as health problems, followed closely by lack of training, skills and experience;
transportation, permanent disability; cost and accessibility of child care; available jobs have
low pay; and available jobs have irregular hours. (Table 5.30)

Table 5.30 Perceptions of M ost Significant Barriersto Getting and/or K egping a Job:
TANF L eavers, TANF Diverted and Food Stamp L eavers at First Survey

Rank Biggest barrier (% identifying)

Order Employed Not Employed

1 Available jobs have low pay (13%) Own health (20%)

2 Transportation problems (11%) Transportation problems (11%)
3 Cogt of child care (9%) Lack of training, skills (11%)

4 Lack of training, skills (8%) Permanent disability (9%)

5 Own health (8%) Other barriers (9%)

6 Can't find quaity child care (7%) Pregnancy (6%)

7 Jobs have irregular hours (6%) Cost of child care (6%)

8 No jobs available (5%) Can't find quality child care (6%)
9 Other barriers (3.5%) Available jobs have low pay (5%)
10 Jobs available don't have benefits (3%) Being in school (5%)

11 Trouble with child care (3%) Jobs have irregular hours (4%)
12 Pregnancy (1%) No jobs available (3%)

13 Domestic violence (1%) No adequate place to live (2%)
14 Being in school (<1%) Trouble with child care (2%)

15 Permanent disability (<1%) Jobs available don't have benefits (3%
16 No adequate place to live (0%) Domestic violence (0%)

17 Transportation to & from (0%) Transportation to & from (0%)
18 Family member's health (0%) Family member's health (0%)

19 Child abuse (0%) Child abuse (0%)

20 Legal problems (0%) Legal problems (0%)

Source: First Phone Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
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These tables show that low-income families face different kinds of barriers: 1) those
that have to do with the labor market and the stock of jobsthat are available and 2) those
that have to do with individual characteristics of respondents or with their need and the
resources they have to meet their families needs. These data suggest that increasing the
number of families who are employed and/or sdf -sufficient means increasing the
availability, quality and pay of jobs. It dsomeans that families need more help finding
quality child care and paying for that child care. Respondents al so need more training or
skills, something that can be addressed by a combination of education and specialized job
training. Finally, health problems — both acute and chronic — plague a certain number of
families, making employment difficult or impossible.

Finally, aword of caution about the data reported above concerning domestic
violence and child abuse asthese affect employability. We do not believe (and other
research confirms) that atelephone survey addressing these sensitive issues, especialy in
the context of addressng ahost of other issues, islikely to dicit reliable dataabout either
the incidence or impact of violence on these families. Over one-third of respondentsin the
in-depth sample had a history of domestic violence. Our in-depth interviews suggest both
that 1) the incidence of domestic violence is higher than the telephone survey suggests and
2) past or recent violence has a complex effect on success moving from welfare to work
and on family well-being.

Health Barriers- Theln-Depth Sample

Over athird (26) of the respondents in our in-depth sample were experiencing
serious physical disabilities and/or illness. Half of those respondents with serious health
issues found themselves unable to work or severely limited by their conditions. Health
problems ranged from serious injuries (both related and unrelated to work), chronic
physical illnesses, major emotional problems, and in afew cases, drug and alcohol issues.
Some respondents reported they were recovering from severe conditions that |eft them with
residual disabilities. These disabilities presented ongoing health problemsthat limited the
kinds of work they are able to tolerate and endure.

Freda Perez, a Food Stamp leaver, suffered a condition resultingin mgor surgery to
her central nervous system. She wasleft with chronic hedth problems that severely curbed
her ability to return to the work she had donefor years. Perez depended mainly on
seasonal agricultural work to get by, and after the onset of her illness she was unable to
perform those jobs. Perez wants badly to return to some kind of work because she and her
husband (also disabled) are dependent on monthly support from their children to pay their
basic living expenses. Perez barely gets by on her small allotment of Food Stamps; both
she and her husband qualify for OHP, acrucia support for her family.

Several respondents reported mild limitations or short-term health issues that
constrained their ability to work for a period of time before they could return to
employment. Janis Woods, a TANF leaver, was forced to stop working as she was
reaching full term in her pregnancy and could no longer manage the job. She had been
working alow-wage job with no paid maternity leave and no security. She subsequently
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lost her job and turned to AFS for temporary cash assistance, Food Stamps, and OHP.
After afew months, she was able to return to working without complication.

Five percent of the in-depth sample (four respondents) reported experiencing
serious health issues in their families, causing the respondentsto struggle with their ability
to maintain paid work. Lois Taylor, aFood Stamp leaver, was acting as the primary
caretaker for her very ill mother. Taylor worked full-time on a night shift and then took
regular shifts caring for her mother’ s extensive needs. Because Taylor was the primary
provider for her mother, she was responsible for being on-call for emergencies and any
moments where major decisions about her mother’ s care needed be made. This Situation
caused Taylor to lose hours at work and she was fearful of jeopardizing her job. While she
was able to negotiate a contingency plan with her employer, her full -time job and her role
as caretaker left her stressed and exhausted.

Irene Miller, a TANF leaver because her youngest child had turned 18, suffered
from a serious, chronic respiratory illnessthat left her unable to work. She has made a
number of attemptsto get SSI benefits, but has, so far, been unsuccessful. She lives,
precariously, on assistance from SDSD (Senior and Disabled Services), Food Stamps, OHP
and limited help from her now retired parents (themsavesliving on Socid Security). At
our last interview Miller was facing the situation that her anticipated rent (she had
temporarily moved in with her parents who were now moving to another apartment) was
$75 more than her entire check from SDSD.

After interviewing a number of respondents experiencing their own health problems
or the problems of afamily member, several patterns became clear. First, many of these
respondents talked about the barriers they experienced while working with AFS because
serious health problems tended to make it difficult toimpossble to comply with and satisfy
AFS program requirements. While some respondents said that their AFS workers were
able to understand their conditions and work with their particular needs, other respondents
were frustrated by AFS workers' lack of awareness or suppoffor their problems.
Respondents consistently emphasized their need to access safety net programsincluding
OHP, Food Stamps, and subsidized housing to get by. They were universally grateful for
OHP, but some of them had out-of-pocket medical expenses (things not covered by OHP)
that they were often unable to pay because their hedth problems were such that they could
not work. Others commented on their frustrating attemptsto receive Socia Security (SSI)
benefits because of their chronically disabling conditions, expressing awish that AFS could
have offered them more assistance with navigating the bureaucracy as well as networking
with other community resources.

Enhancing Prospects for Good Jobs Through Enhancing Skills

Very small numbers of former AFS clients were able toincrease their educationa
attainment or get job training other than on-the-job training in the two years following
leaving or being diverted from TANF or Food Stamps. Four TANF leavers, one TANF
diverted client, and four former Food Stamp clients got a high school degree or its
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equivalency. Slightly more were able to take college courses or to receivejob traning
beyond on-the-job training. Thus, few former clients would be able to get better jobs or see
earnings growth because of an increase in their training, education or skills unrelated to on-
the-job training or job experience. (Table 5.31 and Table 5.32)

Education and On-the-Job Training

Table5.31 Education of TANF Table5.32 Acquired Education Between

Leavers, TANF Diverted, and Food

Stamp L eavers at First Survey:

Respondentsto Both Surveys

First and Second Surveysfor TANF

Leavers, TANF Diverted, and Food

Stamp L eavers

TANF leavers (210) At first survey TANF leavers (210) Acquired education during
the six months between
surveys

<HSdiploma 18% (38) <HSdiploma

HS diploma 40% (84) HS diploma 2% (4)

Some specialized training Some specialized training 5% (11)

Job training other than on- Job training other than on- 9% (20)

the-job training the-job training

Some college 32% (68) Some college 4% (8)

Associate' s degree 5% (11) Associate’ s degree

Bachelor’s degree 3% (6) Bachelor’s degree <1% (1)

Graduate degree Graduate degree

No answer 2% (3) No answer

TANF diverted (164) TANF diverted (164)

<HSdiploma 17% (27) <HSdiploma

HS diploma 42% (69) HS diploma <1% (1)

Some specialized training Some specialized training 3% (5)

Job training other than on- Job training other than on- 7% (11)

the-job training the-job training

Some college 34% (56) Some college 9% (15)

Associate' s degree 4% (6) Associate' s degree

Bachelor’s degree 2% (3) Bachelor’s degree

Graduate degree <1% (1) Graduate degree

No answer 1% (2) No answer

Food Stamp leavers (382) Food Stamp leavers (382)

<HSdiploma 17% (65) <HSdiploma

HS diploma 38% (145) HS diploma 1% (4)

Some specialized training Some specialized training 4% (17)

Job training other than on- Job training other than on- 9% (34)

the-job training the-job training

Some college 33% (124) Some college 3% (10)

Associate' s degree 7% (27) Associate’ s degree 1% (5)

Bachelor’s degree 3% (13) Bachelor’s degree

Graduate degree 1% (4) Graduate degree

No answer 1% (4) No answer

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare
and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food

Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
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About 40 percent of former clients recaeived some type of orrthe-job training. More
of the on-the-job training was “ soft skills” such asinterpersonal or safety skills, rather than
“hard skills” such astechnical or basic skills. (Table 5.33)

Table5.33 Types of On-the-Job Training and Percentages of TANF L eavers, TANF
Diverted, and Food Stamp L eavers, Receiving Each Type at Their Current Job *

At first During the six months
Survey between surveys
TANF leavers (210)
Have received on-the-job training at current job | 40% (85) 42% (88)
Type of training at current job
Technical training 25% (53)
Interpersonal skills training 38% (79)
Basic skills training 12% (25)
Sdfety training 29% (60)
Product or sales training 16% (33)
TANF diverted (164)
Have received on-the-job training at current job |  37% (60) 34% (56)
Type of training at current job
Technical training 24% (39)
Interpersonal skills training 29% (47)
Basic skills training 12% (19)
Safety training 21% (34)
Product or sales training 17% (27)
Food Stamp leavers (382)
Have received on-the-job training at current job | 36% (136) 38% (145)
Type of training at current job
Technical training 26% (100)
Interpersonal skills training 31% (118)
Basic skills training 11% (41)
Safety training 24% (92)
Product or sales training 17% (66)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* Percentages and numbers do not add to total's because individuals may have had more than one type of
training.

Of those respondents who are currently employed, d most half are not satisfied with

their opportunities for pay raises or promotion at their currentjob. Thisis consistent with
the finding above that less than half had received on-the-job training. (Table 5.34)
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Table5.34 Satisfaction with Current Job’s Opportunitiesfor Pay Raises and

Promotion at Second Survey

Satisfied with current job's potential for araise or promation

At second survey

No 34% (261)
Yes 38% (284)
Not currently employed 27% (207)
No answer <1% ( 4)
Total 100% (756)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Almost 90 percent of respondents want additional education or training and associate
such opportunities with increased opportunities for job and earnings mobility. Over half of
those who said they wanted more education or training indicated they wanted higher

education opportunities. (Table 5.35)

Table5.35 Number and Percentage of All Respondents That Want M ore Education

and Training & Highest Leveal Desired at First Survey

| At first survey

Wants mor e education or training % Frequency
Yes 84.0% 634
No 14.0% 104
No answer 2.0% 18

Highest level of education desired? % Frequency
< HSdiploma 7.0% 42
HS Diploma 22.0% 130
Some College 6.0% 36
Associate’ s Degree 21.0% 125
Bachelor’s Degree 27.0% 163
Master’s Degree 12.5% 75
Doctorate/Prof 5.0% 31
Total 100% 602
No answer 154

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

In-depth Respondents Talk About Job Opportunities

In our in-depth interviews, about 45 percent of those with jobs said they had some
opportunity for advancement and 55 percent said they did not see such opportunities.

(Table 5.36)
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Table 5.36 Respondents Who Perceive Opportunitiesfor Job Advancement: In-depth
Sample

Perceive opportunities for advancement in this job 29 45%
Do not perceive opportunities for advancement in this job 35 55%
Total employed 64 100%

Source: CSWS Welfare Research Team In-depth Interviews

Those who perceived the best prospects for advancement were in public sector jobs,
growing private sector firms, and/or in unionized workplaces. Itisimportan t to restate the
fact that the vast majority of employed respondentsin the larger sample have jobsin the low -
wage sector of the labor force, including clerical, retail, agricultural, food service and hedth
and human services jobs. These are not usudly occupationsthat offer much upward mobhility,
although there is considerable horizontal mobility within the low- wage work force. Among
those who believed that they hadlow opportunitiesfor advancement were agricultural and
food service workers, health aides, retail cashiers, service station attendants, and often,
workersin rural areas.

A number of our in-depth respondents who perceived opportunities for advancement
were employed in non -traditional blue-collar jobs. At least two had experienced sexua
harassment on the job, but they still hoped they could continue or advance because there
were clear job ladders through these employers.

Some jobs that respondents hoped would have opportunities for advancement seemed
precariousto the researchers. An example of thisisfound in Viola Prince, a self-employed
day-care provider. All of her clients are parents whose careis rembursed through the ERDC
program. Prince gets paid $2.12 per hour per child, the state rate for the areain which she
lives. Her strategy to increase her incomeisto take a series of classes that make her digible
for a7 percentincreasein the state reimbursement rate per child. She plans to try and dothis,
but her workday islong, often extending from 6:00 am. until past 10:00 p.m. She adso has
four children of her own. It has been hard for her to find the time to take these classes.
Moreover, her caseworker said that AFS could not provide ERDC support to help cover her
child care costs while taking these classes because sheis self-employed. She would also like
to get acomputer and take acomputer course, both of which she believes would help her
have amore successful business. Her caseworker has not been able to provide her support
toward these ends ether.

