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ABSTRACT

States are not required to provide subsidies fiddcdre and transportation, but at the
time of this writing all provided some supplemetatS ANF participants who were working,
looking for work, or attending school. However,éhéas been little assessment of the
effectiveness of these programs. Using data fréamgitudinal study on Families First recipients
in the state of Tennessee, this exploratory stuldyesses the questions of whether transportation
and childcare supplements contribute to the alolitf ANF participants to move off welfare and
support their families adequately through their efforts, and whether outcomes from these
services differ by geographic location. The sursagple consisted of 3,569 respondents who
were currently receiving or who had recently reedif ANF services through Tennessee’s
Families First program, beginning with the initsairvey in 2001.

Regardless of any assistance provided for childeadetransportation, which have been
addressed in the literature as significant barti@employment and thus the well-being of TANF
participants, most of the survey participants renzanong the poorest families in the country.
While transportation and childcare supports magvaite some of the barriers that TANF
participants must overcome, this research findstttey do not in themselves improve the
likelihood that poor families will be able to mowat of poverty. However, there are some
indicators that they do help in terms of having Eiwment, which is the first step toward

achieving financial well-being.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The passage of the Personal Responsibility and \@pportunity Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA) in 1996 fundamentally changed the provisibassistance for needy families,
restructuring our public welfare system to focuspotting the unemployed poor to work and
setting limits on the amount of time a family mageive public assistance benefits. Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), the primargdme maintenance program for the poor
in the United States, provides cash benefits foiggling families with dependent children. The
stated purposes of TANF are "...assisting needyliisrso that children can be cared for in their
own homes, reducing dependency of needy paremnsdmyoting job preparation, work and
marriage; preventing out-of-wedlock pregnanciest @mcouraging the formation and
maintenance of two-parent families” (Administration Children and Families, 2009, para.5).
The change in title from Aid to Families with Dejglemt Children to Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families symbolized the country's growingatignce with continued, sometimes
multigenerational, reliance upon public assistar@gonger emphasis was put upon the work
ethic and traditional family, sanctions for noncdiapce with program regulations were
strengthened, and benefits were limited to fivery®dthin a lifetime.

The move from Aid to Families with Dependent Cheldi(AFDC) to Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) also epitomsittee “devolution” of government, as

responsibility and administrative discretion wasteld from the federal level to state



governments. While AFDC functioned within strieteral guidelines and provided service
indefinitely, TANF allows for states to design thewn programs, which ostensibly better fit
their consumers. However, these services are timtet and not guaranteed to all who might
need them. Allocations for AFDC funding were faiojpen-ended; states could return to the
federal government if more funding was needed. WWAINF, states receive a set amount
through a categorical block grant, and must prowialg additional needed funding themselves.
Unlike AFDC, TANF offers extensive administrativiscretion to states; in fact, "...states may
use TANF funds in any manner reasonably calculetedtcomplish the purposes of TANF"
(Social Security Administration, 2004). As longaastate remains compliant with broad federal
guidelines, it has great leeway in designing progr#o address the specific needs of its citizens.

Has this shift from federal bureaucracy to stateagament led to better welfare policy
and practice? Ostensibly, devolution from fedevadtate control should allow for more
flexibility in program design, more responsiventsghe needs of citizens, and more efficient
use of funds. States that manage innovative antessful programs could serve as models for
other states. But if devolution is to work, it widquire that states innovate, respond to real
needs, and develop oversight functions that agkatencreasingly diminishing federal funds are
spent in the best way possible.

The question of who should manage the public welfeas been in debate since the
Continental Congress. Donald Kettl (2002) propdbkasthis tension stems from the four distinct
traditions upon which American public administratiwwas founded: Hamiltonian, Jeffersonian,

Madisonian, and Wilsonian. While Alexander Hamilfamored a strong executive and top-



down management, Thomas Jefferson advocated tlosibgapproach. James Madison believed
that we must balance the interests of diversedastin government; and Wilson believed that
public agencies should be left alone to carry alicyg directives. At different times in history,
we have favored one perspective more than thether have never stayed the course in the
administration of public programs (although Hamilen ideas have always held some weight,
no matter what the time frame). We have never laddanto reconcile these four cogent but
competing frameworks about American politics, ameldisagreement over who has control of
the bureaucracy has continued into th& @dntury.

Woodrow Wilson’s (1887) contention that it is “..rdar to run a constitution than to
frame one” seems to have become more true witpdksage of time and the increasing
complexity of American society. Wilson bemoaned pheality of interests and the frustrations
of government “technology” even at the turn of tiwentieth century; it has certainly gotten no
simpler over the past 100 years. According to WiJgbe provision of public services is
complicated by popular sovereignty — public opinmmakes compromise necessary, and reform
move slowly. He understood that in many cases,ipopinion must change before policy
change can occur. This is certainly true in terfnsogial policy, particularly those relating to
what is commonly termed “welfare”.

Simon (1947) also addressed the problematic nafutes bureaucratic process. Because
it is difficult for humans to see the big pictutieere is a disconnect in the “means-end chain” —
the series of decisions involved in carrying ouiqyo The result of this is that bureaucrats don’t

always choose the alternative that will solve tr@bfem in the best way possible. This is



complicated by the concept of bounded rationalitige-fact that decisions are most always
based on incomplete information, and that we caknotv all the potential solutions to a
problem. This is especially evident in policy ates related to public assistance, as those who
are making decisions rarely come in contact witdséhwhose behavior their decisions are
intended to affect.

Simon (1947) addressed the role of values in aeeisaking; stating that it is
impossible to separate facts from values, anddbraipeting values often complicate possible
choices. Even among helping professionals, vakelesed to the provision of public assistance
often conflict: how does one assure that famili@gehtheir needs met without fostering
dependency upon the welfare system? Rosenbloon3) B addressed the issues of
conflicting values in the administration of the palgood. According to Rosenbloom,
bureaucrats must juggle three often competingdfetalues: the managerial, focused on
efficiency and effectiveness; the political, wittcauntability and responsiveness; and the legal,
encompassing equity and due process. In sociabweglfeconciling these conflicting values is at
best difficult and nearly impossible when tryingo@ance the varied ideological, political, and
economic demands of state and federal entities.

Accountability and assessment also poses a probleietermining social policy. James
Q. Wilson (1975) points out that there is no “protiun public administration which can be
effectively assessed, and there are no profite tehlared by workers (p. 115). Bureaucrats at the
top are mandated to carry out the wishes of lepidaworkers at lower levels must follow the

directives of the bureaucrat. According to Wilg&@a75), this results in a structure that focuses



on process rather than outcome, gives outsidetsat@mver internal procedures, makes
managers more risk averse, and establishes rulesformused on equity than efficiency (pp.
131-132). Wilson goes on to illustrate that the enconstraints and contextual goals are the
focus, the “...more control is shifted to the top...wkmow less about specific problems” (1975,
p. 133).

More than ever, the provision of public servica igatchwork affair. The face of public
administration has been dramatically altered nét by devolution, but also by the shift from
traditional bureaucracy to the public/private nhattis now the norm. The practice of "...public
management is now about arms-length, indirectiogiships with dispersed and diverse entities
rather than about the supervision of civil servavit® are organized by agency and governed by
employment contracts" (Heinrich, Hill, and Lynn,020 inThe Art of Governance, )

In his study of administrative frameworks, Wrigh®96) described the traditional
bureaucracy as a layer cake, with each layer oéigouent distinct from the others. With the
advent of networking and contracting, bureaucratsrishifted to what Wright (1996) refers to
as the “cooptive” form of federalism, relying mare local governments for administrative
functions. In Wright's 1996 framework, PRWORA i®tRermissive or “spider web” form of
federalism, where states have more freedom to sf&pees, but less money to work with.
However, having the freedom to innovate does neayd result in new ideas and programs; and
if funding is inadequate to hire and train speeg&di workers, the potential of these new
programs is diminished.

It is rational to assume that if states have tkedom to design programs more attuned to



poor families toward economic stability. Ideallgwblution should allow states to produce
policies and programs that address the needs wylar areas. However, Parisi, McLaughlin,
Grice, Taquino, and Gill (2003) found that TANF do#& allow much distinction between rural
and urban areas; they describe it as particulanytye to those in depressed rural areas who do
not have access to education or work opportuniBexe TANF supports program flexibility, it
may be that some states are not taking advantattgsalpportunity to accommodate for the
special problems in certain locations. Parisi.et@clude that “...communities differ in their
ability to provide opportunities to reduce resideMANF participation”(2003, p. 508).

Flexibility of program design can improve efficigndut it does not appear that many states
have exercised this option.

States are allowed to use federal funds for whet tteem most necessary to helping
people stay employed -- child-care, transportatdter-school programs, counseling, work-
readiness, or marriage/parent enrichment. Thisvall state to tailor services to best meet their
unique needs and increase funding in areas whilthhegt serve the goals of their programs. But
federal funding is limited, and managing these fuefectively and efficiently requires
thoughtful program planning and analysis of outcefioe the individuals served. Funding for
employment supports such as transportation andaarg assistance has increased substantially
since the implementation of PRWORA, but it is uaclehether this additional funding is a
response to careful analysis of the needs of wetetipients, or if they are the most effective
way for states to address the issue of povertyirmrdase self-sufficiency in their needy

residents.



While the focus of AFDC was to provide a minimarsdard of living for needy families,
the focus of TANF is, clearly, work. Under the anigl provisions of PRWORA, states initially
received credit for reducing caseloads; now thegtrfacus more on how many people are
working or involved in work activities. If these mibers do not meet required federal levels,
funding can be cut (Tweedie, 2006). Recent chahges further restricted activities outside of
work that may be legitimately covered with TANF flan Reauthorization has limited what can
be counted as a “work activity” and activities sashcounseling, rehab, education and English
as Second Language (ESL) training are highly st In order for states to retain their
funding for public assistance programs and moreomantly, for parents to gain and hold jobs
that allow them to free themselves from welfareehelency, it is essential that TANF programs
are well-designed and effective in moving TANF pants into employment.

Whether or not you consider PRWORA a success depgmoh what you believe its goal
to be. Most assessments of welfare reform takel@othmous approach to whether or not it is
reaching its goals: families are either “on” orf*ofelfare. If the welfare rolls remain high, the
program is not meeting expectations; converselyaseloads are reduced through families
leaving TANF, they must be successful and thus sba program. However, TANF recipients
stop receiving services for a number of reasonsy Thay have exhausted their time limits, be
unable to meet the program requirements, or hatar@a jobs with wages just high enough to
make them ineligible for participation. Being dfietwelfare rolls is no indicator of the ability to
provide adequately for a family’s needs, even & aworking. Little attention has been given to

how well welfare reform has supported the abilityhe poor to become self-sufficient or



whether the changes brought about through PRWORA significantly increased the number
of families who no longemeedTANF.

In terms of eliminating families from the welfargsgem, PRWORA has done well. Since
implementing the changes brought by PROWRA, TAN&s&oads reduced by 60%, child
support payments have doubled, more than a milbamer recipients are gainfully employed,
and child poverty has actually declined” (Friedm2006, p.3). In addition, the expansion of
some auxiliary support services such as child dasg,"...increased employment and full-time
work among TANF recipients" (Center on Budget antidy Priorities, 2004, p.1). Increased
employment and full-time jobs certainly support goals of TANF, but it is unclear how well
employment supports have improved the ability offave recipients to become self-sufficient.

According to some analysts, it appears that TAN$-Heped the employment picture for
a number of families. The Urban Institute (200§)arked that the likelihood of welfare
recipients or their family members to be workingeagaged in work-related activities increased
substantially between 1997 and 2002. Their reseasthshowed that welfare recipients were
reporting significantly higher incomes during thisriod. While some analysts tout the success
of PROWRA as the catalyst for increased employnmesttall experts agree. The debate
continues over whether welfare reform or the bogn@oonomy of the nineties was truly
responsible for the decrease in the rolls (Pickgritarvey, Summers, and Mushinski, 2006;
Blank, 2002).

The picture of life after welfare reform is not iealty rosy. While the poverty rate did

drop after the implementation of PRWORA, it begacltimb again after the economy slowed in



2000. By 2003, the poverty rate had returned &B8l18vels (Rodgers, 2005). According to the
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (2004) drel. S. Department of Health and Human
Services (2005), the poverty rate for families wiave left TANF remains high, and families
who have left the program recently are less likelpe employed than earlier leavers. The 2004
Center for Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP) meadso states that families who left the
welfare system in 2000 or after have not been esessful in employment as those who left in
the 1990s.

More troubling is the fact that the number of upéyged families who left the welfare
system and do not have another source of suppsihheeased slightly. The Urban Institute
reports that the percentage of families who rewitoevelfare within two years of leaving
increased from 20% to 26% between 1997 and 2002afuUinstitute, 2003). Hennessey's
(2005) research indicated that even though theaneetblls had decreased, many who had left
were still poor, even though they were workingqp). The Urban Institute's 2006 report on
welfare reform found that child poverty had actyaticreased between 2000 and 2004 -- in
contradiction to Friedman's findings.

Other authors have proposed that the stringentatgus brought about through welfare
reform are primarily responsible for the drop ie titumber of recipients. Pickering et al. (2006)
report that in their study of TANF participantsdight rural counties, “...caseload declines
occurred more as a result of local welfare admiaiigin and policy than transition to
employment” (p.28). There is evidence to supgdug premise in the “Three Cities” study

detailed inDoing Without: Women and Work after Welfare Ref@d@nrici, 2006). Researchers



10

in this study found that TANF participants were moften sanctioned for missing meetings with
their caseworker than for problems with work.

According to some researchers (CBPP, 2009; Twe2@®5; Rodgers, 2005; Lens,
2002), the drop in the welfare rolls was as muobsponse to a healthy economy as to the
changes brought through PRWORA. In reporting thatgoverty level dropped from 11.9% in
1992 to 8.6% in 2000, Blank (2002) also pointedtbat a period of recession ended in 1992 and
stated that “Given the strong economy, this ifigps a disappointingly small decline in
poverty” (p. 1117). If the purpose of the devadatiof welfare was to move families from

financial dependence to economic independence, samlars conclude that it has failed.

The State of Devolution

State discretion in regard to welfare policy is netv to welfare reform; states have been
able to apply for waivers to federal policy sin@&62 (Soss, Schram, Vartanian, and O’Brien,
2001; Lieberman and Shaw, 2000). The Budget Relatan Act of 1981 encouraged
innovation, and waivers increased substantiallynduthe Reagan administration. In preparation
for welfare reform, President Clinton also encoechgolicy innovation, and AFDC waivers
grew even more common during his administratioamify caps and time limits, two of the
major components of PRWORA, originated through wesy

Using data of AFDC waivers to states from 19779646l Lieberman and Shaw (2000)
tested whether states truly responded to increlasiéatle with policies more pertinent to that

state, or whether devolution put pressure on statéslow national or interstate trends. Based
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on the idea that devolution allows states morediveeto respond to their welfare needs and the
premise that citizens will migrate to states wigtter welfare services, the authors developed
two hypotheses to test: one was that as caseloadstate rose, state polices would become
more innovative and responsive, although not nec#gsnore liberal. After analyzing waivers
from each state, they found that wealthier state®wnore likely to adopt work requirements
and educational provisions, but not other changepublican states were more likely to have
adopted cost-cutting changes, while liberal statei®e more resistant to changes that would
undercut federal standards for provision of sesiice

The second hypothesis was that as federal pobreeselaxed, states would become
more diverse in their welfare policies. Relatedhis second hypothesis, the authors also
analyzed whether states responded primarily t@faatithin their own states in requesting
waivers, or to national trends. Controlling for flaet that states would not apply for
unacceptable changes, the authors found thatlatioreto AFDC waivers, states were more
likely to respond to national trends and to whaeotstates were doing rather than the unique
needs and issues of their own state. The mostfisigmni factor in requesting modifications to
state welfare policy were changes in national cagid — not changes in state-level caseloads.
The one exception was that time limits were mdeelyi to be a response to shifts in welfare rolls
at the state level.

How well have states responded to the expandednastnative freedom to design their
own programs and direct funding to achieve the bestomes? If proponents of devolution are

correct in surmising that state control resultbetter policies, we should see states with more
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innovative solutions and well-funded work suppasnonstrate a decrease not only in welfare
rolls, but in poverty levels. According to RodgeBgamer, and Payne (2008, p. 526), “Some
states are spending rather generously on TANFtarslipport programs, while other states are
maintaining only their required spending despitghhand persistent poverty rates and the
availability of federal and often state funds withich to combat the problem.” Rodgers et al.
found three distinct patterns among the statedevatiout a third had developed “innovative
policies” to aid in the transition from welfarewmrk, a third have developed only “moderate
policies” that continue to have gaps in work supgpand rewards, and a third have done very
little to use their administrative discretion tograve services for the poor in their states.
According to these authors, states are consistdrise who had good programs prior the
inception of PRWORA remained good; those who didar job of helping families make the
transition from welfare to work continued to do so.

Using Meyers’ (2002) criteria, Rodgers et al. (20@Hhked states on the adequacy of
benefits, the availability of benefits (inclusivesg and commitment of the state to welfare
policy. In addition, they analyzed the relationsbff ANF spending to the economic wealth of
the state, the percentage of African-Americansivetgassistance, professionalism among state
workers and legislators, and state ideology €itdd as factors with impact upon policy
development.

Rodgers et al. (2008) found three significant u@aa: the percentage of welfare
recipients who were African-American, state ideglagnd professionalism of administrators and

legislators. States with a higher percentage afdsl@an the welfare rolls had more restrictive
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welfare policies, as did states with a higher petage of conservative voters. Professionalism
also had an impact, independent of race or ideolpgy34). Rodgers et al. surmise that many
states do not have the ability to develop innowa#d effective policies due to a lack of
professional leadership and administration, antltthis is unlikely to change without federal
mandates to develop and implement good welfareydlihe authors state
Because of this lack of subnational public will agaernmental capacity

in many states, many working poor citizens havenlbbet to fend for themselves

economically, while their counterparts in statethvmore liberal populations,

higher motivation, less prejudice, and better gomental capacity benefit from a

web of quality welfare and income support poliqes537).

Since one of the intentions of PRWORA was to chaeg®ient behavior, Soss et
al. (2001) studied state regulations that contdodlecess to benefits and services, and
found that policy choices made at the subnatianadlidid have a “...major impact
driving interstate differences in caseload redunctip. 379). Using data from 1996,
when welfare reform was implemented, they contdbltg time lags in changes at the
state level. They found that states that made a@sngther than just following federal
rules, made changes that were generally morectstriand exclusionary than federal
law required. The four key areas where changees made in state policy related to
shortening time limits for requiring work activiiend for receipt of benefits, imposing a
family cap on additional children, and strengthgnpenalties for noncompliance.

Soss et al. (2001) found that family caps andtdinee limits for receiving
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benefits were more likely in states with a highgae@tage of African-Americans or
Latinos on AFDC caseloads or in states with moreseovative governments. States
with higher incarceration rates were more likelyrstitute stricter work requirements, as
were those with tight labor markets. States witbrgyer sanctions did see a reduction in
their caseloads, as would be expected. Accordirtige authors, their findings indicated
that policymakers were more likely to respond tbtjgal, racial, and ideological factors
rather than careful analysis of factors that impée@epoor from achieving self-
sufficiency.

Citing the Department of Health and Human ServiBeglgers, Payne, and
Chervachidze (2006) assert that states have usedrtbreased discretion to modify their
policy and make innovations in state programs. Mbshese innovations, according to
the authors, have been directed toward moving peafpthe welfare rolls and into any
available jobs. To determine the impact of pobbynges on state poverty rates, Rodgers
et al. (2006) ranked each state on Soss et @081) four policy choices and coded each
state by percentage of TANF funds spent on diresistance, comparing these variables
with the state’s poverty rate. None of the statéecpa@hoices had an impact on the
poverty rate, only state/economic spending ratené-point increase on the TANF
spending score resulted in a 1.632% decrease erfyobtates that spent more money on
non-assistance spent it on support services, emm@oytraining, and education. But
they did not look at whether states that spent mamethese had a higher reduction in

poverty rates than those who spend money on diestt payments to recipients.
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Keheller and Yackee (2004) looked at devolutiothatlocal level in North Carolina,
hypothesizing that devolution in policymaking résuh more successful outcomes at the
subnational level. Studying 100 counties in Nortrdlina, they found that devolution did not
result in improved caseload management, a decneaise poverty rate, or in increased workfoce
involvement among participants. However, they dstaver that when counties shifted
spending on services to address specific issueg niket with some success in addressing those
problems.

Gainsborough (2003) also studied the impact of levom on policy at the local level by
tracking changes in administrative authority fdrfiftly states. Gainsborough’s premise was that
authority would pass to the local level if it stateology and was politically advantageous to do
so. Based on her research, the trend since 2008eleastoward recentralization rather than
decentralization. Under AFDC, fifteen states haxhlly administered AFDC programs; 35 were
administered at the state level. After passageRWPRA, 30 states maintained the same level
of administration as pre-PRWORA and those statasttaive shifted more authority to the local
level already had county-administered programs.

Some states, such as Tennessee, have centraigdms but also have local advisory
councils to offer guidance on employment and tragmeeds. These councils are generally made
up of local employers, in keeping with the “worksti’ approach to public assistance.
Gainsborough asserts that this has shifted thesfamay from the needs of the poor to the needs
of employers, and has allowed both business anGliaenber of Commerce to have a stronger

voice in welfare policy-making.



Schram and Soss (2001) surmised that if TANF pesiare really helping people
move toward self-sufficiency, then one would exghat the states with the most funding
for work supports, training, and job opportunits#®uld have the largest decline in
welfare caseloads. However, as of 2001, statesthathargest drop in caseloads were
those with the most stringent sanctions. If paogs such as childcare and transportation
assistance support employment, then workers carsfoe work, gain skills and
experience, and move up the economic ladder. Kalitep in crafting state programs
that work is to determine which welfare and suppolicies are contributing to
successful outcomes. Again, reduction in caseldads not equate with self-sufficiency
for former recipients.

Rodgers et al. (2006) emphasize the importanceodf supports to the success of
these program changes, stating that “The primaajieainge to states emphasizing this
approach is in setting up the infrastructure tosjate recipients with incentives and
support services — mostly subsidized child caraltheare, and transportation
assistance” (p. 658). Clearly, services such esetlare critical to the success of the

“work first” approach of TANF.

The Role of Employment Supports

To the credit of the legislators and bureaucrats twéinsformed AFDC into what is now

TANF, consideration was given to the fact that iiigdand maintaining employment requires

more than just the offer of paid work. Obtainirggpanent work at a living wage demands that
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one has or is willing to acquire certain skills &mbwledge. It is also assumed that employees
will arrive at work as scheduled and remain onjtitreuntil their shift is over. These assumptions
require that those in the workforce have reliakd@sgportation, reasonably good health, and
some way to assure the well-being of their childsie they are away from them. TANF
allows states to provide support services to ftatdisuccess in these areas.

For those who are struggling financially, lack o€ass to transportation and childcare
may be insurmountable barriers to the ability taifand keep a decent job. Even though the
working poor may have a car, there are other olestdc mobility -- the ability to keep that car
running, keep fuel in the gas tank, and providerasce coverage. For urban residents, the bus
stop may be just a few steps away but the lackafey to buy a bus pass can make accessibility
meaningless. According to some welfare reform saispsupport services are critical to
employment for the working poor (Pickering et aD06). Since low-income workers generally
hold jobs with little flexibility or benefits, ack child or an inoperable car can put one’s job in
jeopardy. Providing assistance with childcare aadgportation needs is one method of
supporting the efforts of welfare recipients tadfend maintain work. While states are not
required to provide subsidies for child care onggortation, at the time of this writing all
provided some supplements to TANF participants wkoe working, looking for work, or
attending school. However, there has been litdessment of the effectiveness of these
programs.

Whether urban or rural, families on TANF struggléwihe cost of working. According

to Pickering et al. (2006, p. 34Yhe biggest market costs of being in the workfaaoe child
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care and transportation”, and in surveys of bobbanrand rural TANF participants, these factors
are frequently indicated as barriers to employmientheir study of female heads of household
in the Atlanta area over four years, Shiferaw ef2008) reported that availability of childcare
and public transportation had little effect on #mployment of TANF recipients. Other research,
however, indicates that the availability of thesevices do matter in the employability of TANF
recipients. King and Mueser’s (2005) analysis oNFArecipients in six cities found that as
childcare services were expanded, there was aeaserin the number of participants dropping
from the welfare rolls. In her study of low-wagenkers in Los Angeles County, Henley (1999)
found that childcare was the most significant leartd employment and that one-third of the
respondents in her study of 58 workers reportetttiey had lost jobs due to problems with

childcare.

The Need for Assessment of Employment Supports

Welfare reform gave much more discretion to statekesigning their public assistance
programs to best serve their residents, but alsodht with it tougher sanctions for states that
did not successfully reduce their caseloads. States continually monitor whether or not their
programs truly help recipients of TANF to move to@véinancial independence, and must
carefully consider how best to spend their fundimgrder to facilitate this transition, especially
since states often supplement funding for thespatiprograms from their own coffers. Itis
essential to know where to put the money in orddrest support those who are moving toward
self-sufficiency, particularly given the time limiplaced on providing cash benefits to poor

families.
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The literature on public assistance provides ewidehat childcare and transportation can
be problematic for the working poor and that rueslidents often find it difficult to secure
consistently reliable transportation and childcaréere is ample anecdotal evidence to indicate
that transportation and childcare are significaaties for TANF recipients who are attempting to
move off the welfare rolls, especially those inatlareas. However, it appears that with the
exception of a few limited studies on the relatlupdetween receipt of childcare subsidies and
employment (Lee et al., 2004; Blau and Tekin, 208h) a demographic snapshot of TANF
recipients in Tennessee receiving these subsiBiebdrds, Bruce, and Thacker, 2004),
researchers have shown little interest in econ@uicomes for families who are provided help
with these needs. The potential relationship betwtbe receipt of childcare subsidies and
economic well-being was not addressed in the ssutited above, nor were potential differences
in outcomes between rural and urban residents.