Some respondents believe their best chances for wage growth or a better job lies with
more education. Of thein-depth sample more than half want more education, and a smaller
group (about onein seven) are currently in school. Some believejob trainingis their best
hope for advancement, but few see away to get thistraining. A significant number of those
who believe that further education istheir best hope for getting a better job do not see how
they can manage to get this education both because the cost of educationisout of reach
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and/or because they do not have the time and energy given their work and family
responsibilities.

Maya Bronson, for example, has worked at ajob she knowsis “dead end” for the
past twoyears. When her now school -age child wasyounger she tried to work, care for her
child and take community college courses toward her goal of becoming a pharmacist. The
stress of full-time work and single parenting made it too difficult to succeed in school at that
time. Sheleft school, planning to start again when her child went to schoal. In the meantime
AFS rules changed. When she told her case manager that she was ready to work part-time
and go back to school she was told AFS would no longer provide cash assistancefor her to
go to school.

A number of respondents had been able to enhance their job skills through Work
Experience and/or the JOBS Plus programs. For example, Margaret Lowry |learned a great
deal during her Work Experience and then a JOBS Plus placement in a human services
agency. But when the JOBS Plus placement was over she could not find another job that
would use her newly acquired skills. The agency she had worked for did not have the budget
to hire someone without the state subsidy they received through JOBSPlus. Under pressure
from AFS to find ajob quickly she accepted aminimum wage retal job like the ones she had
held before her Work Experience/JOBS Plus experience.

On the other hand, Mary Harman, who also combined six months of Work
Experience and sx months of JOBSPlus in another community, did expect to be hired
permanently where she worked during her Work Experience/JOBSPlusplacement. (This
was to be after our last interview.) She had also been able to get her GED during the period
she was on Work Experience. Sheisaware that whether the organization can offer her a
regular job and keep her employed depends not only on her performance, but on the agency’s
ability to secure funding from the state human service budget, something that depends not on
her job skills but on decisions of policy makers.

A number of respondents took jobsthat had limited or no opportunitiesfor
advancement because the requirements of the Job Search component of the JOBS program
left them believing they had no other choice. A number of respondentsin rural and semi-
rural areas sad that their caseworkers told them that if they turned down ajob they would be
denied further benefits. Given that the requirements of Job Search includes a substantid
number of job applications each week, these respondents felt forced to apply for precisely the
kinds of jobsthey did not want in order to comply with their Employment Development
Plans. Those most likely to report this concern werein the TANF diverson sample, athough
some TANF leavers also reported this concern.



Unionsand Job Opportunities

Respondents who were in jobs covered by aunion contract reported the highest level
of satisfaction with their current opportunities for pay raises and promotions. Two-thirds of
those in union jobs as compared to half of those in other jobs reported satisfaction with
opportunities for wage or job mobility. (Table 5.37)

Table 5.37 Satisfaction With Opportunitiesfor Wage Growth or Job M obility at
Current Job for Respondents Covered/Not Covered by a Union Contract at Second

Survey *

Satisfied with potential for raise/promotion
Job iscovered by union contract Yes No
Yes 15% ( 43) 8% ( 21)
No 83% (235) 90% (236)
Don't know 2% ( 6) 2% ( 4)
Total employed 100% (284) 100% (261)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
*Thisrelationship issignificant at p<.05

Type of Organization and Work Opportunity
Workerswho are self-employed or who work for afamily business appear to see less

opportunity for wage growth or job mobility than workersin the public sector, private
industry and in the non-profit sector. (Table 5.38)

Table 5.38 Satisfaction with Opportunitiesfor Wage Growth or Job M obility at
Current Job for Respondentsby Type of Work Organization at Second Survey *

Satisfied with potential for
raise/promotion

Type of employment Yes No
Self employed 25% (17) 75% (50)
Private company 57% (193) 43% (145)
Family business 30% (7) 70% (16)
Federal govt. 36% (4) 64% (7)
State govt. 54% (23) 46.5% (20)
Local govt. 60% (6) 40% (4)
Non-profit organization 58% (21) 42% (15)
Other 75% (3) 25% (1)
Refused 0% 100% (1)
Don't know 89% (8) 11% (1)
No answer 67% (2) 33% (1)
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Total Employed | 50% (284) | 48% (261)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* This relationship is significant at p<.001.
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Chapter 6 Coping with Uncertainty: Strategies and Supports

Low wages accompanied by cyclingin and out of paid work asjob conditions and
family demands change leave most families in uncertain and sometimes disastrous financia
situations. To survive under such circumstances, these families put together earned income,
other income such as child support payments and the Earned Income Tax Credit, supports
such asfood banks and housing subsidy programs, and transitional benefits (OHP, ERDC)
that they see as part of their safety net. Sometimesthey return to TANF and often they return
to Food Stamps.

Difficulties Getting By

One indicator of whether families have the resources they need to meet basic
household expenses is whether they have difficulty covering their basic household expenses
month to month. At 12 to 15 months after leaving or being diverted from TANF or leaving
Food Stamps about one-quarter of the families said they did not have difficulty paying their
bills, but for three-quarters of the families thiswas a problem. Differences between TANF
and Food Stamp clients on this question were minimal: for both groups about one-third had
difficulty paying their bills one to three monthsin the preceding year; alittle more than one
third had such difficulties four to six months; and just under one-third had difficulties
covering household expenses for anywhere from seven to twelve months.

Six months later, 17 percent of TANF leavers and 19 percent of Food Stamp leavers
said they had been able to pay their bills each month since the last telephone contact. Food
Stamp leavers were amost evenly split between the numbers saying they had difficulties
paying their billsfor oneto three and for four to Sx months. A higher percentage of TANF
leavers (46 percent) said they had difficulties paying their bills one to three monthsof the
past six months than had difficulty paying billsin four to sx months (37 percent). (Tabl € 6.1
and Table 6.2)

Table 6.1 Number of M onths of Difficulty Paying M onthly Expensesfor TANF L eavers
and TANF Diverted at First Survey and at Second Survey

Difficulty paying monthly hills? At first survey At second survey
0 months 24% ( 90) 17% ( 43)
1-3 months 29% (105) 46% (118)
4-6 months 24% ( 87) 37% ( 95)
7-12 months 23% ( 85) 0% ( 0)
Total 100% (367) 100%(256)
No answer (7 (118)
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Table 6.2 Number of M onths of Difficulty Paying M onthly Expensesfor Food Stamp
Leaversat First Survey and at Second Survey

Difficulty paying monthly bills? At first survey At second survey
0 months 27% (104) 19% ( 49)
1-3 months 25% ( 92) 40% (108)
4-6 months 29% (108) 41% (105)
7-12 months 19% ( 74) 0% ( 0)
Total 100% (378) 100% (262)
No answer ( 4 (120)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Another indicator of the adequacy of income to meet household needsis the
relationship between usual earnings and expenses. We developed from the first survey dataa
rough measure of monthly financial obligations including rent, utilities, and child care costs.
We then subtracted this amount from respondents’ reported usua monthly take-home pay.
We found negative values from almost one-third of the sample at both thefirst and the
second surveys. That is, take-home pay was insufficient to cover rent, utilities, and child care
costs.

Table 6.3 Proportion of Respondents With Take-home Pay Below the Sum of Rent,
Utilities, And Child Care Costsat First Survey and at Second Survey

At first survey At second survey
% with costs greater than % with costs greater than
income income
TANF leavers 23% 27%
TANF diverted 36% 33%
Food Stamp leaver 26% 27.5%

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

These data should be interpreted with caution because take-home earnings do not
include other possible income such as child support, other earnersin the family, or the
Earned Income Tax Credit. Also not included are safety net benefits such as Food Stamps,
WIC, or housing subsidies. Nevertheless, the data support our contention that many families
have trouble getting by financially.

Strategies to Stretch Resour ces

Another way we assessed how well families were doing was to ask them whether they
had resorted to or experienced any of thefollowing things families often do when they are
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having trouble making ends meet: pay bills late, get food boxes, turn to their families for
help, reduce housing costs by moving or taking in aroommate, sell possessions for cash, skip
meals or forgo health care, face utility cut-offs, or keep children home from school because
of not having money to buy needed clothing or supplies. The following series of long tables
with datafor respondents to both surveys show a number of things.

First, asignificant percentage of familiesin this sample have done one or more of
these things (see final column for percentage who said “yes’). Second, there is a significant
correlation between arespondent’ s answer to the questions on family well-being and his or
her likelihood of having to use one or more of these strategies or facing these difficult
stuations. In general, familiesthat have to resort to these strategies tend to report doing less
well than those who do not. In the tables below those linesthat are shaded are t hose
showing a significant correlation between arespondent’s answer on family well-being and
their answer to the question on strategies used/experienced to stretch limited resources.

One half or more of TANF leavers and TANF diverted at 12 to 15 months after exit
reported paying some billslate, purchasing used clothing, or receiving food, money or gifts
from relatives or friends. About one-fourth or more had used afood charity, forgone needed
medical care, taken in aroommate, moved to a cheaper place, sold possessonsfor cash, or
had utilities or telephone cut off. A smaller percentage had al so experienced other serious
indicators of difficulty making ends meet. Twenty families had been evicted, 10 had kept
children home from school for lack of money to buy needed clothing or supplies, 94 had
skipped meals and 23 had | ost their cars. (Table 6.4)

59



Table 6.4 Strategies Used to Stretch Limited Resour ces for Family Well-Being for

TANF L eaversand TANF Diverted at First Survey

TANF leavers & TANF diverted Family's well-being now % of 374 &
(374) (% of total who said they had used strategy) total who
said YES
Excellent Good Fair Poor TOTAL
Taken in a paying roommate 8%(7) 38%(34) | 43%(38) | 11%(10) 24%(89)
Moved to a cheaper place** 3%(2) 33%(26) | 42%(33) | 22%(17) 21%(78)
Been evicted/unable to pay rent* 35%(7) 35%(7) 30%(6) 5%(20)
Eaten at afood kitchen/food 2%(4) 27%(47) | 49%(86) | 21%(37) | 47%(174)
bOX***
Received food, money or gifts 3%(6) 34%(62) | 48%(89) | 15%(27) | 50%(184)
from friends or relatives***
Sold family possessions for 5%(4) 26%(23) | 47%(41) | 22%(19) 23%(87)
Cash***
Gotten used clothes at thrift 4%(9) 34%(80) | 45%(104) | 17%(39) | 63%(232)
ShOp***
Kept children home from school 30%(3) 70%(7) 3%(10)
until clothes/supplies could be
purchased* **
Paid some bills late* * 6%(18) | 36%(106) | 43%(129) | 15%(44) | 80%(297)
Not gone to doctor/not bought 5%(4) 23%(19) | 43%(35) | 28%(23) 22%(81)
needed medical supplies***
Skipped meals because of no 2%(2) 22%(21) | 46%(43) | 30%(28) 25%(94)
food***
Utilities turned off* 2%(1) 29%(13) | 45%(20) | 23%(10) 12%(44)
Telephone disconnected* * * 3%(3) 23%(20) | 52%(46) | 22%(19) 24%(88)
Vehicle taken away** 26%(6) | 43%(10) | 30%(7) 6%(23)
Other thingsto get by** 2%(3) 37%(44) | 42%(50) | 18%(21) | 32%(118)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

*p=.05, **p=.01, *** p=.001

About one-half or more of Food Stamp leaversat 12 to 15 months after exit reported
paying some hills late, purchasing used clothing, or receiving food, money or gifts from
relatives or friends. A quarter or more reported usng afood charity, forgoing needed
medical care, taking in aroommate, moving to a cheaper place, saling possessions for cash
or having their utilities or telephones disconnected. While the percentages of other strategies
were lower, these were among themost serious. Sixteen families had been evicted, 13 had
kept children home from school for lack of money to buy needed clothing or supplies, 71 had
skipped meals and 21 had | ost their cars. (Table 6.5)
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Table 6.5 Strategies Used to Stretch Limited Resour ces for Family Well-Being for

Food Stamp L eavers

Food Stamp leavers

Family's well-being now

% of 382 & totdl

(382 (% of total who said they had used strategy | who said YES
Excellent | Good Fair Poor TOTAL

Taken in apaying 16% (15) | 32% (30) | 48% (45) | 4% (4) 25% (94)

roommate***

Moved to a cheaper 10%(9) | 28%(26) | 55%(52) 7%(7) 25%(94)

place**

Been evicted/unableto | 6% (1) | 19%(3) | 69% (11) | 6%(1) 4%(16)

pay rent

Eaten at afood 4%(6) | 32%(44) | 51%(71) | 12%(17) 36%0(138)

kitchen/food box* **

Received food, money | 6%(11) | 34%(63) | 51%(95) | 10%(18) 49%(187)

or giftsfrom friends or

relativest**

Sold family possessions | 4%(4) | 28%(26) | 51%(47) | 16%(15) 24%(92)

for cash***

Gotten used clothesat | 6%(15) | 33%(77) |50%(118) | 11%(26) 62%0(236)

thrift shop***

Kept children home 15%(2) 69%(9) 15%(2) 4%(13)

from school until

clothes/supplies could

be purchased* *

Paid some billslate*** | 6%(19) | 36%(107) | 47%(140) | 10%(29) 78%(295)

Not goneto doctor/not | 3%(3) | 32%(38) | 54%(65) | 12%(14) 32%(120)

bought needed medical

supplies***

Skipped mealsbecause | 4%(3) | 20%(14) | 61%(43) | 15%(11) 19%(71)

of no food***

Utilities turned off 5%(2) | 33%(14) | 53%(23) | 9%(4) 11%(43)

Telephone 4%(3) | 32%(27) | 52%(43) | 12%(10) 22%(83)

disconnected*

Vehicle taken away 5%(1) 29%(6) | 57%(12) | 9%(2) 6%(21)

Other thingsto get by 8%(10) | 41%(50) | 42%(52) | 9%(11) 32%(123)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
*p=.05, **p=.01, *** p=.001
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How were thingssix months later when we talked to families at the second telephone
survey? For both groups the percentages resorting to these strategies declined somewhat in
almost every category. However, the strong correlation between reported family well-being
and use of these strategies remained.