Analysis of relationships between the receiptahs$portation subsidies and economic
well-being are even scarcer. There is no body s#aech to indicate that public assistance
programs are using funding wisely in providing didaial assistance to TANF recipients who
are facing these barriers in their search for stabhployment, or to support the premise that
providing this assistance helps participants oldaith maintain employment. The question of
whether transportation and childcare supplemertequally useful for both urban and rural
dwellers has not been addressed, even thoughrtteyde significant policy implications for
service provision.

From a policy standpoint, the question of whetrewvision of financial support
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specifically for transportation and childcare imyee the ability of TANF recipients to become
financially stable is also an important one. Theadation of welfare has provided states the
opportunity to target services toward the employnt@mriers most daunting to their residents. If
supplements for childcare and transportation deeddhelp families leave welfare for a better
life, funding in this area is money well-spentndt, the monies set aside for these programs
would be better used in other areas that enhamceftbrts of those moving toward self-
sufficiency. If there are quantitative differendetween urban and rural residents in the
utilization of services or in outcomes, there ipmart for the premise that services should be
tailored to the needs of the geographical arehis Jtudy will attempt to determine whether the
provision of support for transportation and chilldcaervices through TANF affect one’s ability
to rise above poverty, and whether urban or r@sidents are more likely to benefit from the

provision of these services.

Statement of the Problem

There are a number of studies indicating that prariation and childcare are problems
for TANF participants who are attempting to workadtend school, but the academic literature
does not address how adequate transportation addare might change outcomes for
disadvantaged parents who seek to better theumostances. And while research has been
published on the impact of healthcare, educatiod,teaining programs for recipients of TANF,
there is a dearth of empirical analysis on howube of transportation and child care services

affect the ability of TANF recipients to becomefsmilfficient. The few studies that have been
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completed explore the impact of the utilizatiortlodse services on employment, rather than the
financial outcomes for families who receive thevamss.

Another void in research on welfare reform reldatethe lack of quantitative analysis
comparing service utilization and outcomes betwadan and rural residents. Current literature
indicates that rural families underutilize trangption and childcare services because public
transportation is often not available and licensleitticare facilities are likely to be scarce. Since
rural workers often must travel further to workwibuld seem that reliable transportation and
childcare would be even more essential to workatside of metropolitan areas. For rural
families who are struggling, the issue may be ntioa@ the ability to pay for transportation and
childcare; the ability to find it within their comumity may also be an issue. Are workers in rural
areas more likely to miss work due to transportatiochildcare issues than their urban
counterparts? Does lack of reliable transportagioth adequate childcare have more impact on
the rural or urban poor? If services are moreihkgadailable in urban areas, are urban
respondents who utilize these programs more liteelyecome self-sufficient than rural
participants who participate in these employmeppsuts?

Historically, research on the effectiveness of puésistance has focused on outcomes
for programs rather than for recipients, relyingamalysis of caseload levels, benefit reduction
rates, or recidivism among welfare recipients ascators of success or failure (Blank; Bauer,
Braun, and Olson, 2000). Studies that have adellgs® impact of TANF on recipients have
focused on the relationship between public assistand work rather than on the economic

well-being of those who have received it. Even tfflosome transportation and childcare
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supplements were provided to eligible familiesyfears prior to the implementation of
PRWORA, funding levels were much lower and thers litde academic interest in whether or
not they actually helped the recipients move offwrelfare rolls. Available research was either
completed shortly after the implementation of wedfeeform, or placed emphasis on factors
other than economic independence.

Anecdotal evidence in the current literature ciéek of adequate childcare and
transportation as problems for TANF recipients, fesearch to date has been based primarily on
interviews with welfare recipients and participgetceptions. While there is some research that
supports the importance of child care and tranggiort (Pickering et al., 2006; Garasky,
Fletcher, and Jensen, 2006; Anderson and GryzG;XKing and Mueser, 2005; Howell, 2002;
Henley, 1999) little has been done to establishieoafly whether these supportive services
affect the earnings of TANF participants or whettiey might be more critical to employment
and well-being in rural areas.

Quantitative analysis in this area is limited, dimose studies that have been completed
focus on slightly different issues. The 2001 Le@iroup study (Ferrell, Opcin, and Fishman)
analyzed the effects of welfare reform on employnenural areas, while Shiferaw, Ihlanfeldt,
and Smith’s (2008) work focused how access to chilel and transportation affected
employment for female-headed TANF families in AteanWhile Shiferaw et al. found that
access to these services had little impact on gmméat, the Levin Group identified
transportation and childcare issues as major larteeemployment for rural families. While this

research offers some useful information on how s£te these services affects both rural and
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urban residents in relation to work, it does natrads the question of whether the provision of
financial assistance with childcare and transpiorancreases the likelihood that a family will
be able to become self-sufficient.

Other quantitative studies on the impact of trangpion for TANF participants consist
of analysis of the effects of proximity to work aadtomobile ownership on welfare recipients,
and are summarized in Chapter Three (Gurley andeBi2005; Cervero, Sandoval, and Landis,
2002; Blumenberg and Ong, 1998; Ong, 1996). Wighethception of Gurley and Bruce’s work
from the Center for Business and Economic Resedrtiie University of Tennessee, these are
dated studies focused on pre-reform cases of fegnili California. The more recent CBER
research provides useful data on the relationstiywden vehicle access, employment, and
income for TANF recipients in Tennessee.

While the literature often cites childcare arahsportation problems as barriers to
employment, the relationship between the utilizavb childcare and transportation support
services and the ability to transition successfiithyn dependence upon government assistance
to self-sufficiency has been largely ignored. Aagticipants with transportation and/or
childcare assistance more likely to have full-tiemeployment? Are they more likely to have
employment that offers benefits? Does participaitiothese programs enhance the ability of the
working poor to rise above poverty? We know thatworking poor find transportation and
childcare to be important; it is important to maasthe impact of employment subsidies on the
ability to get and keep full-time work, and whethecipients of these subsidies are more likely

to move off the welfare rolls because they havedgsiable jobs with decent pay and benefits.
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Although there is a body of work with ample qtetlve support on the problems of
transportation and childcare in rural areas, sehdiave produced very little empirical evidence
that lack of transportation and childcare optioreate additional barriers to self-sufficiency for
rural residents; nor have we addressed the questiwhether these are the most critical barriers
participants face. If employment supports suchhdsicare and transportation assistance do help
families become financially self-sufficient, itéssential that they offer both urban and rural
families equal opportunity to achieve economic vibeling. In order to assure that funding is
directed to the programs most useful to TANF pardicts, quantitative supportive data is

needed.

Focus of the Study

Using data from a longitudinal study on FamiliessFrecipients in the state of
Tennessee, this study will contribute to the sphosly of work on the efficacy of subsidies by
providing additional data on whether transportatod childcare supplements contribute to the
ability of TANF participants to move off welfare dsupport their families adequately through
their own efforts. It will also explore the questiof whether outcomes from these services differ
by geographic location, assuming that the repastextage of transportation and childcare
services in rural areas is an additional obstddeéerural families must overcome.

Determining whether childcare and transportationises are critical factors in raising
the incomes of TANF participants can provide usgftdrmation for allocation of social welfare

funding and services, especially as those alloeatapply to rural and urban areas. The time
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limits placed on receipt of public assistance miak&en more pressing to find and support
programs that help families achieve the abilitgtpport themselves adequately. If recipients
who receive transportation and childcare subsigiesnore likely to achieve self-sufficiency,
funding should remain stable or, ideally, be insezh If not, perhaps monies should be shifted
to other programs and services that facilitateathibty of TANF families to obtain good, stable
jobs and provide for their own needs. If thera difference in outcomes between rural and
urban areas, this may be an indicator that rurdlueban areas have different needs and that

funds should be allocated differently dependingruthee needs of a particular geographic area.

Research Questions

The research questions to be addressed in thig atedvhether the work support
programs of transportation and childcare assistanpeove the likelihood that TANF recipients
will be able to become economically self-sufficieastd whether residence in an urban or rural
area has an impact on the relationship betweee thdssidies and the economic well-being of
participants. Are participants in these work suppoograms better off financially than those
who do not participate? Do urban residents tenddeive more benefits from work supports
such as transportation and childcare assistandse tlog opposite true?

| will address these questions using data fronfFdmaily Assistance Longitudinal Study
conducted for the Tennessee Department of Humanc8srby the Office of Research and
Public Service at the University of Tennessee @ellef Social Work. The Family Assistance

Longitudinal Survey (FALS) contains a number of gfiens related to the need for and use of
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transportation and childcare services availableugh the Families First program in the state of
Tennessee, as well as a wealth of related infoomgroviding background on family structure,
employment, income, geographic location, and otispects of life relevant to the assessment of

family well-being.

Definition of Variables

The independent variables in this study are utilireof transportation support and of
childcare support provided for families who weretiggpants in Tennessee’s Families First
program between 2001 and 2008, as well as the gploigrlocation of participants. Use of
transportation support will be determined by whetlespondents report that they have received
transportation services from DHS within the lagttsi nine months. Use of childcare support
will be determined by participants’ reports thagytthave received help with childcare from DHS
within the last six to nine months.

In order to assess financial self-sufficiency, lasigre three central concepts:
employment status, job quality, and economic welhf. In order to move up the economic
ladder, a stable, dependable, and adequate sduracmme is needed. The first variable related
to employment status is whether or not one is eyguloA second variable related to
employment status is whether or not one is empldyidime, which not only provides more
income but offers more job stability.

Job quality is defined as employment that offensarfunities for advancement, as well

as employee benefits. Promotions and benefitsaaedy, if ever, offered in temporary or
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seasonal employment; holding a job with these hisneflicates that employment is stable and
that the employee is of value to the organizatiAnalysis of the provision of benefits and
promotions provides an indicator of the stabilifyemployment, and helps determine if a family
has means of escape from poverty or near-poverty.

Employment that provides opportunities to movehgdconomic ladder certainly
improves the possibility of achieving and maintagnfinancial stability. Whether or not
respondents have opportunities to advance in thikplace, measured by the offer of
promotions, is the first indicator of job qualityob benefits constitute the second indicator for
job quality, and include paid sick leave, healtk¢caetirement, and paid holidays. Not only are
jobs with these benefits an indicator of job gyalibhey provide a means of enhancing and
protecting one’s income. The availability of anyeasf these benefits is an indicator that the job
improves the likelihood of becoming financially Iste

Participants’ rank on the Welfare to Well-Being (WB) continuum will serve as a key
measure of economic well-being and the third depetdariable. Financial self-sufficiency
implies that the family can sustain itself in alllaway and that the adult caretakers in the
family have stable, full-time jobs with some betsefirhe Welfare to Well-Being Scale
(WTWB) developed by Bauer, Braun, and Olson (2@¥3¥ignates family income on a
continuum as it relates to the poverty level affignaily’s ability to provide for their own needs,
offering a more accurate method of analysis andpawi®on than dollar amounts alone. The

Welfare to Well-Being scale will be described inmmdetail in Chapter Three.
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Methodology

To answer the question of whether transportati@hdaildcare assistance contribute to
the financial self-sufficiency of families, analy%f the data will begin with construction of
contingency tables to explore the relationship leetwutilization of these employment supports
and financial self-sufficiency for all responderas,all are either current or recent recipients of
assistance from the Families First program. Catsswill be constructed for presence or
absence of these supports and employment, fulhftipne employment, opportunities for
promotion, job benefits, and rank on the WTWB comtim, as these are indicators of the
potential for achieving financial stability.

In order to assess whether urban respondents llze etansportation and childcare
subsidies are more likely to become self-sufficiduain rural respondents, participants will be
designated as either rural or urban dwellers amadlysis conducted to determine whether there is
a relationship between geographic location, utilaraof childcare and transportation services,
and the ability to become self-sufficient. The ahtes of employment, job quality, and rank on
the WTWB continuum will be utilized. The Rural-Unb Continuum designations set by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture will allow for compgon between rural counties that are
adjacent to metropolitan areas with those who areenisolated from urban settings.

Analyses will be conducted on data from RoundsMjIVIil, and Xl of the FALS study
to provide information over a period of six yeaganning the years 2002 to 2008. Analysis
begins with Round IIl in order to maintain consigtg with survey questions, as the original

survey conducted on Rounds | and Il was structaoedewhat differently. Subsequent rounds
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were chosen to gather data at approximately twoipeervals, as that is the average amount of
time that families spend on TANF, and is the maxmamount of time allowed on TANF
without engagement in work activities as definedhmy/state (ACF, 2006). The survey was
administered to the original sample in Roundshtbugh VI, then was updated with the
addition of new participants beginning in Roundrefresenting about 30% of the survey
population. Round Xl includes the new participantghile analysis of one data round may
provide a telling snapshot of family situationsgiarticular point in time, expanding this
analysis to include different points in time proagda broader data base and allows for
comparison of groups across a period of years.