Almost two years after leaving TANF or Food Stampsfamilies clearly face difficulties
meeting their basic expenses. Sixty-nine percent of TANF leavers have paid some hills late
and over 60 percent have been contacted by collection agencies. About a quarter have eaten
at a soup kitchen or gotten afood box, relied on families and friendsfor food or money when
they were in need, foregone needed medical care and skipped medsfor lack of money. One
in ten families have taken in roommates or moved to a cheaper place, and had telephone
and/or utilities disconnected. A smaller number than in the first survey have been evicted (14
families), kept children home (11 families), or lost their vehicles (15 families). (Table 6.6)

62



Table 6.6 Strategies Used to Stretch Limited Resour ces by Family Well-Being for

TANF L eaversand TANF Diverted at Second Survey

TANF leavers & TANF Family's well-being now % of 374 &
diverted (374) (% of total who said they had used strategy | Number who
said YES

Excellent | Good Fair Poor TOTAL

Taken in apaying 9%(5) | 34%(18) | 47%(25) 9%(5) 14%(53)

roommate

Moved to acheaper place | 8%(4) | 36%(17)| 36%(17) | 19%(9) 13%(47)

Been evicted/unableto pay | 7%(1) | 14%(2) | 50%(7) 27%(4) 4%(14)

rent*

Eaten at afood 4%(4) | 27%(30) | 44%(48) | 25%(27) 29%(109)

kitchen/food box***

Received food, money or 5%(7) |34%(49) | 42%(62) | 19%(28) 39%(146)

gifts from friends or

relativest**

Sold family possessionsfor | 3%(2) | 23%(15) | 52%(34) | 23%(15) 18%(66)

Cash***

Collection agency 6%(10) | 319%(48) | 46%(72) | 17%(26) 61%(156)

contacted you about

unpaid bills*

Kept children homefrom | 18%(2) | 45%(5) | 27%(3) 9%(1) 3%(11)

school until

clothes/supplies could be

purchased

Paid some bills late*** 7%(19) | 36%(92) [41%(105)| 16%(42) 69%0(258)

Not gone to doctor/not 6%(5) |22%(19) | 48%(42) | 24%(21) 23%(87)

bought needed medical

supplies***

Skipped meals because of 1%(1) |20%(15) | 55%(42) | 24%(18) 20%(76)

no food***

Utilities turned off*** 9%(2) | 4%(1) | 65%(15) | 22%(5) 6%(23)

Telephone disconnected** | 5%(2) | 29%(12) | 38%(16) | 29%(12) 11%(42)

Vehicle taken away** 40%(6) | 40%(6) 20%(3) 4%(15)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

*p=.05, **p=.01, *** p=.001

At the second interview Sxty-nine percent of Food Stamp leavers were paying bills
late and over hdf of them had been contacted by collections agencies. Over one-third still
relied on food or money from family and friends, one-quarter had forgone needed medical

care, onein five used food boxes or soup kitchens, 14 percent had skipped meals for lack of
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money, more than one in ten had taken in aroommate or moved to a cheaper place and
amost onein ten respondents’ telephones had been disconnected and utilities had been
turned off. Fewer than at thefirst survey had kept children home from school because they
couldn't afford needed clothing or supplies (eight families) or had been evicted (eight

families). (Table6.7)

Table 6.7 Strategies Used to Stretch Limited Resour ces by Family Well-Being for Food

Stamp L eaversat Second Survey

Food Stamp leavers (382) Family's well-being now % of 382 &

(% of total who said they had used strategy [number who
said YES

Excellent | Good Fair Poor TOTAL

Taken in a paying roommate 119%(7) |48%(32) |32%(21) |9%(6) |[17%(66)

Moved to a cheaper place 14%(8) |38%(21) |36%(20) |9%(5) [14%(54)

Been evicted/unable to pay rent 25%(2) [12%(1) |50%(4) 12%(1) |2%(8)

Eaten at afood kitchen/food box*** |2%(2) 28%(22) |51%(40) |19%(15)|21%(79)

Received food, money or giftsfrom |6%(9) 34%(49) |46%(66) |13%(19)|37%(143)

friends or relativest**

Sold family possessions for cash***  |4%(3) 28%(19) |43%(29) |24%(16)|17%(67)

Collection agency contacted you 3%(4) 35%(45) |49%(66) [13%(18)|51%(133)

about unpaid bills***

Kept children home from school until 12%(1) [63%(5) |25%(2) [2%(8)

clothes/supplies could be

purchased* **

Paid some bills late*** 6%(17) |43%(113) |39%(102) |11%(30) |69%(262)

Not gone to doctor/not bought 2%(2) 34%(31) |52%(47) |11%(10)|24%(90)

needed medical supplies***

Skipped meals because of no 2%(1) 27%(15) |49%(27) |22%(12)|14%(55)

food***

Utilities turned off*** 8%(2) 23%(6)  |46%0(12) [19%(5) |7%(25)

Telephone disconnected* 119%(4) |35%(13) |35%(13) |16%(6) |10%(36)

Vehicle taken away* 18%(2) |64%(7) |18%(2) |3%(11)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

*+p=,05, **p=.01, *** p=.001

| n-Depth Respondents Talk About M aking Ends M eet

Making ends meet remains very difficult for the vast majority of the familiesin thein-
depth sample. Three-quarters of the families were ether bardy makingit, meaning they
struggled financialy month-to-month, or they were able to make ends meet but they had no
resources for emergencies or unexpected costs. Twelve percent were categorized as
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comfortable; these were families who may have been able to begin saving, buying a home
(usually with low-income loan assistance) or did not feel substantial pressure paying their
monthly bills. On the other hand, 11.5 percent were not making endsmeet. These were
families who were either homeless or temporarily living with family members because they
could not afford their own place, and/or who were not able to meet the most bas ¢ household
expenses or were consistently behind ontheir bills. These latter families often had
considerable debt and they admitted to experiencing agreat deal of financial pressure. (Table
6.8)

Table 6.8 Sufficient Resourcesto M eet Basic Household and Family Needs: | n-depth
Sample

Y es, comfortable 10 13%
Y es, but no contingency resources 31 40%
Barely making it 28 36%
No, extreme lack 9 11%
Tota 78 100%

Source: In-depth interviews, CSWS Welfare Research Team

What factors seem tofacilitate familiesin thein-depth sample being able to make
ends meet? The most significant factors were: living in two-income families; the financial
support of family networks; receipt of low-income subsidies, especialy housing subsidies
and/or the Oregon Health Plan; and having higher wage jobs.

Many of the families dependent on the wage of a single parent who were making it,
even if only barely, had housing subsidies or free or non-market rents. Two-income families,
whether married or not, were far more likely than single parents to have sufficient resources
to meet basic household and family needs. More than 75 percent of the families who were
either relatively “comfortable” or “makingit but with no contingency resources’ received
considerable financial help from a partner, and/or from family members, or could count on
unpaid child care from afamily member. Just under half of the families that were either
relatively “comfortable” or “making it but with no contingency resources’ had a higher
educational level than the general sample, i.e., they had at least some college. Regular receipt
of child support was an additional factor that supplemented earnings for the families who
reported the fewest difficulties providing for basic family needs and household expenses.

Nine of thelO “comfortable” families were two-parent families. There was one single
mother who had improved her job situation so that she was earning enough money to support
her family relatively well. She had been on TANF since leaving an abusive relationship.
Within two weeks of entering the JOBS Plus program she found a position as a day-care
teacher, afield in which she had prior experience. Because she was not satisfied with thejob
benefits or opportunitiesin thiswork she took computer courses at the community college
while working full time. While thiswas an extremely stressful period for her and her son,
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new skills enabled her to get a better job as an office assistant in a growing company. There
she had good pay ($10/hour), good benefits, and the possibility of promotion. She was
saving money to buy ahome. An important element in her ability to accomplish what she did
was the active support of relatives who helped with child care and provided assistance in
buying a car, a computer and paying collegetuition.

Most of the familieswho are “barely” making it rely on wages from low-paying jobs
that have to stretch to cover basic expenses, and often to pay back accumulated debt.
Frequently debt resulted from incurring health problems when the families were not covered
by health insurance. A common problem was that these respondents had | ost Oregon Hedth
Plan coverage when relatively small raises put them just above theincomeéligibility limit for
OHP or because they had fallen behind in paying their OHP premium. For example, one
respondent was cut off OHP when her supervisor instituted temporary mandatory overtime
so that her wages put her $10 over OHP income digibility. Notlong afterwards she was
diagnosed with a breast lump. She knew her income would fall again, likely making her
eligible for OHP and she tried to wait and put the lump out of her mind. But she became
fearful for her health. She had the biopsy before she became digiblefor OHP severa months
later. She was left with a $3,000 medical hill that she knew she would be working of f for a
long time.

Those families that had housing subsidies were spared the problems other families had
of having to pay 40 to 50 percent of their earnings on rent. Some families ether had been or
currently were on long waiting lists for subsidized housing. Severa familiesin this smdl
sample had declared (or werein the process of declaring) bankruptcy in a desperate attempt
to resolve long-term debt problems.

One out of five familiesin this sample did not have sufficient resources to meet basic
needs. Sophie Davis, for example, isayoung mother with one child wholivesin asmal
town. The only employment Davis, who does not have ahigh school degree, canfindisin
fast food restaurants. She cannot support herself and her child on her wages, but there are
few other job opportunitiesin her small town. She was on OHP, but no longer hasit because
she cannot afford the co-pay. Consequently she has accumulated considerable medical debt.
She misses meals, has had her utilities cut off and has sold belongingsto try to make ends
meet. She seesno way out without further education but she cannot get that education and
work full time and take careof her child at thispoint in her life, eecially since she hasno
network of supportive family or friendsto help her out.

Health problems were amgor factor for those struggling to meet even the most basic
monthly expenses for their families. There are a number of respondentsin thein-depth
sample who have serious, chronic health problems which both interfere with their ability to
work and can also subject them to out-of-pocket medical expenses. Because it is so difficult
for individuals to qualify for SSI some of these families are falling through the cracks. They
arein awelfare system that emphasizes employment and work readiness when they are
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unable to work, but they cannot qudify for SSI becauseeligibility criteria for that program
have become so tight.

Other families were really struggling because they relied on seasonal jobs, especial ly
those with seasonal agricultural jobs. Thiswas especialy true of the Latino families, half of
whom spoke limited English.

A few familiesin our sample arein the“barey makingit” category because they are
pursuing a college education. They have decided that getting an associate’ s or bachelor’s
degreeistheir best long-term hope for being able to provide for their families. Because the
TANF, Food Stamps and ERDC programs do not provide support for higher education these
families are often living precarioudy or highly dependent on family support. For example,
one respondent cares for her own two children as well as her niece and nephew (who are on
anon-needy caretaker cash grant). She hasloans and grants to attend college and gets free
day care whilein classes from her sister. Her financial aid check goes to rent and past due
bills, which she juggles month to month to stay just ahead of having utilities cut off or her car
repossessed. Sheis, by her own accounts, barely scraping by. She admits that thefinancid
strain makes her think about quitting school. “I1t’sin the back of my mind everyday, but |
don’'t do anything withit...because | want that degree big time,” she says. She wants that
degree, she says, because she believesit is her only hope to get ajob that will realy alow her
to provide what her family needs.

It isimportant not to equate a family’s better financial statuswith being off public
assistance. In thisgroup of families many of those doing better financially have some
financial security precisely because they receive income support, including housing subsidies,
OHP or Food Stamps. Some of the families that are in the most difficult financial situations
are those whose earnings put them just above digibility for these programs.