If there are significant correlations of variabé&soss the data waves, this decreases the
possibility that any significant results are dueitdknown factors present during a particular
data-gathering phase. Significant findings in onéwo data waves are not sufficient evidence
to assume that the use of employment supporteimdklves have an impact on participant well-
being. If there are significant correlations acrak$our data waves, it is reasonable to assume
that there indeed may be a critical relationshigveen utilization of employment supports and

self-sufficiency, and further analysis is indicated

Summary

This chapter has served as an introduction totthdysdescribing the problem, the
research questions related to the problem, angdrtieess to be used to answer those questions.

Chapter Two provides background information on PRR¥Gand Families First in Tennessee,
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while Chapter Three consists of a review of therditure on childcare and transportation issues
for TANF participants, information from the litetae on economic self-sufficiency, and a
discussion of the Welfare to Well-Being model. Cieaf-our explains the methodology of the
research, while Chapters Five and Six summarizénidengs of the study. Chapter Seven
includes discussion of the findings, implicatioos further research, and recommendations for

policy change.
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CHAPTER TWO
TANF, FAMILIES FIRST, and EMPLOYMENT SUPPORTS

General Provisions and Philosophy of TANF

Under PRWORA, TANF is funded by a categorical blgcant and states may spend
their TANF funds in any way they like, providingatithey meet the 5-year lifetime limit and
work requirements and as long as expendituresesaeed toward at least one of four goals:
supporting the care of children in their own horbgproviding help to needy families;
decreasing or preventing unwed mothers; encouragmgustenance of the two-parent family;
or ending welfare dependence through job preparatvork, and marriage (HHS, 2005). States
receive a set amount each year for TANF progrardgfay are not mandated to provide
services beyond the level of funding that they ingcelhey may also choose to provide services
other than income maintenance to some families l@wve limited income but who do not meet
the eligibility requirements for TANF payments, @mgess known as "diversion" (Lens, 2002).
Diversion payments are available in most statéswalg families to get a one-time lump sum
payment to help them overcome a temporary obsthdlmilies choose this lump sum, they are
ineligible for TANF payments for a designated pdrad time.

One of the goals in shifting management of pubkdfare from federal to state
responsibility was to allow states to tailor the&lfare programs to their needs and to provide

services beyond mere subsistence payments. TANkfgms not restricted to providing cash
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assistance; states can use funds for a varietgroices, not all of which must be limited to those
receiving TANF. Support services for TANF partiappsinclude job training, educational
supplements, counseling, healthcare, childcaretrandportation; in some cases, participants do
not have to be receiving TANF payments in ordegualify for this type of help. All states
provide these supports on some level, althoughvheywidely from state to state. As long as
the state meets the maintenance of effort (MOR)irement of spending at least 75% of what
was spent prior to welfare reform on programs sgrwvieedy families, they have broad
discretion in designing their program to meet theds of residents. In fact, in FY 2007, only
30% of federal funding for TANF went to provide basssistance for recipients. This compares
to 71% in 1997 (Lower-Basch, 2009b). The idea be:kims shift was to provide programs and
services that prepared the welfare-dependent tonbeproductive and self-sufficient citizens.

In Handler and White'slard Labor: Women and Work in the Post-Welfare @ra99),
Mark Greenburg laid out seven key components of FANhich succinctly describe the changes
in U.S. welfare policy brought about by PRWORA.Rdtigh this information is now ten years
old, it is still an accurate description of the TRfamework. These components are listed and
described below.

Block grants vs. categorical grarksAFDC was funded through categorical grants to
states, with more narrow restrictions on how tHederal funds could be spent. Under AFDC,
federal funding to states could be increased uasins of economic downturn or in response to
increased poverty levels. The TANF block grants/te states more discretion in how to spend

welfare funding, but there are no provisions far@ases if a state must spend more than its
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allotment. This block grant funding for each statdetermined by the amount of the federal
matching grant for AFDC provided to each stateroahe passage of PRWORA. In 1999, the
block grants were supplemented by “welfare to waidnts requiring a dollar-for-dollar state
match, administered through local private industiyncils. The Welfare to Work grants provide
additional funding to support work efforts for tieoselfare recipients who are hardest to
employ.

Increased discretion for statesthe federal government sets broad goals and@ene
guidelines, but states are free to accomplish tiasgn any way they choose. According to
Rebecca Blank (2002), this change “...removed alralb$¢deral eligibility and payment rules
and eliminated entitlement” (p. 1106).

Maintenance of effort (MOE- states must prove that they are spending wedfare
funds wisely by demonstrating that they are spaen@to 80 percent of the money they spent in
FY 1994, the year prior to reform, on welfare seegi If they do not demonstrate this
“maintenance of effort” (MOE), their block grant ynbae reduced. The baseline for spending
does not increase over time; in 2002, MOE wasisdifled on 1994 spending.

Elimination of entitlements under AFDC, anyone who was eligible for benefits
federally mandated to receive them. There is ngdoia federal requirement that all in need
must be served; states determine who is eligiblbédénefits. PRWORA also affected the ability
of some immigrants to receive services, as immigramo entered the United States after 1996
are generally excluded from participating in pulagsistance programs (Blank, 2002).

Lifetime limit on benefitsthere is a 60-month lifetime limit, but states allowed to
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exempt up to 20% of their caseloads from this negoent. States are also allowed to shorten the
time frame and many break the five-year limit isbmrter welfare spells — for instance, limiting
assistance to a period of two years followed byealk from welfare for specified period of time.
States are also free to extend the five-year tiamed;, but must use their own funds to do so.

Stronger Work Requirementsall recipients must be “engaged in work” witRih
months of beginning assistance. Each state detesnitisiown definition regarding what it means
to be engaged in work. In the initial authorizataf PRWORA, the federal government
required that at least 50% of all families and 9@wo-parent families had to be working or in
a work preparation program by 2002 (Blank, 2002}ktates do not meet the level of work
participation set for them, they may be penaliZaskenburg (1999) asserts that some states are
able to maintain their ratio by dropping peopleirthe rolls. This premise is supported by the
fact that if a state reduced its caseload by 56&work requirement was considered to have
been met (Blank, 2002). While there were more gém work requirements and stronger
penalties for noncompliance with program requiretsiesome changes were beneficial to TANF
recipients. PRWORA allowed some extended time $irait assistance for those who began
working, excluded more assets when determiningbéity, and broadened the eligibility
requirements for two-parent families.

Emphasis on decreasing out of wedlock pregnanesates may also use their own
funding for programs to decrease out of wedlockipaacies. They receive a bonus from the
federal government if they have a large decreapeggnancies in single mothers and in

abortions.
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Impact of the Changes from Welfare Reform

As noted in the introduction, the shift from AFDE€TANF placed the focus of public
assistance on facilitating the ability of the ptmbecome self-sufficient. Part of that shift
included the addition of more services and add#idanding for their provision; another part
included more stringent rules and stricter sanstfon noncompliance. There is now a five-year
lifetime time limit on welfare assistance, and pdisan participating families are required to
work, get training for work, or participate in appgoved work activity. This mandatory work
rule can create difficulties for single mothers,ondften have trouble with childcare (Blau and
Tekin, 2001; Pickering et al., 2006). TANF discaygd states from offering education and
participants can no longer count college coursewasrivork beyond a certain number of hours.
TANF does allow for up to twelve months for GED amgtational training; however, at least
initially, states were not allowed to offer worledit for education for more than 30% of its
caseload. (Pickering et al.). Work support sulesidgsuch as support for childcare and
transportation expenses, increased substantiadlgrunelfare reform — between 1993 and 2000,
federal funds for child care supports rose fromt6.58 billion, an 89% increase (Blank, 2007).

Some authors have addressed the concern thatitttesahctions imposed through
PRWORA have removed some families from the welfalis even though they still need
services (Pickering et al.,2006; Hennessey, 20@bridi, Weber, Edwards, and Duncan, 2003;
Blank, 2002; Schram and Soss, 2001). Blank’s (20@Riled analysis of welfare caseloads at
the national level indicated that sanctions “...temdffect the same less responsive and often

more disadvantaged population that is likely tatinie limits” (p.1114). Even more troubling,
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Weber et al. (2003) found in their research thatinal areas, recipients who were the worst off
were more likely to receive sanctions, while Schieard Soss found that poverty rates had
dropped the most in states with the most stringanttions. Hennessey also expressed concern
that those who most need transfer benefits — tha tmubled families—do not receive them due
to compliance issues, a lack of understanding@t#rvices available to them, or dwindling
connections to these supports after leaving théiabsistance program. There is concern in
some circles that families are not leaving welfageause they no longer need it, but because
they have not followed the rules.

It seems that those who are struggling most argethaost likely to be unable to meet the
requirements to maintain eligibility. To what exteloes lack of transportation and childcare
contribute to the possibility of being sanctionddTGANF? Even program administrators see
some flaws in how well TANF regulations support dfforts of poor families to become self-
sufficient. According to Tickameyer, White, Tadlo@nd Henderson (2002), human service
administrators in southeastern Ohio report thatcstiral problems with PRWORA include
“...inadequate transportation, child care, healtle cpoor educational facilities, and a general

lack of infrastructure and economic development24R).

TANF Transportation Policy

According to the Department of Health and Humarvises Administration for Children
and Families (ACF), federal regulations permit shcallowance to be paid to needy families to

meet their work-related transportation expensegeStdetermine whether or not they will bear
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the entire cost for these expenses or provide-@@ermined percentage of the cost.
Reimbursable transportation costs are listed asagd, gas, fees for public transit, vehicle
repair, and insurance. States have the optionaviging additional support through use of their
own funding.

States generally contract with other agenciesawige car pools, shuttles, and other
transportation services for TANF participants. Tlaeg also allowed to purchase vouchers for
public transportation for use by their customerghe state chooses to do so, they may also
maintain a loan program that allows low-incomedests to purchase a vehicle for use in work-
related activities, or to manage a program thainaldonation and repair of vehicles for needy
families. States are also allowed to transfer TAlkS to their Social Services Block Grant to
improve the transportation infrastructure in ruwalnner city areas (U.S. Department of Human

Services, 1998).

Childcare Under TANF

All childcare subsidies have been consolidated an$ingle block grant — the Child Care
and Development Fund (CCDF), and funding has bebstantially increased (Blank, 2007;
Stoker and Wilson, 2006; Meyers, Heintze, and Waf)2). States can also transfer up to 30%
of the general TANF block grant into CCDF if théyoose (Blau and Tekin, 2001; Greenburg,
1999). States receive some funding through CCDFR matrequired match, and may receive
additional federal funding if they meet MOE requients and contribute some state funds to the
childcare program. States are allowed to set their guidelines for eligibility.

Prior to reform, childcare was guaranteed for AHARilies, and there were four
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programs providing services for those who qualifidéhe AFDC Child Care grant provided an
open-ended source of matching federal funds testatprovide childcare for AFDC
participants who were working, getting training,mischool. The Transitional Child Care Grant
also provided open-ended matching funds for AFDdpients who were transitioning to work.
Limited childcare services for non-AFDC recipientsre provided through the At-Risk Child
Care grant, and the Child Care Development bloektgporovided funding to states for childcare
to both AFDC and non-AFDC (but low-income) familidgcording to Greenburg (1999),
consolidation of these grants has eliminated tbblpm of fragmented services and allows a

state much more freedom in designing and regulakieg childcare programs.

The Families First Program in Tennessee

In FY 2002, Tennessee ranked second on spendirgdifdcare and transportation
support among nine neighboring states (the others wlabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Kentucky,
Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, and Virgihianalyzed in Richards, Bruce, and Thacker’'s
(2004) study of support services in Tennessee.dpgon work supports such as transportation
was above the national average, and childcare figndinked just above the regional median.
However, they were well below the national averaggpending per recipient, and spent the
least of their eight neighboring states. In FY 2002% of Tennessee’s TANF funding was
spent on transportation, while 25.6% of funding tterchildcare (Center for Law and Social
Policy, 2009). This is lower than national spegdim transportation and higher than the

national spending levels for childcare, which a&d and 19.1%, respectively (Lower-Basch,
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2009b; CBPP, 2009).

Basic eligibility requirements for participation Tennessee’s TANF program (Families
First) are that participants be a U.S. citizenwaldied alien living in Tennessee and have a
child in the home under the age of 18, a child ud®ewho will complete high school or
vocational/technical training before their"lBirthday, be an eligible caretaker for a child
receiving SSI, or be a pregnant woman in her tasester of pregnancy. The child must meet
the deprivation standard, which is that they agrigded due to the death, absence, incapacity, or
unemployment of their parent, and the household megt the income eligibility requirements
discussed below (Tennessee Department of Humaic8gn2008b).

Payments are not based directly upon monthly haldehcome, but on the consolidated
standard of need (CNS) for family size. The stathdé need is a percentage of the funds
necessary to maintain a basic level of subsistertemusing, food, medical care, minimal
necessary clothing, and some other basic necessitah as transportation, personal care items,
and educational supplies, as determined by the §Ratles of TDHS Family Assistance
Division, 1240-01-04-.23). According to the redidas of the Families First program, payments
do not meet 100% of the need determined by the @N§;are based upon available funding
from both federal and state sources. The maximayment for a family of three is 21.7% of the

CNS (Rules of TDHS Family Assistance Division, 12004-.27).