Other Income--Child Support
About half of respondents are supposed to receive child support, but fewer than 20
percent receive it regularly. Two-thirds of respondents with child support orders did not

receive support in the correct amount or on timein all of the last six months of the study.
(Table 6.9)
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Table 6.9 Child Support Received After L eaving Assistance

Supposed to receive support At first survey At second survey
Yes 402 (53%) 353 (47%)
No 354 (47%) 403 (53%)
Total 756 (100%) 756 (100%)
Receive support regularly
Yes 118 (16%) 137 (18%)
No 638 (84%) 619 (82%)
Total 756 (100%) 756 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

In the in-depth interviews, respondents talked about the complexitiesof child support.
For afew, child support was an important source of income. Others received little support
because the absent parent earnedlittle. In one case, however, that parent contributed with
child care, clothing purchases and other expenses ashe was able. Pursuit by legal authorities
would have undermined this positive relationship. On the whole, child support isnot a
reliable source of income for these families. (Table 6.10)

Table 6.10 Number of Months, Correct Amount, and Timeliness of Child Support
Received in the L ast Six M onths

Number of missed months  Correct amount received Received on time

0 months 24 (11%) Omonths 140 (65%) 0 months 140(65%)
1-2months  20(9.5%) 1-2months 28 (13%) 1-2months 23 (11%)
3 months 20(9.5%) 3 months 14 (6.5%) 3 months 11 ( 5%)
4-5months 29 (14%) 4-5months 14 (6.5%) 4-5months 9 (4%)
all 6 months 118 (56%)  al 6 months 17 ( 8%) all 6 months 20 ( 9%)
No answer 5(<1%) No answer 3 (<1%) Noanswer 13 (6%)
Total 216(100%) Total 216 (100%) Totd 216(100%)

Source: Second Phone Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
Reliance on Food Charities
Over 40 percent of respondents needed the services of community-based food

assistance programs (food banks, soup kitchens or other food charities) in thefirst year after
leaving assistance. (Table 6.11)
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Table 6.11 Reliance on Food Charities

Used food charities At first survey At second survey
Yes 407 (42%) 189 (25%)
No 563 (58%) 567 (75%)

Totals 970 (100%) 756 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

While the proportion of clients using food banks and soup kitchens declined in the
second year after leaving assistance, those who continued to need help with food for their
families relied more heavily on such assistance than the overall sample during the first year.
(Table 6.12)

Table 6.12 Freguency of Use of Food Charities

Frequency of use At first survey At second survey
L ess than once/mo. 289 (71%) 102 (54%)
Once or twice/mo. 111 (27%) 73 (39%)
Three or more/mo. 6 ( 2%) 13 (7%)
No answer 1 (<1%) 1 (<1%)
Total 407 (100%) 189 (100%)

Source: First and Second Phone Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Other Income-Ear ned | ncome Tax Credit

The Earned Income Tax Credit is an important income supplement for former clients.
The federal program, which is arefundable cash-back benefit, is used more often than
Oregon’sEITC, which isatax deduction. About three-quarters of respondents used the
federal EITC on their 1998 returns. Oregon’s EITC isadeduction from income taxes to be
paid and was used or applied for by just over half of the respondents. It islikely that some
respondents earned too little in 1998 to qualify for the Oregon income tax deduction. (Table
6.13)

Table 6.13 Earned Income Tax Credits Used by Former TANF L eavers, TANF
Diverted, and Food Stamp L eavers in 1998

Used Oregon EITC (1998) Used Federal EITC (1998)
Yes 566  (58%) 703 (73%)
No 338 (35%) 208 (21%)
No answer 66 (_7%) 59 (6%)
Total 970  (100%) 970  (100%)

Source: First Phone Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
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Chapter 7 Family Well-Being

Low wages, economic uncertainty, and available supports have a profound effect on
how respondents experience and rate the well-being of their families. At the same time over
the course of the study, respondents tended to see improvements for their families.

In the survey, respondents were asked to rate their overdl family well-being and
compare it to well-being when they went off assistance (first contact) or to six months ago
(second telephone contact). At thefirst contact 7 percent of familiessaid they were
excellent, 40 percent said good, 42 percent said fair and 10 percent said poor. Answerswere
not significantly different among the groups. (Table7.1) When asked to compare their
family well-being at 12 to 15 monthsto when they went off (or were diverted from)
assistance, 55 percent said better, 34 percent said the same, and 11 percent said things were
worse.

At the second contact 11 percent of families rated their well-being as excellent, 43
percent said good, 35 percent said fair and 10 percent said poor. Notably, TANF leavers
were less likely than the other groups to say excellent or good and more likely to report that
their family well-being was fair or poor. (Table 7.1) Forty-six percent of respondents said
things were better than six months before, 41 percent said things were the same and 13
percent said things were worse. Again, a higher percentage of TANF leavers said that things
were worse than either of the other two groups.

Table 7.1 Family Wdl-Being at First Survey and at Second Survey: How are Things
Going Now? Respondents Who Participated in Both Surveys

First survey Second survey
Well-being Total TANF TANF Food Total TANF TANF Food
leavers diverted Stamp leavers diverted Stamp
Excdlent 7% (56) 7% (15) 7% (11) 8% (30) | 11% (86) 9% (20) | 13% (22) 12% (44)
Good 40% (295) | 37% (78) 40% (65) | 40% (152) | 43%(328) | 38% (79) | 44% (72) | 46% (177)
Fair 42%(321) | 42.5% (89) | 40% (66) | 44% (166) | 35% (264) | 37% (77) | 36% (58) | 34% (129)
Poor 10% (77) | 12.5% (26) 12% (20) 8% (31) | 10% (77) 16% (34) 7% (12) 8% (31)
Don't know | 1% (7) 1% (2) 1% (2) <1% (3) | <1% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0) <1% (1)
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(756) (210) (164) (382) (756) (210) (164) (382)

Source First and Second Phone Surveys of Wefare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

Family Well-Being, Employment and Poverty Status

Family well-being isinfluenced by income level and poverty status. In-depth

respondents talked about the stresses of managing on too little money, the anxieties of never
being able to save, and the sadness of not being able to provide for their children in the way
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they would like to. These issues are reflected in the relationships between measures of family
well-being, employment, and poverty status.

Employment statusis linked to family well-being. Fifty-five percent of familiesin
which the household head was working were doing “excellent” or “good.” In contrast, only
26% of families in which the household head was not working were doing so well. (Table
7.2)

Table 7.2 Family Wdl-being by Employment Status at First Survey *

Family well-being Employed Not employed
Excellent 10% ( 61) 3% (12
Good 45% (286) 23% ( 76)
Fair 39% (251) 53% (175)
Poor 6% ( 38) 21% (. 69)

Total 100% (636) 100% (332)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* Total doesnot add to 970 because 2 respondents did not answer

TANF leavers whose incomes were above the poverty guiddines weremorelikdy to
see their family well-being as excellent or good than those with incomes below the poverty
guidelines. At the second telephone survey, sixty percent of those living above the poverty
level said their family well-being was good or excellent, 40 percent saidit was poor or fair.
Two-thirds of those living below the poverty line said their family well-being was fair or
poor, one-third said it was good or excellent. (Table 7.3) Most (74 percent) of those whose
incomes had increased said things were better for their families compared to just under half of
those whose incomes had not changed. Almost half of those whose incomes had decreased in
the past six months reported that things were worsefor their families, and most of the rest
said things were the same.

Table 7.3 Family Wdl-Being by Poverty L evel for TANF L eavers: Second Survey *

Household income above or below poverty level
Family well-being Tota Above Below
Excellent 100% (19) 84% (16) 16% (3)
Good 100% (77) 51% (39) 49% (38)
Fair 100% (76) 37% (28) 63% (48)
Poor 100% (34) 23% (8) 77% (26)
Total 100% (210) 44% (91) 56% (115)
No answer 100% ( 4) - -

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* Thisrdationship issignificant at p<.001, Chi Square
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TANF diverted showed the same relationship between family well-being and poverty
status. Three-quarters of the TANF diverted with incomes above the poverty level reported
their family well-being as good or excellent; one quarter asfair or poor. Conversely, 61
percent of those with incomes below the poverty level said their family well-being was fair or
poor and 39 percent said it was good or excellent. (Table 7.4)

Table 7.4 Family Wdl-Being by Poverty L evel for TANF Diverted at Second Survey *

Household income above or below poverty level
Family well-being Tota Above Below

Excellent 100% (22) 82% (18) 18% (4)
Good 100% (71) 65% (46) 35% (25)
Fair 100% (55) 35% (19) 66% (36)
Poor 100% (12) 25% (3) 75% (9)

Total 100% (160) 54% (86) 46% (74)
No answer 100% ( 4) - -

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
* This relationship is significant at p<.001, Chi Square

At the second telephone survey, 18 to 21 months after leaving Food Stamps,
significantly more (two-thirds) of those living above the poverty level said their family well -
being was good or excellent than said it wasfair or poor (one-third). Forty-seven percent of
those living below the poverty line said their family well-being was excellent or good and 53
percent of those living below the poverty line said their family well-being was fair or poor.
Over half of those living above the poverty level said things were better than they had been
six months before compared to only one-third of those who were living below the poverty

level. (Table 7.5)

Table 7.5 Family Well-Being by Poverty L evel for Food Stamp L eavers at Second Survey *

Household income above or below poverty level
Family well-being Tota Above Below

Excellent 100% ( 43) 74% (32) 26% (11)
Good 100% (174) 60% (105) 40% (69)
Fair 100% (128) 45% (58) 56% (70)
Poor 100% ( 31) 35% (11) 65% (20)

Total 100% (376) 55% (206) 45% (170)
No answer 100% ( 6) - -

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

* Thisrelationship is significant at p<.001, Chi Square

Links between poverty status and family well-being are dsoimplicitin the kinds of
coping strategies used by survey families. Aswe showed in Chapter 6 (Tables 6.3, 6.4, 6.5,
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and 6.6 ), many coping strategies are used more often by families who describe their well -
being as “fair” or “poor” than by those describing well-being as “good” or “excellent.”

Child Care and Transportation

Finding and arranging affordable and quality child careisan issue for all working
parents. About one-quarter of the sample (including Food Stamp leavers, in contrast to
Table 50 that shows barriersfor only TANF respondents) report problems with child care.
Twenty percent of respondents have transportation problems that impede their ability to get
or keep ajob. Thereisonly minimal change in these percentages sx months after thefirst
contact with some problems being reported by a higher percentage of respondents. (Table
7.6)

Table 7.6 Child Care and Transportation as Problems for Working Parents: TANF
Leavers, TANF Diverted, and Food Stamp L eavers at First Survey and at Second

Survey

First survey | Second survey

Child careissues Percent of 756 | Percent of 756
Costs 25% (192) 22% (166)
Transportation to & from child care 8% (63) 13% (96)
Locating high quality 25% (189) 25% (188)
Trouble with child care 15% (114) 18% (135)
Transportation issues 21% (156) 18% (136)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

We gathered more extensveinformation about these issues from respondentsin the
in-depth interviews. Meshing child care, transportation, and work was a signifi cant problem
for approximately one-third of the parents with children under the age of 12. Pam Reiss, for
example, getsup at 5:30 am., drops off her preschooler and her school-age child at afriend's
house at about 7:00. Thefriend getsthechildren to day care and school. Reissthen drives 40
miles one way to work. Her ex-husband picks up the children in the afternoon and keeps
them until she returns. This arrangement doesn't always work, especialy when she hasto do
overtime on the job and her ex-husband is delayed at hisjob. Sheis always anxious that the
children may be left at home done. In addition, she says that she does not have enough time
with them, since sheis so often tired and must do the household chores when she gets home.
Sheisnot able to move closer to her job because she has subsidized housing and cannot
afford market rentsin the area.

Although two-thirds of those who were working described relatively few troublesin
meshing schedules, they described arrangements which were complex, sometimes precarious,
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and that took afar amount of coordination. Parents characterize these arrangements as
working because they do, most days, despite the complications. Some parents relied on
othersto transport their children to, from, or between caregivers and/or school. For example,
because her shift started at 5:00 am., Amber Alexander relied on her mother to take her
preschooler to day care at 6:30 a.m.. Though this arrangement worked most days, on
occasion, Alexander’s mother, who was an on-call nanny, worked around the clock and was
not available. When this happened, Alexander’ s daughter would accompany her to work for
three hours until Amber could free herself from her responghilities to deliver the child to
child care.

In some instances, the arrangementsinvolved the children spending nights away from
home. Kim Smith, for instance, took her children to her aunt’s house two nights per week
and a neighbor stayed at Smith’s home two nights per week while Smith worked late hours
as acocktail waitress. Some had arrangements that were difficult for reasons other than
coordination of schedules. Ledlie Houseman had a factory job on the evening shift, from 4:00
to midnight. She lived with her grandmother who provided free carefor her baby. Houseman
did not get to bed until very late and got up early to be with her child. Asaresult, Houseman
wastired almost every day. Assistance (even sacrifice, in some cases) from extended family
and partners adlowed many parents to mesh their work and child care schedules. Conversely,
those without familial support tended to havea moredifficult time arranging care to meet
their needs.

A significant proportion of parents reported concern that they do not have enough
time with their children. Some of these working parents worry about the stresstheir children
suffer from long daysin day care. To accommodate these concerns, when possible, some
mothers chose to work part-time or to stay at home to care for their children, even though
family income was low. These women generally had partners who vaued these arrangements.
Others had worked out arrangements with partners that meant that their schedules rarely
gave them time off together. Some had chosen jobs, such as providing family day care, that
allowed them to be with their children. A few stayed in jobs because their supervisors were
very understanding and flexible about family demands. Onemother in our study had stayed at
home for many years with an AFDC grant to raise her five children. All but oneof the
children were grown, successfully working or in college, and living away from home.
Although she could get only a low-wage job now that she was in the labor market, she
believed that the years of getting by onan AFDC grant were well worth it because her
children had benefited from her full-time care, a sentiment echoed by others who had raised
children on AFDC.

A few parents mentioned complicationsin their child care arrangements as aresult of
Employment Related Day Care (ERDC) rules and regulations. M argaret Lowery, for
example, lost her ERDC when she left aJOBS Plusjob to carefor her sck mother. Her
provider was not able to hold open her slot and Lowery lost her daycare. When she resumed
working, she found a new provider, but instead of being across the street, this one lived more
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than amile away - an obstacle consdering that L owery lacked a car. Another woman,
Andrea Watson, cited difficulties with re-opening ERDC cases after a maternity leave. It
took two months, and four or five visitsto her branch office for which she missed work, and
the near loss of her day care arrangement to reinstate her subsidy.

Though one-third of parents experienced significant difficulties in coordinating their
child care and paid work, many of the two-thirds whose child care and work schedules
meshed experienced stress in managing those arrangements. Our andysis emphasized the
circumstances at themost recent contact point. Thus, someindividuas whose stuations
worked at thefina interview had consderable diffi culties at thefirstin-depth interview.

M anaging Emergencies

Most of those employed reported that their employers would accommodate family
health emergencies and would grant them unpaid leave to care for asick or injured family
member, aright recently guaranteed by the federd Family and Medical Leave Act. Most
respondents also said that their employer would alow them someflexibility to takeasick or
injured family member for medical care at the beginning or end of a workday. However,
between 8 and 10 percent of respondentssaid that they would have to choose between
keeping their jobs and handling family emergencies or family health needs. (Table 7.7)

Table 7.7 Respondents Who Report They Could L eave Work or Take Unpaid L eave
for Family Emerqgencies or Doctor Vistsat First Survey

Survey question Response

“If amember of your family suddenly became sick or Yes 90% (570)
injured in the middle of your workday, would you be able No 8% (53)
to leave work to take care of him or her?’ Don'tknow 2% ( 13)
“Could you take aleave without pay and get your job Yes 82% (523)

back, if asick or injured family member needed your help No 9% ( 58)
for an extended period of time?’ Don't know 9% ( 55)
“If you needed to take achild or elderly reldive to the Yes 89% (564)

doctor at the beginning or end of your workday, could No 10% ( 63)

you make arrangements to go to work late and leave | ate, Don'tknow 1% ( 9)
or go to work early and leave early (in order to do this)?’

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study
At the second interview, 81 percent of respondents were satisfied with their current

job interms of itsrelative flexibility to allow them to meet family needs. However, 19
percent reported they were not satisfied with this aspect of their job. (Table 7.8)
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Table 7.8 Satisfaction with Current Job’s Adaptability to Family Needsfor All
Employed Respondents at Second Survey

Satisfied with current job's adaptability to family needs
No 19% (106)
Yes 81% (439)
Totd Employed 100% (545)

Source: Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

The in-depth interviews revealed a more complex redity. Although employers
usually had policies dlowing flexibility for family needs, respondents understood that these
policies should be used sparingly. Too many absences to ded with achild’s behavior
problems at school or to care for achronicaly sck child could resultin difficulties at work.
Consequently, single parents, in particular, had to balance competing obligations to work and
children, sometimes leading to severe stress and even illness for the mother. Such stresses
occur in al income groups, but mothersin the TANF leaver and TANF diverted group have
fewer resources to ease the stress than do more affluent women.

Housing and Family Well-Being

Adeguate housing with affordable rent contributes to family well-being. Frequent
moves to different housing may reflect improvement or deterioration in housing adequacy.
Thirty-eight percent of respondents to the second telephone survey reported that they had
moved or changed their resdencein the last 18 months. Of these 290 respondents, 63
percent had moved once, 21 percent had moved twice and 15 percent had moved three or
more times.

In the in-depth sample more than half of those we interviewed had not changed their
housing since leaving or being diverted from TANF or leaving Food Stamps. Most of those
who had moved had done so once or twice. A few respondents reported moving to better
housing, while others moved to less satisfactory placesin order to lower their housng costs.
A small number had gone through great turmoil in their housing and 6 percent of those
families were homeless at some time during the study. Some lived with relatives who helped
out with rent and child care. Others had a series of roommates to assist with the rent.

Vicki Jones, a TANF diverted respondent, experienced several stressful moves over
the course of the study. She was effectively homeless, movingin for short periods with
family and friends. She and her child lived precarioudy for most of the study. Jones
eventually moved in with her boyfriend, someone with a stable income and comfortable
home. Another respondent Tara Sanders, a Food Stamp leaver, waslivingin arenta house
with her partner, her child, and her sister. Together, they were able to just make the rent, but
the house eventudly became too expensve to manage. Sanders and her family aremoving to
acheaper, smaller housein order to be ableto afford their monthly rent. Sanders worksas a
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child care provider in her home and requires a certain amount of space to be able to
accommodate the number of children she caresfor. Themove to a smaller house may force
her to cut back on the number of children in her care and subsequently reduce her income.

Forty-five percent of the in-depth respondentsinterviewed lived in rental apartments.
Twenty-eight percent reported living in houses, with athird of those actudly purchasing
rather than renting their homes. About 12 percent of respondentslivedin trailers or mobile
homes of some sort. Some respondents lived in small, crowded spaces, while others seemed
to beliving in housing that was adequate for the size and needs of the family. Thosein
apartments were often subjected to smaller living environments. Great variation existed in
the degree to which these living spaces were maintained and their neighborhoods safe.

One-tenth of the respondents in the in-depth sample were living in clearly substandard
conditions. For example, Carla Matthews, a Food Stamp leaver, livesin asmall trailer on the
outskirts of arural community. Matthews has been unemployed for more than two years due
to chronic health problems and her small Social Security income is not adequate for meeting
her needs. Thetrailer in which she and her two children live in isin need of intensive repairs,
with plastic coverings on broken windows and deficient plumbing and heeting systems. They
make due patching one crisis after another, but Matthews is worried that soon the patch jobs
will not be enough.

Some parents were distressed about the high crime ratesin their neighborhoods and
the lack of safe play spaces for their children. Some residences were located in dense traffic
zones. Half of the respondents described the condition of their housing and neighborhood as
well kept and safe, while afourth of the sample saw their Stuations as borderline to
substandard and unsafe.

A third of the familiesin the study reported receiving either rent subsdies, low -
income house loans, or lived rent free. All respondents in the process of buying their homes
had either received subsdized housngloans or substantid help from family in order tomake
the purchase possible. Sue Jackson, a Food Stamp leaver, is a single mother with two
children living at home. She was able to access a subsidized housing loan through a federa
program and is currently purchasing a nice three-bedroom home. The cost of her mortgage
payments are calculated on her income, alowing her to buy ahousefor less than the renta
cost on acomparable space. Jackson works full-time and has topped out at $8.65 an hour,
making it highly unlikely that she could have secured such housing on her own.

According to respondents, housing subsides often make economic surviva possble,
especialy for those who are unable to work, who are unemployed, and who live on low-
wage jobs. Sophie Davis, a TANF diverted respondent, worked a minimum wage job that
did not generate enough income to support her and her daughter. However, her housng
subsidy eased her situation agreat deal, allowing her to barely makeit. She described earlier
ordeals where she was forced to move frequently because of her inability to afford housing
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on her own. Some respondents talked about thefinancid dilemma they experienced when
their income would increase just enough to cause araisein their subsidized rent that
effectively cancelled out the extraincome.

The cost of housing varied gregtly across respondents, but the likelihood that low -
wage workers were spending a large part of their monthly budget on housing was high.
Several respondents defined their housing as essential to their basic security and were willing
to go to great lengthsto prioritize housing costsin their budgets. Many respondents
reported that although their housing was relatively stable, they periodically experienced a
lack of money for food, utilities, transportation, and health care. Paying the rent wasa
problem for many families, but many other respondents reported having stable and
satisfactory housing situations. This latter group of former clients may have, overall, better
housing than many others who have left welfare programs.

We base this supposition on thefollowing argument: In this study we could not locate
ahigh proportion of the initial sample. (See Appendix C for adescription from
Administrative Record Data of those we could not reach.) We specul ate that those we could
not locate may have had, on the whole, less stable housng arrangements than those we were
ableto interview. Frequent moves could have made some in the sample hard to find.

Safety and Quality of Schoolsand Day Care

Safe and adequate day care and schooling are components of family well -being. We
asked survey respondents about theseissues. About haf of the respondents reported that
they were very satisfied with the quality and safety of their children’s schools and child care
arrangements at 12 to 15 months after leaving TANF or Food Stamps. About a quarter are
only somewhat satisfied and 7 percent are dissatisfied. At the second survey, with a“yes/no”
guestion, 80 percent said they were satisfied with their children’s school or child care
arrangements and 10 percent said they were not satisfied. (Table 7.9)

78



Table 7.9 Satisfaction of TANF L eaver, TANF Diverted, and Food Stamp L eavers
With the Quality and Safety of Children’s Schools and Child Care Arrangements:
Respondentsto Both Surveys

TANF leaversand First survey Second survey
TANF diverted
Satisfaction Level:|Very 48% (181) |Yes 80% (299)
Somewhat | 32% (118) [No 10% (36)

Not very 4% (14) |No Answer 10% (39)
Not at all 2% (9)
No answer | 14% (52)

Total 100% (374) |Total 100% (374)
Food Stamp leavers First survey Second survey
Satisfaction Level:|Very 53% (203) Yes 81% (308)
Somewhat | 27% (104) No 9% (36)

Not very 3% (11) | No Answer | 10% (38)
Not at all 4% (14)
No answer | 13% (50)
Total 100% (382) [Total 100% (382)
Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

In the in-depth interviews a large majority of parents whom we interviewed reported
that they were satisfied with both the quaity and safety of their children’s school or daycare
arrangements. A small number were only fairly satisfied, and an even smaller number were
dissatisfied. Of those who were less than completely satisfied, quality rather than safety was
at issue. Safety seemsto be less an issue because, generally, the parents we interviewed
would not knowingly leave their children in unsafe environments. However, qudity care or
schooling is more difficult to secure, accounting for thelower leves of satisfaction around
thisissues. Satisfaction with the quality of an arrangement does not necessarily mean the
arrangement isalso of high qudity. Parentsmay report satisfaction with “good enough” care
or schooling, aslong asit isalso safe.

After dissatisfaction with their child care, many of these parents actively sought out
arrangements that meet their standardsfor quaity and safety, perhaps accounting for the high
rates of satisfaction. Lydia Mendez, for example, is currently very satisfied with her daycare
arrangements, although she hasto struggle to manage the cost. She had aterrible experience
prior to this placement with a day-care provider who did not watch the children closdy
enough. Her daughter was traumatized by her contact with one very aggressive and
sexualized child. Mendez removed her child, sought counseling for her, and found a new
provider. Similarly, Tamara Ryan pulled her child from an in-home daycare setting when her
provider revealed to her that a man she had just met via theinternet had spent the day in the
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woman’s home with the children. Ryan hassince pieced together care from familial
resources, an arrangement with which she is quite satisfied.

Some parents expressed mistrust of institutional daycare settings or non-familial
providers, opting for family membersto care for their children instead. In speaking of a day
care setting, Kim Smith, one such parent, echoed the concerns of a number of other parents:
“Because there you just don’t know who' s watching your kids, you know. | don’t want them
to get abused or beaten, or you know. Andmy little gil — she’sonly two — she couldn’t
really tell meif too much happened, you know. So | won't put them in day care somewhere.”

Similarly, to meet their expectations regarding school qudity and safety, it was not
unusual for parentsto either leave their child in a school after afamily move or to transfer
their child to a different school district. For example, at thefirstinterview, Denise Laures
found her children’s new school to be too violent. By the last interview, she had re-enrolled
them in a school they had attended previoudy before the family had changed neighborhoods,
greatly increasing her satisfaction with their education and overall safety. A few parents home
schooled. In addition, securing before- and after-school care was an issue for many parents of
school-aged children.

Very few of the parents we interviewed in the in-depth sample had seen any changes
in their children’s school performance or attendance. Most of these children were doing well
in school, according to their parents. A very small number of children had experienced a
negative changein the performance or atten dance over the study period. Most of these
children were teen-age males who, among the general population, are statistically more likely
to be experiencing problemsin school. It would be overly simpligtic to link their problems to
the fact that their fami lies had been receiving public benefits. In most cases, some other
external factor, such as school violence or sexual abuse, abetted their academic difficulties. In
some cases the economic problemstheir parents had suffered and the attendant complications
such as frequent moves, stress, or homelessness — not the benefits that helped them to cope
— may have contributed to their declining participation or successin school.

Parents had seen some improvement in the performance of a very small number of
children who had not been doing well prior to our study. Agan, improvements seem to have
had more to do with having new teachers, new schools, or the maturation process than with
their parents leaving the welfare system. In some cases, improvements accompanied
children’s newly acquired access to services such as speech thergpy, assistancewith
developmental issues, or counseling. However, our information is drawn only from
interviews with parents; interviews with the children themselves and with school personnel
would providea more complete picture.

Overall, however, the in-depth interviews suggest little correlation between recei pt of
public assistance and school performance or attendance. Negative changes in children’s
performance or attendance can be attributed to external factors or the effects of poverty.
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Positive changes seem to be associated with long-awaited access to servicesrather than the
presence of a*more positive role model” (i.e., an employed parent) in the home.

Children with adequate nutrition may do better in school than those who are hungry.
School lunches are, thus, aresource contributing to family wel-being. The children of about
half of respondents receive free or subsidized school lunches. (Table 7.10)

Table 7.10 Number and Per centage of Respondents Whose Children Recaive Free or
Subsidized Schoal L unches by Group

TANF leaversand TANF
diverted at first survey

Children receive free or subsidized school lunches?

Yes 49% (185)
No 39% (145)
No children 4% (13)
No answer 8% (31)
Total 100% (374)
Food Stamp leaversat first
survey
Children receive free or subsidized school lunches?
Yes 52% (201)
No 39% (149)
No children 4% (14)
No answer 5% (18)
Total 100% (382)

Source: First and Second Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study

I mprovementsin Family Well-Being

A high proportion of respondentsto both surveys thought that things were going well
for them and their families. (Table 7.1) Many aso thought that their situations had improved.
To understand how they were better off, what had improved, we turn to the in-depth
interviews.