The Personal Responsibility Plan

According to the Families First Policy Handboo#gle adult in the assistance unit (AU)

must sign a Personal Responsibility Plan (PRPY)derato receive assistance from the Families
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First program. In exchange, Families First provitemporary cash assistance and child care, if
needed, to help the caretaker/parent to gain em@ay’ (p. 71). Failure to comply with the
components of the PRP results in termination froengrogram.

Basic requirements of the PRP include committegdeping child immunizations up to
date; assuring that children go to school, inclgdkmdergarten; cooperation with Child Support
Enforcement; and participation in work, educationtraining programs unless designated as
exempt. Minor parents must also agree to live warttadult. (p. 72). Participants are assigned to
a client representative who completes the PRP efiedsrthem to a “work activity contractor” (p.
72). Participants in the program must meet theklye20-hour work requirement; 20 of those
hours are to be completed in “core requirementd’rammore than ten may be non-core
activities. Federal definitions of core requirenseate: unsubsidized work, including self-
employment and on-the-job training; job searchobrreadiness activities, which includes
actively searching for work or participating irgligkills training, counseling, or rehabilitation;
work experience activities, which consist of pemnforg unpaid work that provides training in
specific job skills; community service, which ispaid work in a public or nonprofit agency; and
vocational education, or attending classes intemdgdepare one for an occupation (p. 89).

Credit for vocational education is limited to 12 mis in a lifetime, and no more than
30% of the state caseload may be engaged in ttnstyaat any time. Credit for job search
activities is limited to four weeks or 360 hourghim a 12-month period for Tennessee (TDHS,
2008a, pp. 89-90). Noncore activities consisbbfskills training directly related to

employment, including post-secondary educatiohef2-month time limit has been exhausted
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and language literacy courses; as well as aduttagatun, such as GED classes, adult basic

education, ESL, and specific occupational training.

Income requirements

Both income and assets are considered in deterghatigibility for TANF. In order to be
eligible to receive assistance from Families Fsth assistance unit must have less than $2,000
in “total countable resources” (TDHS, 2008a, p.)10@tal countable resources are divided into
liquid and non-liquid assets. Liquid resources agred in determining eligibility are cash on
hand, any amount exceeding expected monthly indoraehecking account, savings accounts,
savings certificates, stocks and bonds, lump swogads from an estate settlement, other lump
sum or retroactive payments, windfalls and prizash gifts, refunds of security deposits,
vacation pay received as a lump sum due to lagofd,income tax refunds or credits. The
Earned Income Tax Credit is excluded as a resource.

Each individual in the family may have a buriategment with a value up to $1,500;
any value over that amount is considered posgilgie@me if the burial agreement is revocable
and accessible (Rules, .06 [1]). The following flignid assets are counted as resources unless
they meet the criteria for exemption: unlicensetigles, buildings, land, recreational property,
boats, vacation homes, mobile homes, certain patgoaperty, and insurance policies (Rules,
.06 [2]). The equity value of a car worth up to6RQ is excluded; if there is a second car, the
entire value of the second car plus the equityevaluthe first car is counted (TDHS, 2008a, p.
102).

Gross income, counted over the last thirty daysstrba at or below 185% of the
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consolidated need standard for the number of peoghee family. Earned income includes
wages, salaries, commissions, profit from self-e@wymlent, rents collected, sales of capital
goods or equipment, and garnished or diverted wagewell as training allowances, severance
or vacation pay, sick pay, longevity pay, materitggve, and payment for serving on jury duty.
Unearned income consists of unemployment or woskawmpensation, rental income if
passively involved, interest payments, dividendgalties, income from trusts, annuities,
pensions, retirement, military, or veteran’s disgbpay (TDHS, 2008a, pp. 112-114).

There are some automatic deductions made in céloglimcome for participants. There
is an earned income disregard of $150 deducted fnomthly income, and the child care
deduction is also taken if payments are not madetly to a provider by DHS. Payments from
rehabilitative services or Aid to the Blind for ragals related to work and training are also
counted, but SSI payments are excluded (TDHS, 2(Qf)8400-120). Income from a child who
is a full-time student is also excluded. Thereareimber of other exclusions specific to
membership in certain groups, but these are ndicaye to most applicants to the program.

If the difference between the standard of needth@d\U income is less than the
standard Families First payment, the lesser amisyprbvided. A deficit of less than ten dollars
disqualifies a family for cash assistance, buhéf difference is between one dollar and $9.99,
they are eligible for other services such as TerfBennessee’s Medicaid program), food

stamps (SNAP), WIC, and reduced or free schoolHaac
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Table 1
Families First Need/ Monthly Payment Standardsdgffe 7/1/08

Number of Persons in Unit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Gross Standard Income 1288 1658 1972 2240 2470 268838 2991
Consolidated Need Standard 696 896 1066 1211 133841 1 1534 1617
Standard Payment Amount 95 142 185 226 264 305 345 386
Differential Payment Amount 140 192 232 242 201 305345 386

Source: Tennessee Department of Human Services

Table 1 shows the gross income, standard of neeldpayments for families of various
sizes. The differential payment shown in the tabfers to the additional payment provided to
certain families, such as child-only cases or thwalse are caring for a disabled family member
in the home. Caretakers who are disabled or wa@aer the age of 60 are also eligible for the

differential payment. Minor parents are not eligibbr differential payments.

Childcare Programs under Families First

According to the Families First Policy Handboole ffrennessee Department of Human
Services recognizes that childcare is vital toshecess of its participants in seeking economic
self-sufficiency, and states that it will continteeprovide child care support even after recipients
leave the program (p. 142). Parents and caretakergiven a choice between regulated and
unregulated care, but unregulated care may notdaded in the child’s home unless it is also
the home of the provider. This prevents a caretiken being able to come to the child; it is

necessary for the parent to transport the chithegoerson caring for them. Unregulated (not
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licensed by the state) care is monitored by theallapent of Human Services. The following
types of assistance are provided for families withdren under 13 or those 13 and older if they
are under court supervision or incapable of calimghemselves:

Families First Child Cargpays for care while parent or caretaker is worlkingwolved
in training or educational activities

Transitional Child Caras provided for eighteen months after cash assstands.
Participants must contribute to the cost of trams#l child care. The amount of co-payment is
based upon the family income.

At-Risk Child Cargorovides additional transitional care servicesujorto six months for
children classified as being at-risk. An “at-rigitiild is a person under the age of 19 who is
physically or mentally incapable of self-care oront under court supervision.

At-Risk Child Only- for caretakers who meet the requirements fon br@insitional child
care and at-risk care, but who do not receive @sgie themselves from Families First. These
are known as “child only” cases.

Parents who do not meet the requirements for fiahassistance through Families First
may still be eligible for the child care subsidghty meet certain requirements. They must first
meet the income requirement — for instance, asipgtent of three must make at or below
$29,016; the child must be under 13 unless therspecial needs; and the parent must work or
participate in state-approved work activity (Naab@enter for Children in Poverty [NCCP],
2008). TANF families are guaranteed eligibility Bochildcare subsidy, as are those who are

transitioning off welfare for up to 18 months. Téeés no co-pay for families receiving cash
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assistance (Richards et al., 2004; TDHS, 2008a).

Transitional child care services are critical te success of the program, as they provide
a safety net and further support even after thelyam longer qualifies for cash benefits. In
order to qualify, the AU must have a qualified dhihave an income less than 60% of the state
median income guidelines, cooperate with Child Supgnforcement, and maintain the 30-hour
work requirement. If a parent is employed whenilliigy for cash assistance ends, the child
continues to be eligible for Families First Childr€ until the Transitional Child Care begins.
Eligibility for transitional child care ends aft&8 months or if the only child in the AU leaves
the home. Transitional assistance may also be mated if the parent fails to make co-payments
or does not comply with mandated child support payts.

Child care supplements are paid directly to theviger, or can be administered as a
monthly disregard in determining eligibility if tHamily chooses not to use Families First
childcare. The maximum amount of the disrega®R30 per month for a child under two and
$175 per month for older children. The supplemsmtat provided if free childcare is available
to the family or if children are in school durifgettime their parent or caretaker is working or
attending school or training. If the parent or taker is found to be out of compliance with their
PRP, child care assistance is terminated.

Tennessee does not reduce or deny benefits ifemipa not working due to the inability
to obtain childcare for a child aged twelve or undéis is fairly generous, as federal law
requires only that benefits must continue if theepais single with a child aged five or under

(Richards et al.). If there is a break in employthmmeducation activities for thirty days or less,
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the family does not lose their childcare benefitgially, Families First participants were
allowed a transportation allowance for childcarecérding to the “DHS Proposal Plan to Close
the Gap”, the childcare subsidy caseload in Teragekas risen 34% since 2002, and in order to

save costs, the subsidy for transportation to am thildcare has been eliminated (2003).

Transportation Programs under Families First

Transportation support includes bus passes, shagitléce, and reimbursement if using
one’s own transportation. According to federalulagons, reimbursable transportation
expenses include mileage to and from a sanctiocidtg, gas, public transit fees, automobile
repair, and insurance. In 2006, the most recdatrimation available, the transportation
reimbursement for Families First participants wag fdollars per day, with up to $800 per year
allowed for other vehicle expenses (TennesseecéuSenter, 2006). Recipients in Tennessee
could also receive help with license fees, wheatdaand emissions fees. There were also some
limited funds available for vehicle repair and exges related to maintaining a car, up to the
maximum allowed for each twelve-month period. Tasee was also one of a few states that
offered loans to low-income workers to buy or leasehicle for work or work-related activities.
Where public transportation was available, paréioig were issued bus vouchers. However,
funding for transportation assistance dropped 20836 of the state budget to .02% of the state

budget between 2007 and 2008 (CLASP, 2009), résgithe availability of assistance.
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CHAPTER 3

TRANSPORTATION AND CHILDCARE
AS BARRIERS TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY

Transportation and Work

Researchers have reported that access to transmotias an impact on whether or not
welfare recipients find employment. Ong’s (199@)dst of AFDC recipients in four California
counties found a correlation between vehicle acardsemployment, but found no significant
relationship between the ability to drive to worldehourly wages. Using 1992 data from the
Los Angeles County Department of Social Servicdsgirignberg and Ong (1998) studied the
distance between AFDC recipients’ homes and fitmas offered low-wage jobs in Los Angeles.
Analysis of these data revealed that access togolssr to the homes of low-wage workers
reduced welfare usage. These studies were basalatysis of AFDC recipients from the 1990s
and neither considered the potential impact ofsppantation support provided by public
assistance programs. More recent research by yzamk Bruce (2005), in their study of
Tennessee TANF participants, found that havingafisevehicle increased the probability of
becoming employed by 59% and that access alsocasedeparticipants’ hourly wage by 70
cents. The work of these authors provides us vathesevidence of the importance of reliable
transportation to employment for TANF recipientst transportation support through Families
First was not a factor in the study.

Other studies seem to indicate that having relialesportation does increase the

possibility of leaving the welfare rolls, althoutitey do not assess self-sufficiency. In a study of
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California residents who were receiving public stssice or had received such assistance in the
recent past, Cervero et al.’s (2002) analysis fledethat having access to a vehicle increased
one’s chances of leaving welfare, “all else beiqgat” (p. 61). Other factors included in this
analysis were marital status, number of childrangr educational level, health status, and
fluency in the English language. Their sample e@sposed of urban residents in an area
where most new jobs had been created in suburleas,aso in this study access to private
transportation was more critical to successful @yplent than access to public transportation.

Transportation issues can complicate the abilitygep a job. A 2001 study by Holzer,
Stoll, and Wissoker, Garasky et al. (2006) repotied employers located in areas without
access to public transportation had higher abseates than those located in a city center or
near public transit. Many of the working poor dd have access to an automobile as a source of
transportation. For those who do, having a cdrdtiés not assure that they can get to work or
school. Pickering et al.(2006) found that “trangaton is a huge problem for families trying to
transition off welfare” (p. 128). In this study kfral residents, the most common transportation
issues reported by respondents were not havingadtge car, having unreliable transportation,
or no auto insurance.

Transportation problems among workers are a safrfrestration for employers, too.
In a survey of Minnesota employers conducted byt&het al. (2002), employers reported that
the most critical need for rural workers was aasis¢ in purchasing and maintaining a vehicle.
More than half of the respondents in the 2006 &tioky study indicated that access to reliable

transportation was very helpful in “finding and kéeg a job” (p. 200). The authors state that “It
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is not surprising that TANF participants and comihuleaders both report that lack of
transportation is a significant barrier to partadgin the labor markets within the county and
neighboring counties” (p. 199).

Of the 1,112 women in Ong’s 1996 study of AFDC pesmts in urban California, those
who owned a car were much more likely to be workiigis study raises a chicken-or-egg
guestion: are people more likely to be working lseathey own a car, or more likely to own a
car because they are working? Ong'’s research didddress this question, but one can surmise
that there is truth in both statements. The fitastement addresses the positive relationship
between the availability of transportation and dbdity to work; the second might be construed
as an indicator of economic well-being.