Respondentsin the in-depth sample were asked how they and their families were
doing compared to when they were receiving public assistance. A majority of these families
were receiving combinations of different benefits and subsidies such as Food Stamps, ERDC,
housing subsidies, disability benefits or health benefits under the Oregon Health Plan over the
period in which they were interviewed. Feelings of being “better off” now than when families
were receiving assistance need to be viewed in this context.
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Two-thirds of the 78 families interviewed reported that there were waysin which they
were better off. For the majority, being better off meant they felt they had more self respect,
experienced less stigma, or no longer had to ded with “hasdes’ and “ put downs.” Families
were relieved at being off assistance and not having to ded with “the system” or “ther
programs.” Delores James, who has been off and on Food Stamps while juggling work and
care of apreschooler, is happy to no longer have the “hassle” involved in applying for
benefits or the stigma associated with having to go to the wefare office. GloriaMason feds
very glad to be off welfare. She says she has been disrespected by caseworkers. “I don't
know what’ s wrong with them, but some of them treat you likeyou’ reaways trying to get
one over (them). They makeyou so frustrated sometimes that you don’t ever want to deal
with them.” Other respondents, while recognizing that many caseworkers are helpful, speak
of staff who act as though the money istheir own. The experience of receiving cash was
particularly stigmatizing for many. Other respondentsfelt a satisfaction at doingit on their
own, or spoke of their own expectations that they need to work.

A smaller number of families, less than one-fifth of those interviewed, said the reason
they were better off wasthat their finances had improved. Most of this group reported that
they had a higher income and one said that she had found a better job. For some people
improved finances means long hours or putting together severa jobs. Asasingle parent,
Amy Manasoto’ sincome has improved enough that she is no longer receiving Food Stamps,
but sheis achieving this though three part-time jobs, two of which involve ten-hour shifts.
Many familieswho said they had a higher income were still below poverty guidelines and/or
struggling to make ends meet.

Thirteen families were either on TANF or back on TANF. Othersreported that they
were not better off or there was no difference. When asked if she's better off, Janet Phillips
wants to know whether theinterviewer is asking about economic or physica or emotiona
factors. Phillips has arelatively highly paid job at $15 an hour, but feels sheis barey making
it once she has covered child care and other expenses. Though she getsalot of satisfaction
from her work, Phillips does not feel that overall she has any more money to spend than
when she was on cash assistance (and other public benefits).

Declinesin Family Well-Being

Just under half of the respondents in the in-depth sample spoke of some waysin
which they were worse off than when they were receiving assistance. A small number
thought they were neither better nor worse off and some families were till receiving
assistance.

Of those families who felt they were worse off more than one-third were having a
hard time covering even basc necessties or child care costs, were having difficulty in getting
enough food, or were struggling financialy in general. For example, Sally Reid isworking
more hours and says she’ s* not drowning any more,” but still feds she needs help to put food
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on the table for her two teenagers. Tom Dixon and his wife are both working and sharing the
care of two preschoolers. Despite these efforts, they have had tolet billsride, get extrahelp
from their families and borrow the money for diapers from friends.

The second most common problem mentioned was difficulty in accessing medical
care. Families spoke of avariety of problems. Some families earned too much to qudify for
the Oregon Health Plan but could not afford other insurance. Others could not afford the co-
pay or theirincome varied so that at some times they qualified for the Oregon Health Plan
and other months a small increase in earnings would make them ineligible. When Lucy
Anderson supplemented her income with an additional short-term part-time job, she found
herself without medical coverage. As someone who has multiple health issues, Anderson
copes by rationing her medications to make prescriptions last longer. For instance, she will
take a medication every other day rather than the prescribed dosage of every day. Some
families qualified for employer-provided health insurance for themselves but could not afford
to add their children to these policies. Othersfound that the premium they were expected to
assume themselves was too high. Irene Miller had a good job with some supervisory
responsibilities and the possibility of upward promotion. However, her empl oyer -mandated
health coverage meant that $200 per month was deducted from her pay, reducing her take-
home wage to around $900 per month. With rent of $600 per month, she could not cover
her expenses.

Difficultiesin meshing work schedules and day care schedules as well aslack of
quality time with children was another problem. Some were dso exhausted by theeffort to
earn enough to cover expenses. For example, one in-depth respondent had taken two low
wage jobs. One was a repetitive motion job and she had devel oped carpa tunnd syndrome
aswell asgreat fatigue. However she felt that she could not leave either job and still meet
her financial obligations.
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Chapter 8 What Works, What Needs to Change: Respondents
M ake Recommendationsto Adult and Family Services

At the end of the second telephone survey the 756 respondents were asked “ Given
your experiences with various public assistance programs, please tell me briefly, what two
main changes you believe would help serve families like yours better?” Of the 1,100
responses we coded to this question, 990 were recommendationsfor changes, 82 were
responses that indicated no need for change or satisfaction with existing supports, and 28
respondents said they did not know. Not al respondents gave two recommendationsfor
changes, some gave no recommendations and afew (very few) gave more than two. All
were coded.

The largest single category of recommended changes have to do with AFS agency
related changes. Within this group of 239 recommendations the most frequently mentioned
had to do with improving AFS staff attitudes/decreasing the climate of shame/having more
caring workers (51). Other frequently mentioned changes werefor moreindividual
attention/consideration of individual circumstances (38), more or better skilled caseworkers
(29), the need for greater client access to caseworkers (28), and concerns about paperwork
and record-keeping (28).

The second largest category of recommendations (206) concerned program digibility,
specifically increasing the digibility limitsfor safety net programs and changing regulations
so that benefits decrease more gradually when people are working. These were coded by
program and included responses that did not specify particular programs but clearly stated
that income limits for programs excluded many needy families and/or recommended changing
the federa poverty level to include more families by setting the poverty level more
realigtically. We included the recommendations for increased dligibility in both the program
eligibility responses, where we included the count in the overal totd for that category, and as
part of the recommendations for change in specific programs, where we did not count these
in the total of responses for that program.

Respondents recommended specific changesin dl of theman AFS programs, with
the largest group of responses targeting changesin the JOBS program (88), followed by
changes recommended for child care assistance/ERDC (77), OHP (64), Food Stamps (44),
TANF (26) and Emergency Assistance (13). Within each program recommended changes
followed the pattern of suggesting the need for more assistance, broader program coverage,
and easier access. For the JOBS program two common suggestions included shifting the
emphasis to helping respondents find higher wage/better jobs and the need for more and
better job training opportunities.

The next most frequently mentioned recommendations concerned increased access to
educational opportunity (69). These included recommendations about increased opportunities
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for education, particularly higher education, and suggestions that thosein school should be
eligible to receive needed supportsfor child care, Food Stamps, OHP and TANF.

Other recommendati onsincluded concerns about child support enforcement, the need
for more help with transportation and housing, and a host of miscellaneous changes.

Of the 756 sample, 110 respondents did not make recommendations for change. The
largest group of theseindicated that they were satisfied with current programs and services
(57) and saw no need for changes, 24 just said no changes were needed, and 28 sad they did
not know.

These data should not be interpreted as suggesting that only the number of people
listed by each recommendation actually support that particular change. Rather, these data
are the number of people who chose to mention these changes as one of the one or two they
spontaneously recommended.

Recommendations for changes from respondents in second telephone
survey, November -December 1999

No changes needed with AFS/current programs (82)

Satisfied with existing supports (57)
No changes needed (24)

Things have improved with reform (1)
Don't know ( 28)

AFS Agency-related changes--general comments (239)

Improve staff attitudes, decrease climate of shame, more caring/cooperative workers (51)

Individual attention/individual circumstances considered (38)

More caseworkers/better skilled (29)

More access to caseworkers (responsive to phone cdls, shorter wait for appointments, more
consistent communication) (28)

Decrease/improve paperwork/record-keeping (28)

Improve information about what help exists/about AFS policy (15)

More quality services (unspecified) (12)

Make hours more convenient/expanded (9)

Lesswait for the onset of benefits (6)

More follow-up with clients (5)

Increase access to trandators (4)

More support for domestic violence survivors (3)

Less caseworker turnover (3)

More AFS consideration of health issues (2)

Increase caseworker accountability (2)
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Program requirements are a problem (unspecified) (2)
Change sexist attitudes (1)
Privacy booths to ensure confidentidity duringinterviews (1)

Program eligibility and accessibility (206)

Increase digibility for programs: (145)

Increase digibility for OHP (61)

Increase digibility by increasng incomelimitsfor programs (41)
(program unspecified, includes raising the federal poverty level)

Increase digibility for Food Stamps (31)

Increase digibility for cash assistance (6)

Increase digibility for ERDC (6)

Benefits should decrease more gradudly when working (32)

Calculate digibility by netincome (19)

Take living expenses more into account when determine digibility (10)

Specific program recommendations by program

JOBS Program (88)

More access to job training (24)

Need better jobstraining (transferable job skills)/classes (24)

Emphasis should befinding higher wage jobs “better” jobs (22)

More help finding ajob (9)

Job search activities should bemore redlistic re: individua needs ( 3)
Transportation problems with meeting JOBS program requirements (2)
Need more support for those with health/disability issues (2)

More support for self-employment options (1)

Recognize need for job to be closer to area of resdence (1)

Child care assistance/ERDC (77)

More (37) (doesnot specify digibility or coverage, but refers to additional need)
More help finding qudity child care (11)

Lower co-payments (8)

Mother should have option to stay at home (count aswork) (7)

Increase digibility for child care (6) (notincluded in count in this category)
Make ERDC paymentstimely (4)

More help with child care outside 8-5 work schedules (3)

Easier accessto child care (3)

Childcare workers' pay should be higher to increase quality (3)

Should have paid maternity leave (1)

OHP/Medical (64)
Income digibility should beraised (61) (not included in count in this category)
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Broader coverage/coverage inadequate (23)

More (17) (doesnot specify dligibility or coverage, bur refers to additiona need)

Easier processto accessresources (10)

More coveragefor children (7)

OHP premiums are aproblem (3)

Accessible care — geographic and number of providers (3)

OHP should cover more dternative medicine (1)

Increase digibility with broader standards/ higher incomelimits (32)
(not included in count in this category)

More Food Stamps and larger allotments (18)

Policies concerning car values need change re: digibility (13)

Easier access and re-certification (9)

Need to be able to buy household items/paper products (4)

Cash assistance (TANF) (26)

More cash assistance (16) (more assistance, larger dlotments)

Fewer hoops and shorter wait to qudify (10)

Increase digibility for cash support (6) (not included in count in this category)

Unspecified need for mor e assistance (26)

Emergency assistance (13)

Increase resources available (7)

Quialifications (easier to get) (4)

Decrease turn around time on applications/takestoo long (2)

Education (69)

Want to be able to pursue educational opportunities (41)

Those in school should receive support (i.e., child care assistance,
Food Stamps, OHP, cash assistance) (28)

Child Support (33)

More effective enforcement/better communication around needs (27)
Allow child support paymentsto go directly to families (3)

Don't include child support asearned income (3)

Transportation (26)
More help with transportation (including car repairs, bus passes, he p with insurance, hep
with gas money) (26)

Housing (23
More help with housing
(including low income housing, housing subsidies, rent support) (23)
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Other (66)

Track down wdfare abusers/welfare fraud (19)
Heating/electricity assistance (7)

Comments on deserving and undeserving immigrants/minorities (5)
Need more mental health and drug treatment services (4)
Increase minimum wage (3)

Training to manage persona finances/life-skills (3)

More funds for pregnant youth (3)

Child care at AFS dffice (3)

Help with clothing (3)

Help (not penalization) creating savings/planning for better/stable future (2)
Don't count parent’sincome if over 18 and living there (2)
One-time cash rather than monthly budget (2)

More federal money spent in rural areas (2)

Compensation for foster/elder care (1)

After-school program for teenagers (1)

Change 5 yearsin lifelaw (1)

Help with business (1)

Mandatory counseling (1)

Oregon should pass salestax (1)

No 30-day notice on low-cost housing (1)

Change worker’s compensation program (1)
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Appendix A

Study Design and Demogr aphic Char acteristics

Table A.1 TANF Diverted and L eaver and Food Stamp L eaver Study M ethods and

Contact Points

Group M ethod Months after exit or diversion Sample size
Food Stamp leavers Phone survey 12-15 months (March '99-June '99) |480
TANF leavers Phone survey 12-15 months (March '99-June '99) |283
TANF diverted Phone survey 12-15 months (March '99-June '99) |207

Total 970
Food Stamp leavers In-depth interviews  [16-18 months (July '99-Sept.'99) 37
TANF leavers In-depth interviews  |16-18 months (July '99-Sept.'99) 24
TANF diverted In-depth interviews  [16-18 months (July '99-Sept.'99) 17

Total 78
Food Stamp leavers Phone survey 18-21 months (Oct '99-Dec.'99) 383
TANF leavers Phone survey 18-21 months (Oct '99-Dec.'99) 210
TANF diverted Phone survey 18-21 months (Oct '99-Dec.'99) 164

Total 757
Food Stamp leavers In-depth interviews  [24-26 months (Apr. '00-June '00) 31
TANF leavers In-depth interviews [24-26 months (Apr. '00-June '00) 21
TANF diverted In-depth interviews  |24-26 months (Apr. '00-June '00) 13

Total 65
Food Stamp leavers Administrative Data |January 1998-October 1999 383
TANF leavers Administrative Data |January 1998-October 1999 210
TANF diverted Administrative Data |January 1998-October 1999 164

Total 757
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Table A.2 Demographics of Sample Reached at First Phone Survey