Respondents to the FALS surveys utilized in thislgtcorroborate the importance of
having access to reliable transportation. Tableag gonstructed based on responses to the
guestion of whether or not there had been a tintkdarast nine months (six months for Wave 3)
when they had been unable to attend work, schotlaming activities due to lack of
transportation. In Waves 3, 5, and 8, respondehtsdid not receive assistance with
transportation were more likely to have missed wedkool, or training activities than were
those who received transportation vouchers or a@bgistance with transportation issues. In
Wave 11, 54.7% of those who had transportationidigssmissed work, compared to 45.3% of

those who were not receiving transportation assistgTable 2).
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Table 2
Percentage of Respondents Missing Work or Relatédithes Due to Transportation Problems

Transportation Missed Work or

Assistance Work Activities
Wave 3 Yes 29.8%

No 70.2%
Wave 5

Yes 38.2%

No 61.8%
Wave 8

Yes 33.4%

No 66.6%
Wave 11

Yes 54.7%

No 45.3%

There is no question that participants in the FasiFirst program find these supports
valuable. In the Family Assistance Longitudinal\&yrutilized in this study, respondents who
received transportation assistance were asked ab extent they agreed with the statement “I

would be unable to work or attend school or tragnwthout transportation assistance.”

Childcare and Work

Childcare is also cited frequently as a barrievtok. Anderson and Gryzlak (2002), in
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their twelve -state study of families who left thelfare rolls during the early years of reform,
found that “...the inadequacy of child care assistaa@ second major support services issue”
(p. 310). According to these authors, participérgguently cited issues with cost, lack of
available child care, and scheduling child carerdutheir work hours. Paying for childcare
consumed 27% of a low-income family’s budget in 1L9%8mpared to 17% for those above
poverty level (U.S. GAO, 1995). The Senate WaysMedns Committee (2000) determined
that child care may consume up to 35% of a low+smedamily’s budget. Living in a rural area
may amplify these problems, as most licensed dayfeailities are located in metropolitan areas
(Fletcher and Jensen, 2000; Farrell, Opcin, anldnfés, 2001; Howell, 2002). Rural parents
may also incur additional transportation costeéyt want to place their child in a licensed
facility.

Empirical research is thin on the relationship lestwaccess to childcare and economic
self-sufficiency, but some studies do indicate thate is a connection between employment and
access to childcare. Using data from the Urbantinsts National Survey of American Families,
Blau and Tekin (2001) examined a subsample of 3y6&8en from thirteen states, finding that
provision of a childcare subsidy increased emplaynaenong these mothers by 5%. The Blau
and Tekin study controlled for other factors suslage of children, previous receipt of welfare
services, age of parent, and level of educatioasel on data from a two-wave panel study of
AFDC recipients in California, Meyers, Heintze, analf (2002) reported that the use of child
care subsidies had a significant impact upon whetieepanel participants were employed. The

authors controlled for other factors such as wogegience, education, health, and level of care-
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giving responsibility in their analysis.

Matthews’ (2006, p.1) summary of research on theces of childcare subsidies on
employment concluded that “low-income mothers wéaeive child care assistance are more
likely to be employed, to stay off welfare, anchtove higher earnings”. In a three-state study
completed by Lee et al. (2004, p.4), the authausdicthat “child care subsidy use is strongly
correlated with employment retention”. Howeverelet al. stated that the fact that there was a
correlation between child care subsidies and enmpdoy did not constitute a causal relationship.
They conjecture that mothers who utilize suppobisgilies may be more motivated to work, or
that mothers who anticipate that their employmsemrily temporary may not bother to apply for
child care assistance. While these studies doneeeghat the provision of childcare and
transportation support to low-income families dilgcontribute to their economic well-being,
they do indicate that access to these servicedacditate the ability to work -- the first step i
achieving self-sufficiency.

The type of childcare available is also an issudle working poor. In at least one
survey of low-income working women, respondentsdattd that their informal childcare
networks were unreliable (Bruinsma, 2006), whileuanber of respondents in the Lein et al.
(2002) study reported that friends were more rédisiiian family. There is also some concern
that care from informal sources does not provigedgportunities for intellectual and social
development offered by licensed childcare providé/alker and Reschke, 2004). The fact that
less than one-third of the families (29%) in thelkéaand Reschke survey received a child care

subsidy and those who did receive financial supfoorthildcare were more likely to have
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children in regulated care provides further suppmrsubsidies, in that they may help assure

adequate preparation for school for low-incomedrhih.

Childcare and Transportation Issues in Rural Areas

A 2001 report to the Department of Health and Hui@arvices by the Levin Group
surmised that the major barriers to employmentdeal TANF recipients were child care,
transportation, and access to education and ta(farrell et al., 2001), because these services
were less abundant in rural areas. This is sup@dry research conducted by others (Garasky et
al., 2006; Lein, Benjamin, McManus and Roy, 2006kering et al., 2006; Walker and Reschke,
2004; Harvey, Summers, Pickering, and Richards2280d Cervero et al., 2002). Farrell,
Opcin, and Fishman’s 2001 report to HHS statedrén@pients in rural areas had to travel
further to get child care and there were fewerdcbdre slots in these areas. This gap in child
care was reinforced in a study by Howell (2002)pvidund that licensed child care facilities
were much more likely to be concentrated in citéag] that there were fewer available slots in
rural child care facilities. In a study of welfaework in lowa by Fletcher and Jensen (2000),
long commutes and limited access to child care wiéee as transportation factors as barriers to
work in nonmetropolitan areas.

Employers reinforce the critical importance of drehre and transportation, especially in
rural areas. In a survey of 108 Minnesota emplgy@helton et al. (2002) reported that rural
employers listed problems with transportation anitticcare as the second and third most

frequent problems among workers. (“Soft skills” e/disted first — the social skills and work
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ethic necessary for job success). When asked &laouers to employment, 30% of rural and
23% of urban employers listed transportation, wBil@o of rural employers listed child care and
26% of urban employers saw lack of child care baraer to employment. When asked how the
work program could be improved, 52% of rural empisyand 43% of urban employers believed
that TANF (MFIP in Minnesota) recipients could bbsthelped with job barriers by “providing
or connecting them with basic supports and resatige 361).

Some human service administrators contend thatgicatation and childcare issues are
still unresolved under PRWORA (Tickameyer et d@02). In a 1999 study of 29 directors of
human service agencies in rural southeast Ohiggtsital problems with PRWORA included
“...inadequate transportation, child care, healtle cpoor educational facilities, and a general
lack of infrastructure and economic development”242). Transportation was mentioned
frequently as a barrier to work, second only tacklof available decent jobs (Tickameyer et al.,

2002).

Transportation Issues in Rural Areas

Garasky et al. (2006, p. 67), in their study ofatiénces between the availability of
private transportation in high- and low-income fhesi, state that the “viability of public vs.
private transportation for job access in rural arisaan increasingly important question in
welfare reform policy and program debates.” Acdess car is particularly important in rural
areas, as public transportation is not always alkdl While it is possible to use contracted
transportation services through private and pudmigrces, consumers may be limited either by

cost or by limitations set by the public and noofpragencies that provide van or bus services to
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rural residents. Those who are familiar with thieg@of a taxi ride know that this is not a mode
of transportation that most can afford on a twiedydbasis, and in some rural areas, taxi or
private shuttle service is not even available.

Agencies providing transportation to the rural po@y limit services to particular
locations, times, or activities and may set linoitsthe number of times a participant may use the
service. Research on the areas of persistent ydvenh the Pickering study (Harvey, Summers,
Pickering, and Richards, 2002) indicated that @mtéd transportation services tended to be used
primarily in emergency situations and led reseaxcteeconclude that these services are “...fully
inadequate to address the daily problems that mparticipants face, especially those living in
remote neighborhoods that may be 20 to 40 milew ftte welfare office or the nearest place of
employment” (p. 398).

In the 2006 Pickering et al. study of persistepthpr rural areas, neither county in the
Kentucky study had public transportation. This \&bB® the case in Mississippi, where
respondents reported that work was often up tonil€s away from their homes. According to
Garasky et al. (2006, p. 84) “...transportation cansts are an important reason some are
among the ‘hard to employ”. A large number of tuesidents must rely on their own means of
travel, as 40% of rural residents in the U.S. hav@ublic transportation in their area (Farrell et
al., 2001). Gonzales, Stombaugh, Seekins, andit&g2006, p. 107) found that “89% of
transportation funds subsidize transportationtieri5% of the population living in urban areas,
while only about 11% goes to support transportafoorihe 25% of the population living in rural

areas.”
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Data from the FALS study demonstrates that in Tesee, both urban and rural residents are

more likely to miss work, school, or other key eayphent activities due to lack of reliable

transportation. Table 3 shows the percentagels#ruand rural respondents who had missed

work due to transportation issues. Among urbapaedents in the data waves analyzed, an

average of 49% agreed that they would be unabhot& without this assistance. Rural

respondents were even more likely to agree, withwvemage of 53% indicating that they found

transportation assistance essential to their wifdkts.

Table 3
Percentage of Urban and Rural Respondents Missiok\Activities Due to Transportation Problems
Transportation Missed Work
Assistance Activities
Wave 3
Urban Yes 29.6%
No 70.4%
Rural Yes 33.6%
No 66.4%
Wave 5
Urban Yes 36.4%
No 63.6%
Rural Yes 51.7%
No 48.3%
Wave 8
Urban Yes 33.1%
No 66.9%
Rural Yes 38.2%
No 61.8%
Wave 11
Urban Yes 54 5%
No 45.5%
Rural Yes 55.6%

No 44.4%
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The importance of private transportation in ruraas is illustrated in a study of TANF
recipients in Tennessee by Richards and Bruce §200# authors found that urban TANF
recipients appeared more likely to use transportatupport than their rural counterparts
because they were more likely to use public trarispbie researchers pointed out that residents
providing their own transportation were much makely to be rural, while those who use bus
passes are much more likely to be urban. Sincgasses are used on an ongoing basis, but
vehicle repairs or help with license fees occuomely once, it appears that urban residents use
transportation services more than rural. Howevacesurban and rural residents tend to use
transportation supports in different ways, it dnesnecessarily mean that this service is more

important in urban than rural locations, or vicesae

Childcare Issues in Rural Areas

In order to obtain and retain employment, workiaggmts must be able to rely on
childcare that is consistent, flexible, and safettieir children. Based on interviews with 323
rural, low-income women, Walker and Reschke (2@6dihd that working mothers face four
significant issues in finding childcare: care sdite the age of the child, care that provides
appropriate learning and development, accessipditg affordability. For those who are
marginally employed and economically fragile, tidcare issue is complicated by the fact that
they are often employed in service or manufactujohg that require working weekends and odd
hours.

Those who live in rural areas may have longer @ayk, considering the additional time

it takes to drive to and from jobs located in siaur or urban locations. Most daycare centers
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are open during what most Americans consider nowoaking hours; few offer extended
morning, evening, and weekend slots for those pangho are expected to be at work before
8:00 a.m., after 6:00 p.m., or on weekends. Thkesgers with flexible hours are more likely to
be located in urban areas where competition fotooners requires that they offer additional
conveniences for working parents.

Families who rely on informal care networks ratthem daycare centers or afterschool
programs are not exempt from the problem of norittcachl work hours. Although a good
number of the working poor depend upon friendsaarify members to provide care for their
children, many members of these support networksvarking themselves, have their own
children to care for, or may simply draw the lineiging at four in the morning to receive their
charges or at keeping someone else’s children midgrand on weekends. Some may have
disabilities or health issues that limit their &lito care for children for extended amounts of
time. The rural support network is valuable, butinéallible.

The importance of informal childcare networks skioubt be underestimated. In their
study of job volatility among 245 rural mothers,rBe, Katras, Sano, Lee, and Bauer (2008)
found that informal childcare networks were *“...skgrant determinants of job stability” (p. 8).
A number of the mothers in this study reported thay were able to work because they had
reliable childcare, and unlike the urban motherheBruinsma et al. (2006) and Lein et al.
(2002) studies, depended more upon family membars friends for consistent care for their
children. This difference between the types ofiinfal childcare networks lends some credence

to Walker and Reschke’s (2004) proposal that tleeafisamily members as caretakers may be
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cultural. Walker and Reschke’s research indicatet tural working women with a child below
school age are more likely to rely on informal canel to continue to rely on this support
network for before-and after-school care for cldldof school age. The presence of these
informal support networks may be a critical fagtofacilitating the move from dependency to
self-sufficiency.

Of the 40 mothers who remained in stable employrtitenughout Berry et al.’s
longitudinal study of rural low-income mothers, i@ported the presence of strong social
networks whose support included childcare. Manthefrespondents in this study indicated that
they were able to work due to the availability bildcare. Of the 56 continuously unemployed
mothers in the study, the most common reasons dgoramot working were poor health and
choosing to stay home with their children. Of thetiners choosing to remain at home, a number
cited the reason for this decision as lack of golmitticare.

In a qualitative study of six diverse “pocketgefsistent rural poverty” in the United
States, Pickering et al. (2006) conducted two sktgialitative interviews on the effects of
welfare reform in eight counties whose poverty teid remained at or above 20% for the last
four decennial censuses. Respondents for the iateswvere TANF recipients chosen by
snowball sample. Other data on demographic, ecany@nd social factors was collected from
sources such as the Census of Population and Hpwssate and local records, and private
agencies. None of the counties studied were detsidr@es part of an MSA; all had populations
under 50,000. They found that in Kentucky the Klat affordable childcare also keeps some

welfare participants from seeking employment onmang to school” (p. 128). Delta residents in
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this study also reported issues with child careluing long commutes to child care facilities,
finding reliable childcare, and the complicatiorfishbift work. The same problems were
reported in the Anderson and Gryzlak (2002) studyedfare leavers, who also turned to
informal resources for childcare such as family aiehds rather than licensed childcare
facilities.

Research strongly supports the importance of atdoedsldcare and reliable
transportation for the working poor. It is alsoasi¢hat both are crucial to urban and rural
residents, even though childcare and transport&sures may differ based upon geographic
location. The literature does not tell us whether aniversal approach to providing childcare and
transportation support works equally well for batban and rural residents. Nor does it resolve
the question of whether the provision of subsiflieshese services contributes to the ability of

TANF recipients to secure good jobs and becomessdicient.

Self-Sufficiency and Well-being

In the introduction tdoing Without: Women and Work after Welfare Refarame
Henrici (2006) states that there are common missmtinans about poverty that influence social
welfare policy in the United States (pp. 3-4). Tdhase:

1) The economic marketplace is a level playing fielddll people.

2) Workers in low-wage jobs can support a householthem own.

3) Extended families, kinship, and neighborhood neks@an sustain families

through hardships in the absence of adequate paiblic
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4) Welfare is a dependency trap.

These assumptions, the foundation of current welfaticy, have one thing in common.
They all imply that poverty is the fault, if notelthoice, of those individuals who are poor. Even
though employers provide “equal employment oppatytinthe opportunities for gaining skills,
making key contacts, and learning to present osefsprofessionally are not equal for all
citizens. This attitude toward those who are depahdpon public assistance also dismisses the
likelihood that recipients face barriers in thesrgonal lives that may contribute to the inability
to be self-sufficient, but that they do not have plersonal or financial resources to alter.
Providing educational opportunities, counselingl amployment supports for TANF
participants may help make the economic marketpiaaes accessible for the poor.

Welfare reform has assured that public assistantaaionger be a dependency trap by
limiting assistance to a total of five years infatime, which makes it even more imperative that
families have the skills and supports they nedaetmome self-sufficient. Lichter and Jayakody
(2002) point out that the recipient of TANF is @ifént from the recipient of AFDC. Due to
diversion, which provides short-term assistanahi¢ése who have hit a “bump”, TANF is now
the last resort for the most disadvantaged of to p those who have the least resources, the
lowest skills, and the fewest support systems tp tieem move off the welfare rolls.

The working poor are now over-represented in t#tegory of “poor”; according to
Lichter and Jayakody (2002), they “now constitutgeater share of all poor people” (p. 121).

In a review of the literature of families leavinghare, Lein et al. (2002) discovered that

working mothers leaving TANF fit one of three patt& they were continuously unemployed,;
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cycled in and out of work or between full-time gratt-time work; or worked full-time through
multiple full-time jobs. In Berry et al.’s (2008¢search of rural low-income mothers, the
majority of the 245 respondents were intermitterttyployed; only forty were employed in
stable jobs through all three waves of the studguAber of the intermittently employed
mothers in their study reported difficulties in dating work and family responsibilities.

According to some authors, many TANF recipientstwenwvork in jobs that raised their
income enough to void their eligibility for assista, but not enough to raise them above the
poverty line (Blank, 2002; Greenburg, 1999; Weliaalg 2003). According to Blank, the
decline in the poverty rate in the years immedyadédler welfare reform was much lower than
the decline in welfare caseloads, meaning thanhtimeber of working poor rose after
implementation of the new regulations. Having paaitk does not guarantee a poverty-free
existence; decent wages, job stability, and bensiith as health care and sick days are still out
of reach for many of the working poor. Using datarf the National Survey of American
Families, which measures the well-being of childaed families in transition from welfare to
work, Hennessy (2005) found that recent singleitaselfare leavers were 69% more likely to
have trouble paying for rent or utilities than féies who had never received welfare benefits.
Even those who had been off welfare for two yeammare were 55% more likely to struggle to
pay their housing costs.

Some authors are quick to conclude that PRWORArmpsoved the economic picture
overall for single mothers. According to Danzigéeflin, Corcoran, Oltmas, and Wang (2002,

p. 672), “single mothers who had been welfare renig were, on average, financially better off
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working or combining work and welfare than remaghas nonworking welfare recipients.”

Even though Danziger et al. (2002) included theshitnof food stamps, SSI and SSDI or Social
Security, earnings of other household members, pfgment benefits, and cash from friends
and family along with earnings and TANF paymenttheir analysis of family income, almost
half of the working mothers in their study werdl gtoor. This is a small panel study of single
mothers in one urban county in Michigan using dieden 1997 through 1999 — early data
collected only one year after the implementatioPBWORA. However, it is an indicator that
work alone does not always result in self-sufficierWhile almost half the single mothers in

this study were still poor, those who were not waiiéreliant on public and private assistance to
make ends meet. This finding indicates that theynsaipport services provided to poor families

can be critical to their well-being.

The Concept of Economic Well-being

If merely having a job guaranteed that one woula@ltle to provide adequately for
themselves and their family, we would not have sutdrge number of working poor in the
United States. Well-being cannot be calculated kirhp whether one is counted among the
employed or unemployed, or whether one’s inconab®/e the poverty line. Simply measuring
whether or not a family is above the poverty limesinot in itself provide a good indicator of
self-sufficiency, as federal poverty thresholdsdekberately set low. While the most common
method of measuring economic well-being is throiglome, in order to be meaningful the
amount of income must be equated with some measirawv well that income covers the needs

and wants of families.
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The federal poverty guideline is the standard mesastiassessing whether or not one is
poor, but it provides little insight into what “pdaeally means. The poverty line for a family of
four in 2008 was $21,200. For a family of three thost common family size among the
Families First population, it was $17,600 (ASPE)&0 At minimum wage, the annual salary for
a full-time (forty-hour week) worker was $13,624¢led on the mid-year increase of federal
hourly minimum wage to $6.55). A single parent wogkfull-time at minimum wage will still
be unable to meet the most minimal needs of hieofamily. Even those above the poverty
level are often struggling to provide the most baseds.

Another method of measuring the economic healtfaimily is to look at consumer
expenditures — what a family actually spends eaghtimfor various necessities and
discretionary items. Several authors (Blank, 2@i7arles and Stephens, 2006; Stoker and
Wilson, 2006; Allegretto, 2005; Garner and ShodQ2, Bauer et al., 2000) concur that looking
at what families spend is a more accurate meaguneancial stability. Assessing expenditures
would provide some idea of a family’s disposableome, a better measure of well-being than
whether or not one is eligible for public assiseartdowever, as Blank points out, there is no
consistent data available on family expenditured.{43).

Charles and Stephens (2006) point out that there@ne items a consumer cannot
choose to cut back on in hard times, especiallyay are spending at minimal levels already.
Low-income families are already spending on netiesgiather than discretionary items, so
often have very few places they can cut back. Exesngf inflexible expenses are vehicle

payments, rent, and insurance. Danziger et al.2200675) define ten different types of
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hardships a low-income family is likely to faceoth housing upkeep, utility cutoffs, eviction
from housing, phone disconnection, homelessnesseumedical needs for the mother, unmet
medical needs for children, lack of health insueafor parent, and lack of health insurance for
children. It is notable that there are needs-testedrams available for assistance with these
issues; many of these programs can be helpfulenrémsition from welfare to work.

According to Allegretto (2005), the “ability of fahes to meet their most basic needs is
an important measure of economic stability andwelhg”. Her research for the Economic
Policy Institute covered basic budgets for over domunities and six family types (the
combinations of one or two parents with one, twthoee children). Allegretto’s study was
based not upon what families made, or even whatgpent, but on the realistic costs for
maintaining a basic standard of living, She defiadzhsic family budget as a “relative measure
of the dollar amount families need to live modestlyhe communities where they reside”.. The
budget range for a two-parent family of four in Bardy ran from $31, 080 in rural Nebraska to
$64,656 in Boston. The median family budget wad$34; the poverty line for a family of four
at that time was $19,157. At the time this artighes written (2005), the basic family budget for
two parents and two children was set at 200% oépgvevel.

Based on Allegretto’s budget calculations, a faratl00% of the poverty level can
manage a reasonably comfortable standard of livikgcording to Dr. Amy K. Glasmeier of the
Living Wage Project, a family of two adults and taluldren living in Tennessee would need an
annual income of $52,870 or $4,128 a month in dérincome in 2009 dollars in order to

afford a decent standard of living. This transldtean hourly wage of $25.42. This amount is
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based upon a reasonable monthly family budget 08 $@r food, $938 for child care, $378 for
medical care, $578 for housing, $856 for transpionaand $670 for other expenses, such as
personal items, clothing, and school supplies. Adiog to the author, this budget does meet the
current middle class standard of living, and igljkow for those living in urban areas
(Glasmeier, 2009).

While measuring cash income is the simplest meti@$sessing financial status, merely
stating a dollar amount does not paint a cleaupgcof family well-being, nor of a family’s
ability to sustain themselves without assistanemfother sources. In looking at well-being
among the working poor, cash income alone is r@b#st indicator, since low-income families
often receive in-kind benefits that improve theellbeing. These benefits include WIC, SNAP
(food stamps), Medicaid or CHIP, and housing assc. However, if a family must rely on
these programs to assure a decent standard af lieime cannot say that they are self-sufficient.
Converting dollar amounts of wages to a scaleith&trates how close the family is to a level of
income that allows them to meet their needs adetuan their own provides a simple and more
useful barometer. The Welfare to Well-Being framdwaeveloped by Bauer, Braun, and Olson

(2000) provides just such a scale.

The Welfare to Well-Being Framework

Described by its authors as a “starting point foderstanding the aspects of welfare in
relation to the economic well-being of individualsd families”, the Welfare to Well-Being
(WTWB) continuum considers the time frame for assise, the types of assistance utilized by

families, the level of social support present, t#melevel of family economic functioning in
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developing a long-term picture of family well-bei63). This framework describes family
economic functioning on a continuum frdmcrisis to Thriving. Families who are in-crisis, the
lowest level on the continuum, have incomes belmvpoverty line for a family their size and
are reliant upon public assistance to help meét iasic needs. At the other end of the
continuum, families designated as Thriving havemes at 200% of the poverty level and can
generally meet their own needs

The Welfare to Well-Being (WTWB) continuum was ergdad in Simmons, Dolan, and
Braun (2007), adding “sustaining” as the highestll@f economic functioning for families.
Sustaining families maintain their status of 200¢more above poverty level; they have in
effect become self-sufficient. According to Baueale (2000), sustaining families are able to
have some “wants” as well as needs. As is obviimus the different framework levels, well-
being requires self-sufficiency, which the auth@fer to as “the expected state of economic
independence whereby a family’s needs can be nmaigh earned income, which may be at a
level eligible for the EITC” (p. 70). The WTWB deaassigns a number to determine where a
family falls within the continuum, rated by calctitey their income to need ratio, or the total
family income in relation to the poverty level f@family their size. The formula for calculating
this ratio is total household income divided by tb@eral poverty level for family size.
Bauer et al. (2000) have designated the followawgls of economic well-being:

In-crisis—families with incomes below the poverty line fofaaily their size and who
depend upon public assistance are designateda@isis.

At-risk—families who have incomes above the poverty Im#,are still reliant upon
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some assistance are designated as laingk

Safe — saféamilies are those who are at or above 150% optwerty line and still
receive some transfer benefits, but are moving tdwalependence.

Thriving — families with incomes at or above 200% of theguty level who can

generally meet their needs without assistance esgydated athriving.
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In-crisis At-risk Safe Thriving Sustaining
Family Size
1 <10,400 10,400-13,520 13,624-15,600 152800 >20,800
2 <14,000 14,000-18,200 18,340-21,000 21281000 >28,000
3 <17.000 17,000-22,100 22,270-25,500 2537000 >34,000
4 <21,200 21,200-27,560 27,772-31,800 3241,200 >42,400
5 <24,800 24,800-32,240 32,488-37,200 37431800 >49,600
6 <28,400 28,400-36,920 37,204-42,600 42758800 >56,800
7 <32,000 32,000-41,600 41,920-48,000 48,3200 >64,000
8 <35,600 35,600-46,280 46,636-53,400 53,75860 >71,000

The federal poverty line for family size is repnetssl by the number 1 on the WTWB

continuum. A ratio of less than one indicates fhatily is in crisis; between 1 and 1.3 indicates

a family at-risk; 1.31 to 1.5 is safe, 1.51 to d8igates a thriving family. A score of over 2 on the

continuum indicates a family that is able to sustes independent status over time. Income

guidelines for each stage, based on 2008 poveatylatds, are outlined in Table 4.