TANF Leaver |Diverted |Food Stamp
(283) (207) L eaver (480)
Age Mean 32 years 32.5years |33 years
Gender Men 7% ( 20) 21% ( 44) |14% ( 66)
Women 93% (263) 79% (163) |86% (414)
Race White 82% (233) 85%(177) |80% (382)
AfricanAmerican 7% (19) 5% (10) 3% ( 13)
Hispanic 5% (14) 5% (10) 10% ( 48)
American Indian 4% (10) 1% ( 3) 3% ( 18)
AsianAmerican 1% (3) 1% ( 2) 1% ( 6)
Mixed 1% (4) 2% (4) 3% ( 13)
No Answer 0% ( 0) <1% (1) 0% ( 0)
Adultsin 1-Adult household 81% (229) 67% (138) |62% (297)
Household  |2-Adult household 19% ( 54) 33% ( 69) [38% (179)
More than 2 <1% ( 4)
Marital Status [Married 19% ( 55) 33% (69) [36% (175)
Never married 38% (106) 26% (53) |20% ( 95)
Divorced 32% (91) 24% (49) |31% (148)
Separated 9% ( 26) 11% (23) |11% (51)
Widowed 1% ( 2) 3% (7) 1% ( 6)
Cohabitating 1% ( 3) 3% ( 6) 1% ( 5)
Education < HS diploma 18% ( 52) 20% (41) |19% ( 92)
HS Diploma 43% (121) 44% (90)  [38% (184)
Some College 31% ( 87) 31% (65) |[31% (148)
Associates Degree 5% (13) 3% (7) 7% ( 33)
Bachelors Degree 3% ( 9) 1% ( 3) 3% ( 15)
Graduate Degree 0% ( 0) <1% (1) 1% ( 5)
No Answer 1% ( 3)
Employment (Employed 64% (182) 60% (124) |69% (330)
Status
Not Employed 36% (101) 40% ( 83) [31% (150)
Totas (283) (207) (480)

Source: First Survey of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study, 2000
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Table A.3 Demogr aphics of Sample Reached at Second Phone Survey *

TANF Leaver Diverted | Food Stamp L eaver
(210) (164) (382
Gender Men 7% (14) 20% (32) 15% (55)
Women 92% (194) 79% (130) 85% (325)
No Answer 1% (2) 1% (2) <1% (2)
Total 100% (210) | 100% (164) 100% (382)
Race White 82% (173) 84% (138) 82% (313)
AfricanAmerican 6% (13) 4% (7) 2%(7)
Hispanic 5% (11) 6% (9) 9% (35)
American Indian 3% (6) 2% (3) 3% (12)
AsianAmerican <1% (1) 1% (2) 1% (5)
Mixed 2% (4) 2% (3) 2% (8)
No Answer 1% (2) 1% (2) <1% (2)
Total 100% (210) | 100% (164) 100% (382)
Adultsin 1-Adult household 168 105 228
Household |2-Adult household 42 59 154
Total 100% (210) | 100% (164) 100% (382)
Marital Married 20% (42) 35% (58) 39% (149)
Status Never married 36% (75) 25% (41) 17% (64)
Divorced 34% (71) 27% (45) 33% (128)
Separated 9% (18) 9% (14) 8% (32)
Widowed 1% (2) 4% (6) 2% (7)
Cohabitating <1% (1) 0% <1% (2)
No Answer <1% (1) 0% 0%
Total 100% (210) | 100% (164) 100% (382)
Employment|Employed 71% (149) 67% (109) 75% (287)
Status Not employed 28% (59) 33% (54) 24% (93)
No answer 1% (2) <1% (1) <1% (2)
Total 100% (210) | 100% (164) 100% (382)
Education |<HSdiploma 18% (38) 16% (27) 17% (65)
HS Diploma 40% (84) 42% (69) 38% (145)
Some College 32% (68) 34% (56) 33% (124)
Associates Degree 5% (11) 4% (6) 7% (27)
Bachelors Degree 3% (6) 2% (3) 3%(13)
Graduate Degree 0% (0) 1% (1) 1% (4)
No Answer 2% (3) 1% (2) 1% (4)
Total 100% (210) | 100% (164) 100% (382)

Source: First and Second Surveys of Welfare and Food Stamp Leaver and Diverted Study, 2000
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* Education, Gender and Race were collected at the First Survey but the numbers and percentages presented
here are for those respondents who completed both the First and Second Survey. Age data were also collected
at thefirst survey only and are not repeated here.
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Appendix B

Oregon Survey Research Laboratory
Survey M ethodology
By Patricia A. Gwartney, Emery Smith, and Kimberlee L angolf

Wave l

The telephone survey instrument was devised in numerousintensve meetings with
representatives of CSWS (Joan Acker, Sandra Morgen, Terri Heath, Jill Weigt), Adult and
Family Services (AFS) (Elizabeth Lopez, Ron Taylor), and OSRL (Patricia Gwartney,
Kimberlee Langolf, Mark Lind). To facilitate comparison of results to other studies, we
included questionsfrom smilar surveys conducted in other states, aswell as standard census
and survey questions from OSRL’s survey archives and team members professond
networks. We dso devel oped many original questions.

To pretest and finalize the survey instrument, OSRL’ s standard multi -path approach was
used. All survey questions underwent athree-pronged pretest procedure, involvingintensve
readings and reviews by: (a) potential members of the survey population, (b) OSRL's
Questionnaire Review Committee, comprised of survey experts from our staff and universty-
wide advisory committee, and (c) the project’sAFS and CSWS representatives. Individud
guestions were pretested for clarity, accuracy, validity, and variability of response. The
entire instrument was pretested for flow, length, comprehensiveness, and factors that affect
respondents cooperation and attention. In addition, two in-depth “cognitive” interviews
were conducted by an OSRL staff member. From initial pretesting, it was clear that the
survey was drastically too long for the project budget and the instrument was halved. The
instrument development team met again for further review, reduction and revision, and the
survey was pretested again.

Ultimately, the survey instrument numbered about 275 questions. Due to skiplogic,
however, few respondents were asked dl possble questions. Theinterviews averaged 31
minutes in length.

Sampling

The survey sample consisted of three groups. TANF leavers, TANF diverted, and
Food Stamp leavers. The samples were drawn from populationsin AFS's database as of the
first quarter of 1998. The sample dataincluded names, telephone numbers, addresses,
locator information for tracking subjects, and background details pertaining to the study.

AFS provided OSRL with information on the population of 5,052 Food Stamp
Leaverswho fell within the pre-selected study time period, January-March 1998. From these
records, OSRL randomly selected a sample of 800 Food Stamp leaversto be interviewed.
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This sample was reduced to 750 because 50 Food Stamp leavers had moved out of state and
were excluded from the study.

AFS aso provided OSRL with afile of TANF leavers and TANF diverted from the
first quarter of 1998, consisting of 2,986 cases. From thislist, OSRL randomly drew a
sample of 799. Of the 799 cases, 362 were TANF diverted and 437 TANF leavers. OSRL’s
random sampling procedure naturaly reproduces and represents popul ation proportions,
consistent with CSWS'swishes. (That is, there was no need to separately sample TANF
leavers and TANF diverted to have the sample proportions match the population
parameters.)

After the survey had been in the field for several weeks, it became apparent that the
study population was more mobile and difficult to reach than originally anticipated and that
AFS slocator information contained inaccuracies. CSWS, in consultation with OSRL staff,
decided to supplement the origina survey sample with another random select ion from the
population. Using the population information AFS previoudly provided, OSRL drew
additional random samples of 1,000 TANF cases (529 leavers and 471 diverted) and 934
Food Stamp cases.

Due to duplicate entries, one case was removed from each of the three samples, for totals of,
967 TANF leavers, 829 TANF diverted, and 1,682 Food Stamp leaversin thefina samples
available for interviewing -- in al 3,478.

Survey Interviewing

Only trained and experienced OSRL telephone interviewers were used for this data
collection project. OSRL conducted project-specific interviewer training on the survey
instrument February 24, 1999. AFS and CSWS representatives attended thistraining. In
subsequent days, the computer training and role-playing components of training were
conducted. Interviewing commenced March 2, 1999 on the original sample. OSRL
interviewers began calling the supplemental TANF sample about April 20, 1999 and the
additional Food Stamp sample on June 1, 1999. Interviewing was completed June 28, 1999.
Interviewing was conducted usng OSRL’ s computer-aided telephone interviewing system
(CATI).

Altogether, 19,666 telephone cals were made to complete 970 interviews. Up to 99 cal
attempts were made to each randomly-selected respondent. The modal number of call
attempts for each respondent was over five. Interviewing was conducted at all times of the
day all days of the week (except Sunday mornings) in order to capture persons who had
unusual schedules. As mentioned above, interviews averaged 31 minutes.

Approximately 15 survey interviews were conducted in Spanish by fluent OSRL
interviewers. OSRL’s CATI system allows Spanish-speaking respondents to be referred
directly to Spanish-speaking interviewers. The two Spanish-speaking interviewers assigned to
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this study met privately to go over theinstrument word by word to agree upon exactly which
Spanish words and phrases would be used during interviewing to assure consistency. In the
process of conducting the interviews, they referred constantly between their translated
version of the survey and the English version on the CATI system. These interviews
averaged about 40 minutes.

In addition, about 10 interviews were conducted in other languagesusng AT&T's
language trandation service, provided by AFS. The languages included Russian, Vietnamese,
and Hmong. These interviews averaged about 90 minutes, with more time devoted to
arranging and explaining the study than actually conducting the three-way interview
(interviewer — tranglator — respondent).

Precontact Letters and Postcards

Because of the survey’s potentially sensitive nature, respondents were sent a pre-
contact letter several days prior to interviewing. OSRL and CSWS designed this letter, with
contributionsfrom AFS. The letter explained the study’ s goals and purpose, and how
respondents were chosen, and it stressed theimportance of learning about wefare clients
experiences. The precontact letter also provided atoll-free number with contact names for
answering questions and stressed the flexibility of the interview staff (noting that OSRL
would call at times convenient to respondents and would have Spanish-speaking interviewers
available). Theletter also explained the interview’s confidentiality and generdly let
respondents know what to expect.

The precontact letter was printed on University of Oregon stationary and mailed in
UO envelopes with attractive first-class stamps. Each letter was hand -signed and each
envelope was hand-addressed. While [abor-intensive and somewhat expensive compared to
bulk mail, these methods contributed to the survey’s unusually high response rate and low
refusal rate, greatly contributing to the study’ s success.

Locating, Incenting, and Tracking Efforts

With the goal of achieving a high (70 percent) response rate for this project, OSRL
and CSWS used the following locating and incentive strategies:

* Included with the pre-contact letter was a toll-free phone number encouraging
respondentsto call CSWS with questions or updated contacinformation.

* Also included with the pre-contact letter was a pre-stamped postcard encouraging
respondents to mail CSWS with questions or updated contact information.

» If returned envelopes had forwarding addresses indicated, pre-contact letters were
sent to the new address.

* Respondents were encouraged toindicate the best times for OSRL interviewers
to contact them.
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e Anincentive payment of a$25.00 check or $25.00 gift certificate per completed
interview was provided to each respondent.

In addition to the methods described above, OSRL, CSWS and AFS cooperated to
use avariety of means to track sample members who had moved or no longer had telephone
numbers, so that they were not excluded from the study.

* OSRL called the provided telephone numbers repeatedly until we (1) reached the
person we intended to interview, (2) determined that the phone number would not
produce an interview, or (3) decided that continued effort was no longer cost
effective.

* Upto 99 cal attempts were made in order to reach respondents.

* Respondents were called at dl times of the day and dl days of the week (except
Sunday mornings).

» |If additional contact telephone numbers were provided in locator information, we
called those using the same protocol.

» If adultsin contacted households provided new telephone numbers or addresses
for respondents, these werefollowed.

* AFS employed additional administrative data sources (such as Department of
Motor Vehicle records) to provide additiona locator information on subjects who
had moved or no longer had a telephone number.

» For respondents who no longer had telephones, we attempted by |etter to arrange
a specific time and place to call them.

These labor-intensive efforts were effective, producing the study’ shigh response rate
and low refusal rate.

Response Rate and Refusal Rate

Thetarget survey response rate of 70 percent was exceeded. The overdl CASRO survey
response rate was 84.5 percent, and the CASRO refusa rate was 3.9 percent®. Notethat this
response rate is remarkably high and the refusal rate is remarkably low compared to most
survey studies. The response and refusd rates varied substantidly by sample group, however:
TANF leavers 80.9 percent response rate, 2.0 percent refusal rate; TANF diverted 77.3
percent response rate, 1.1 percent refusd rate; and Food Stamp leavers 90.5 percent
response rate, 6.6 percent refusd rate.

! CASRO = Council of American Survey Research Organizations. CASRO publishes rigorous
industry standards for calculating response rates and refusal rates. Their guidelines are regarded as
the strictest and most difficult to achieve. CASRO response rates are calculated in following
manner: Completed interview / (Eligible sample + ((Eligible sample / (Eligible sample + Ineligible
sample)) * Sample with unknown status)).
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Wave 2
A. Instrument Development

The survey instrument for the Wave 2 of interviewing was arevision of the instrument
implemented in Wave 1. Thefirst report included considerable detail about theinstrument
design, pretesting and revision, which need not be repeated here. The second instrument
contained 225 quegtions, compared to 275 in thefirg instrument. Few respondents answered
all possible questions, however, due to skip logic. OSRL pretested it again using our
standard multi-path procedures described in the first report.

B. Sample

The survey sample for Wave 2 comprised the same three groups of interviewees from
Wave 1 in spring 1999. Thosefrom Wave 1 included 283 TANF leavers, 207 TANF
diverted, and 480 Food Stamp leavers.

The sample data included the original information provided by AFS (names,
telephone numbers, addresses, locator information for tracking subjects, and background
details pertaining to the study), aswell aslocator information OSRL collected in Wave 1 of
interviewing.

C. Survey Interviewing

OSRL conducted project-specific interviewer training for the survey instrument October
12, 1999. The computer training and role-playing components of training were conducted in
subsequent days. As before, only trained and experienced OSRL telephone interviewers were
used for this project, including many who interviewed for Wave 1.

Wave 2 interviewing commenced October 16, 1999 and was completed December 6,
1999. Interviewing was conducted at all times of the day all days of the week (except Sunday
mornings) in order to capture persons who had unusua schedules. OSRL interviewers
attempted to contact all respondents originaly interviewed in Wave 1. Our goa for Wave 2
was to interview 75 percent of thoseinterviewed in Wave 1. Data collection proceeded
exceptionally smoothly compared to the first wave. Indeed, respondents seemed eager to
speak with OSRL interviewers again. Altogether, 7,484 telephone cdls were made to
complete the 757 interviews, or 78 percent of thoseinterviewed in Wave 1, including up to
99 dia attemptsfor each respondent. Completed interviews averaged 25 minutes.

Approximately 45 survey interviews were conducted in other languages, principally

Spanish, using the procedures described in the first report. These interviews averaged about
33 minutes.
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D. Response Rate and Refusal Rate

While 78 percent of previous respondents were reached, thisisnot the same concept asa
survey response rate, for many respondents could not be located. The CASRO survey
response rate over the three sample groups was 95.2 percent, and the CASRO refusd rate
was 1.4 percent. This response rateis exceptionaly high and therefusd rate is remarkably
low compared even to most longitudinal survey studies.

Combined, TANF leavers and TANF diverted had a 93.7 percent response rate (n= 210
leavers, n=165 diverted) and 1.0 percent refusal rate (n=4). Of theoriginal 490 respondents
in this group, 97 could not be reached because of wrong telephone numbers, disconnected
numbers, non-working numbers, non-residential numbers, they no longer had a telephone
number at all, or the number had a fax/modem tone. Two respondents could no longer be
interviewed at all due to poor health or tragic circumstances, and five had duplicate telephone
numbers. Only 15 respondents could never be reached for an interview.

The response and refusal ratesvaried dightly by sample group. Food Stamp leavershad a
96.4 percent response rate (n=382) and 1.8 percent refusal rate (n=7). Of theoriginal 480
respondentsin this group, 80 could not be reached because of wrong telephone numbers,
disconnected numbers, non-working numbers, or non-residential numbers. One respondent
was gone during the entireinterviewing period, and one had a duplicate telephone number.
Only 9 respondents were never reached at dl for an interview.
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Appendix C
Comparison of Respondents and Non-Respondents

In the first telephone survey we reached 28 percent of the randomly selected state
wide sample. To explore the similarities and differences between those we reached and those
we could not reach, we selected arandom sample of 331individuasfrom the tota of 2,448
individuals in the original sample whom we could not contact by telephone. We compared
this sample of 331 non-respondents with the first survey respondent sample (n = 970) and the
second survey respondent sample (n = 756), using administrative date from Adult and Family
Services and from the Oregon Department of Employment.

The datainclude:

1. Employment data by quarter from Jan. 1998 to Sept. 1999.
1.1 Total gross earnings
1.2 Hourly earnings

2. Number of personsin the household at case closure.

3. Age of household head at case closure.

4. Gender of head of household.

5. Race of head of household.

6. AFS Program Usage From February 1998 to October 1999.

Earnings Experience

We anadyzed earnings data reported to the Oregon Department of Employment over
4 quartersin 1998 and 3 quartersin 1999, or atotal of 21 months after respondents| eft
TANF or Food Stamps. Using these data, we constructed earnings trend lines and compared
the trend lines of the sample of non-respondents and Survey 1 and Survey 2 respondents.
Some respondents in al three samples had zero to 2 quarters of earnings, not enough
reported earnings to calculate a trend line. These wecall Low Labor Force Attachment,
although these individuals might have been in areas such as Federa employment that are not
required to report earningsto the state. For other respondents with three or more quarters of
earnings, trend lines either went down or went up. Table 1 shows the proportions with these
different earnings trends. The distributions of trend lines in the thr ee samples show small
differences, suggesting that the group reached by telephone was substantidly like thosein the
original sample whom we could not reach in regard to thismeasure of earnings experience.
The Index of Dissimilarity values support this conclusion. The Index compares two
distributions, and indicates the proportion of either distribution that would have to change
position for the two distributionsto be the same. For example, in the comparison of the 331
non-respondents and the 970 Survey 1 respondents, 11% of the individuals in either of the
two distributions would have to change position in the distribution to make the two
distributions identical.
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TableC.1 Earnings Trend Linesover Seven Quarters: Respondents and Non -Respondents

Non-Respondents (331) First survey (970) Second survey (756)
Low Attachment 40% (132) 29% (292) 27% (205)
Trend Line Down 18% ( 59) 25% (244) 24% (182)
Trend Line Up 42% (140) 46% (444) 49% (369)
Totd 100% (331) 100% (970) 100% (756)

Index of Dissimilarity: 331 and 970 = 11%; 331 and 756 = 12%
Source; Oregon Department of Employment

Using the same Department of Employment data, we compared the three samples on
median quarterly earnings and median hourly earnings. The comparisons shownin Table 2 dso
support the conclusion that there are clear similariti es between the earnings history of the non-
respondents and the respondents. The primary difference isthat the proportion of the non-
respondent sample with earnings data drops more steeply over time than the proportion with
earnings data among the respondent samples. We do not know how much of thisdropis due to
employment in jobs not reported to the state, due to dropping out of the labor force, or due to
moving out of the state.

Table C.2 Median Quarterly Earnings and M edian Hourly Earnings: Respondents and
Non-Respondents, for Selected Quarters 1998-1999

Non-Respondents (331) First survey (970) Second survey (756)

1st Quarter 1998

Median Quarterly $1,838.50 $1,973.97 $2,100.81

Median Hourly $7.18 $7.28 $7.47

% with earnings 57% (189) 64% (620) 66% (499)
4th Quarter 1998

Median Quarterly $2,966.56 $2,994.69 $3,094.06

Median Hourly $7.82 $7.77 $8.00

% with earnings 53% (177) 65% (634) 68% (512)
2nd Quarter 1999

Median Quarterly $3,531.50 $3,029.86 $3,224.00

Median Hourly $7.99 $8.00 $8.15

% with earnings 47% (155) 62% (601) 64% (485)
3rd Quarter 1999

Median Quarterly $3,729.44 $3,261.41 $3,406.44

Median Hourly $8.70 $8.30 $8.33

% with earnings 47% (157) 59% (590) 64% (483)

Source; Oregon Department of Employment




Demographic Characteristics

We compared the sample of non-respondents with the two samples of respondents
(household heads) using administrative data provided by Adult and Family Services on age,
gender, and race of household heads, numbers of adults in the household, and numbers of persons
in the household. All of these data describe families at the time of caseclosure.

TableC.3 Mean and M edian Age of Household Head at Case Closure

Non-respondents (331) First survey (970) Second survey (756)
Mean 29.9 31.6 32.2
Median 28.0 31.0 31.0

Source; State of Oregon Adult and Family Services
Non-respondents were dightly younger than respondents.

Table C.4 Gender of Household Head at Case Closure

Non-respondents (331) Firgt survey (970)  Second Survey (756)
Mae 16.6% ( 55) 13.4% (130) 12.6% ( 95)
Female 83.4% (276) 86.6% (840) 86.2% (652)
Missing 12%( 9

Source; State of Oregon Adult and Family Services
A dlightly higher percent of the non-respondents were men.

Table C.5 Race of Household Head at Case Closure

Non-respondents (331) First survey (970) Second survey (756)
White 76.4% (253) 84.5% (820) 86.6% (655)
African American 5.7% ( 19) 4.3% ( 41) 3.6% (27)
Hispanic 13.9% ( 46) 7.0% ( 68) 6.5% (49)
Other 4.0% ( 13) 4.2% ( 41) 3.3% (15)

Index of Dissimilarity - 331 and 970 = 9.3%; 331 and 756 = 10.2%
Source; State of Oregon Adult and Family Services

This analysis shows that the proportion of Hispanic respondents was higher and
the proportion of white respondents was lower in the non-respondent group than in the
two survey samples. A slight under-representation of African American respondentsin the
survey samples also occurred. We assume, on the basisof our difficultiesin locating
Hispanic respondents for the in-depth interviews, that these families werein more difficult
economic circumstances than white families, probably moved more often, and more often
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had telephone disconnections. At the same time, Survey 1 datashow that the proportion
of Hispanic families with incomes below the Federal Poverty lines (66.7%) was somewhat
lower than the proportion of African American families with such low incomes (76.2%).
For white families, the comparable proportion was 62.9%. In addition, the Indexes of
Dissimilarity for these distributions were low, suggesting that the differencesin sample
distributions on race were not extreme.

Table C.6 Number of Adultsin Household at Case Closure

Non-respondents (331) First survey (970) Second survey (756)

One Adult 65.9% (218) 75% (727) 73% (552)
Two Adults 32.9% (109) 25% (243) 27% (204)
3 Adults 9% ( 3)
Missing 3% ( 1)

Source; State of Oregon Adult and Family Services

The non-respondent group contained more two parent families than the two survey
respondent groups. However, the differences in proportions were small.

Table C.7 Number of Personsin Household at Case Closure

Non-respondents (331) First survey (970) Second survey (756)

One 1%( 3) 8% ( 8) 11%( 8)
Two 35% (116) 33.4% (324) 33.3% (252)
Three 32% (105) 31.8% (308) 30.3% (229)
Four 19% ( 64) 20.6% (200) 22.3% (169)
Five or more 13% ( 43) 11.6% (113) 11.9% ( 90)
Missing 1.8% ( 17) 1.1%( 8)

Source; State of Oregon Adult and Family Services
Familieswere of nearly identical sizein the three samples compared here.
Safety Net Program Usage

We compared safety net program usage over the period from February 1998 to
October 1999. These dataindicate the percentages of respondents and non-respondents
who ever used these programs during this period. Agan, respondents and non -

respondents had similar patterns of program use after leaving AFS programsin thefirst
quarter of 1998.
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Table C.8 Use of Safety Net Programs by Respondents and Non-Respondents,
February, 1998 to October, 1999

Food Stamp usage NonRespondents Respondents Respondents
First sample Second sample
Food Stamp leavers
Used 81% (137) 84% (405) 85% (325)
Did not use 19% (33) 16% (75) 15% (57)
Tota 100% (170) 100% (480) 100% (382)
TANF leavers
Used 86% (68) 91% (258) 91% (192)
Did not Use 14% (1) 9% (25) 9% (18)
Tota 100% (79) 100% (283) 100% (210)
TANF diverted
Used 81% (66) 90% (187) 90% (247)
Did not use 19% (16) 10% (20) 10% a7
Tota 100% (82) 100% (207) 100% (164)

Employment Related Day Care

Food Stamp leavers

Used 23% (39) 35% (166) 34% (131)
Did not use 7% (131) 65% (314) 66% (251)
Total 100% (170) 100% (480) 100% (382)

TANF Leavers
Used 51% (40) 44% (124) 46% (97)
Did not use 49% (39) 56% (159) 54% (113)
100% (79) 100% (283) 100% (210)

TANF diverted
Used 20% (16) 37% (78) 35% (58)
Did not use 80% (66) 63% (129) 65% (106)
Total 100% (82 100% (207) 100% (164)

Oregon Health Plan

Food Stamp leavers

Used 58% (98) 75% (360) 76% (289)
Did not use 42% (72) 25% (120) 24% (93)
Total 100% (170) 100% (480) 100% (382)

TANF leavers
Used 86% (68) 91% (258) 91% (193)
Did not use 14% (11) 9% (25) 8% (A7)
Total 100% (79) 100% (283) 99% (210)

TANF diverted
Used 88% (72) 83% (171) 81% (133)
Did not use 12% (20) 17% (36) 19% (31)
Total 100% (82 100% (207) 100% (164)
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Table C. 8 continued

Food Stamp usage NonRespondents Respondents Respondents
First sample Second sample
TANF (One-parent program)
Food Stamp leavers
Used 11% (29 15% (74) 12% (47)
Did not use 89% (151) 85% (406) 88% (335)
Tota 100% (170) 100% (480) 100% (382)
TANF leavers
Used 68% (54) 25% (7D 21% (44)
Did not Use 32% (25) 75% (212) 79% (166)
Tota 100% (79) 100% (283) 100% (210)
TANF diverted
Used 51% (42) 50% (102) 45% (73)
Did not use 49% (40) 50% (104) 55% (92)
Total 100% (82) 100% (206) 100% (164)
TANF (Two-parent program)
Food Stamp Leavers
Used 1% (2 2% 11 2% (8)
Did not use 99% (168) 98% (469) 98% (374)
Tota 100% (170) 100% (480) 100% (382)
TANF leavers
Used 9% (7) 4% (10) 3% (6)
Did not use 91% (72) 96% (273) 97% (204)
Tota 100% (79) 100% (283) 100% (210)
TANF diverted
Used 13% (7) 1% (2 1% )
Did not use 87% (72) 99% (204) 99% (162)
Tota 100% (78) 100% (206) 100% (164)

Source: Administrative Record Data, Adult and Family Services, State of Oregon, February 1998-October

1999.

Our examinations of the earnings, demographic and program usage data for the
sample of non-respondents and the samples of respondents show that there areonly minor
differences. In other words, the people whom we could not reach are not substantidly

different from the ones whom we did reach. In addition, we can compare those we
reached in the first survey with those whom we were able to reach a second time, six

months later in the second survey. Again, the distributions of earnings histories,
demographic characteristics and program usage are very similar, indicating that we did not
lose agroup of respondents who were systematicdly different from the original group of

respondents.
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