It is clear that being “off welfare” is not in it@n indicator of family well-being, nor is

an income just above the poverty level adequate family to be self-sufficient. Using the

indicators from the WTWB framework as guidelindss tpaper will assess whether assistance

with childcare and transportation expenses helpawofamily toward self-sufficiency.
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY

If workers have reliable childcare and consisteaains of transportation, two of the
major barriers to finding work and remaining em@dyare minimized, allowing employees to
develop the good work records that improve theandes of moving up the economic ladder. A
review of the literature has shown that TANF reeips frequently cite problems related to
transportation and childcare as barriers to w@ke would expect that support services which
address these issues would contribute to theyabilitecipients to become economically self-
sufficient. With the passage of PRWORA, assistamith transportation and funding for
childcare were expanded in an effort to assistréesition from welfare to work, but the success
of these services has not been tested.

Research also posits that rural residents hagealesess to licensed childcare facilities
and public transportation, due to the limited aafaility of these services in non-metropolitan
areas. The indication is that rural residents &gitional barriers in these areas beyond the
ability to pay for them; in many cases, these se/simply are not available. If that is the case,
rural residents may not benefit much from the siibsiprovided for transportation and child
care, and funding might be better spent providivegé or other services in rural areas, rather

than just providing funds to offset their transptiin and childcare costs.
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Data Selection and Survey Implementation

Data analysis for this project will be conductethgsdata from a longitudinal survey
conducted for the Tennessee Department of Humanc8srby the Social Work Office of
Research and Public Service at the University oinessee (SWORPS). The Tennessee
Department of Human Services is the agency autkdtia administer TANF funds to residents
of the state. The Family Assistance Longitudinalv®y (FALS) contains a number of questions
related to the need for and use of transportatimhchildcare services available through the
Families First program in the state of Tennesse&al as a wealth of related information
related to employment, health care, child suppochme, education/training, food security,
child wellbeing, literacy, and status with Famillésst. Demographic and geographic
information on respondents was also collectedHr gurvey. The FALS survey was conducted
by trained interviewers through computer-assistégphone interviews with participants, and
covered a number of topics related to current faeiricumstances and programs offered through
Families First.

Eleven rounds or “waves” of data have been comglgteugh FALS to date, beginning
with the initial information collected in Januar@@L from 3,569 respondents who were
currently receiving or who had recently received\IFAservices through Tennessee’s Families
First program. From 2001 until 2007, the survey adinistered to the original sample at nine
points in time. The sample was updated in Octob2067 with the addition of new participants
to assure representation of the current Familiest population. These new respondents are

represented in the survey beginning with RoundriDrapresent about 30% of the survey
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population. According to the SWORPS Center for llgghbResearch and Evaluation, the
response rate for the study has remained consatafout 70% (CARE, n.d.).

Cases designated as “child-only” were excluded ftioenFALS sample. In cases where
the parental unit is a non-parental relative, ahgible alien, or a parent who receives SSI,
assistance is provided only for the child and there time limit on assistance. Child-only cases
frequently consist of children who are in fosterecar who are cared for by a family member
other than the parent. Respondents who are otheexismpt from work requirements are
included in the analysis, as benefits can contfoua limited period of time for those who have
left the cash assistance rolls and are makingteftorimprove their economic status. In some
cases, these subsidies may also be provided tiidamiho are not receiving other benefits from
TANF.

Four rounds of data will be used in this study: W&/&, completed in 2002; Wave 5,
conducted in 2004, Wave 8, completed in 2006, aagd&\.1, conducted in 2008. This provides
a six-year time span overall; three of those wan#dize the same pool of respondents. Wave 11
represents the refreshed sample, with some newmdspts included to address possible
changes in the population over time. The two-ymae span between waves allows for families
who can to recover from temporary financial setisaad regain economic equilibrium.

Observing these waves over time provides an oppitytto determine whether
employment and economic situations for the groug ahole have improved, indicating that
they have secured stable employment at full-tinbs.jd@his time frame also assures that the pool

contains respondents who have exhausted the fi@eljetime limit and are no longer receiving
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welfare benefits. Each wave provides a snapshfatnoily circumstances at a particular point in
time. In addition, the analysis of several dataegi¢ necessary to gauge whether there is truly a
correlation between employment supports and sdfiegncy: a significant relationship between
variables in only one or two survey rounds is ifisignt evidence to assume that a relationship
exists outside those data waves. Data analysidveitlompleted on all cases to determine
whether transportation or childcare assistanceongs the economic well-being of families,

then by whether or not respondents live in an udyaarural area to determine if urban

respondents benefit more from the provision ofelssvices.

Hypotheses

To address the research questions posed in thig, dtwill test four hypotheses using

data from the Family Assistance Longitudinal Studyey are as follows:

1. TANF participants who utilize transportation supgsare more likely to become
financially self-sufficient than TANF participanigho do not utilize transportation
supports.

2. TANF patrticipants who utilize childcare supporte arore likely to become
financially self-sufficient than TANF participantgho do not utilize childcare
supports.

3. Urban TANF participants who utilize transportatessistance are more likely to

become financially self-sufficient than are rur@dlNF participants who utilize
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transportation assistance.
4. Urban TANF participants who utilize childcare atanee are more likely to
become financially self-sufficient than are rur@dNF participants who utilize

childcare assistance.

Definition of Terms

Childcare assistances defined as the provision of funds or vouchbrsugh the
Families First program to assist with caring folldten aged twelve and under, or for older
children if they are defined as having special se€chnsportation assistands defined as
provision of funds or vouchers through the Famikest program for van or taxi service, passes
for mass transport, fuel assistance, or other reisdment for private transportation expenses.

Incomerefers to wages earned only through employmernis iStdesignated by the
category Weekly Wage in the variables. Weekly vgagere calculated for working
respondents, and collapsed into the variable Wagg& Wage Range was then converted into
the variable WTWB, which assigns a number and design based upon the Welfare to Well-
Being Scale. Families that have achieved a lelv8lor 4 (“safe” or “thriving”) on the WTWB
Continuum are considered to elf-sufficient Self-sufficiency implies a healthy level of
functioning for a family and assumes that needsaneg met beyond the subsistence level.

For the purposes of this studyll-time employmernis defined as working at least 35
hours per week, whilpart-time employmens defined as working less than 35 hours per week.

The designation dRuralrefers to residence in a county with a designaticiive or higher on
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the USDA Rural-Urban Continuurtlrban indicates residence in a county with a designation

4 or less on the USDA Rural-Urban Continuum.

Description of Variables

Independent Variables

The independent variables in this study are utilizaof transportation support and of
childcare support provided for participants in Tessee’s Families First program, as well as
geographic location. Transportation support undenikes First includes public transit fees,
shuttle service, and reimbursement for mileagentbfeom a sanctioned activity or a gas
allowance of up to four dollars per day. The cdsaiudomobile repairs, insurance, and licenses
and fees related to transportation may also beblfig subsidies provided by Families First, up
to a maximum of $800 per year. Use of transpamiasupport will be determined by whether
respondents report that they have received tratetpor services from DHS within the last six to
nine months based on responses to the survey gué€3i. “Have you gotten transportation
assistance through DHS in the last 9 months, shapproximately since last May?” In the Wave
3 survey, the length of time stated in the questias “the last six months”.

Childcare assistance under Families First falls thtee categories: Families First child
care, which covers care while the parent or caestekworking or involved in training or
educational activities; transitional child carepyaded for eighteen months after cash assistance
ends and requires a co-payment; and care forlathigdren, which provides additional

transitional care services for up to six monthsctutdren under the age of 19 who cannot care
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for themselves. Use of childcare support will beedmined by participants’ reports that they
have received help with childcare from DHS basedesponses to the survey question G5:
“Who helps you pay for your childcare expensesattiBipants chose from the following
responses: Families First, one of child’s biolobmaents, employer, or other. Responses were
collapsed into two categories: “Families First dbdre” and “other”.

The third independent variable in this study isggaphic location, which will be
designated as rural or urban based upon the RubkaAontinuum of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. Designations are established basedh ygopulation size, proximity to urban centers,
and percentage of population who commute to melitapacounties for work. Respondents
who live in counties with a designation of fourlawer on the Rural-Urban Continuum will be
considered urban, while those who reside in coantiegh a designation of five or higher will be
considered rural residents. Respondents who liamiarea with a designation of 4 or under will
be designated as urban. Even though the desigratibimdicates a non-metropolitan county by
USDA standards, residents in these areas are meatrapolitan center, and are more likely to
have access to the job opportunities and additimaasportation options available in

metropolitan areas. The scale is presented in Table
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2003 Rural-Urban Continuum Code
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County Designation

Population Size

1

2

Metro Counties
Counties with population of 1 million or more

Counties with population of 250,000 — 1 million
Counties in metro areas of less than 250,000
Non-metro Counties

Urban population of 20,000 or more, adjacent tore

Urban population of 20,000 or more, nonadjacent to
metro area

Urban population of 2,500 to 19,999, adjacent to
metro area

Urban population of 2,500 to 19,999, nonadjacent to
metro area

Completely rural or population of less than 2,500,
adjacent to metro area

Completely rural or population of less than 2,500,
nonadjacent to metro area

(Source: ERS, U.S. Department of Agriculture)
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Figure 1. Percentage of urban and rural respondents bywiata

Respondents who live in an area with a designaticnor above are designated as rural.
According to the USDA’s Economic Research ServafEL (), 27.5% of Tennessee’s population
lives in rural areas. Figure 1 illustrates thecpatage of urban and rural respondents for each

wave utilized in this study.

Dependent Variables

There are several factors that contribute to sédffesency, employment being the first
and most basic. The type of employment one hdsasaacritical factor -- full-time employment,
opportunities for promotion, and jobs with beneiiitsrease the possibility that working adults

will be able to provide adequately for their famdi In order to assess the likelihood of achieving
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a level of self-sufficiency that would allow fang$ to sustain their needs on their own, the
following variables will be assessed: employmeatus, job quality, and economic well-being.
The indicators for employment status are whetherodiadult family members are employed and
whether they are working full- or part-time. Indiges for job quality include whether or not they
receive benefits from their place of employment amether they have received promotions at
work. Those on and off transportation assistancecaindcare supports will be compared in
relation to these indicators to determine whethergresence of this assistance improves the
likelihood of becoming economically self-sufficient

The definition for the dependent variable ofremmic well-being is more complex.
Having an income above the poverty level does nstiee that a family is not still poor, or at the
very least, struggling to make ends meet. And énpibst-entitlement environment, being “off
welfare” does not always translate as being abpgdeide a decent standard of living for one’s
family. Use of the Welfare to Well-Being continuutaveloped by Bauer et al. (2000) allows for
a more nuanced and accurate measure of family edorfanctioning, as it provides a gauge for
whether families are merely meeting subsistencds)eme actually able to provide for their
needs, or have achieved a level of income thatiges\financial stability. Families that have
achieved a level of three or four on the continutirat of “safe” or “thriving”, will be
considered to have become financially self-suffitié score of one or two on the scale, that of
“in-crisis” or “at risk”, indicate that families nt still receive help in order to meet their basic

needs.
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Data on income was collected in the FALS surveyored by participants as the family
income for the month preceding the interview. The af individual income data provides
detailed information on the financial situationsFaimilies First participants, and allows for
calculating useful statistical information suchaesdian income for participants. This data will
be used as a measure for the dependent variableusigdiency by converting data on income
into a scaled variable based on the levels of aoamwell-being indicated on the WTWB
continuum.

Indicators for the dependent variables will be miead by responses to the
corresponding questions in the FALS instrument:

DV1: Employment Status: Employed or Not

Survey questionAre you currently employed at a job or businesspfay? (D1)

DV1: Employment Status: Full-time or Part-time

Survey question (if answer to D1 was “yed¢dpw many hours a week do you usually work at
this job? (D12)

Responses were collapsed into two categories,3&@ithours or more considered full-
time employment and 34 or fewer hours consideretdtpae employment.

DV2: Promotions

Survey question (if answer to D1 was “yes”). Hawoal yeceived a promotion at this job? (D19).
This question was asked only of respondents whicated that promotions were available
through their employer (D18).

DV2: Job benefits (sick leave, paid holidays, retireniemtefits, health insurance)
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Survey questions (if answer to D1 was “ye$\)e would like to know about benefits you might
be offered at this job? Does this job offer: paak $eave or paid sick days; paid holidays;
retirement/pension; health insurance for yourgedglth insurance for your family; life
insurance; paid family medical leave/maternity Ezawnpaid family medical leave/maternity
leave; paid vacations; other services such asadrnég transportation, or some other benefit
(D15:1-D15:10)
DV3: Economic well-being
Survey questions (if answer to D1 was “yes”): Howam are you paid on your job, including
tips and commissions? Now this is before taxesather deductions? (D12)
How often are you paid this amount? Is that amou(iD.14)

Responses were calculated into weekly wages lfoesgpondents, then converted into

scores correlating to levels on the WTWB continuum.

Method of Analysis

To answer the question of whether utilizatiortrahsportation and childcare support
contributes to the financial self-sufficiency ofrfdies, analysis of the data will begin with a
comparison of demographic characteristics suctuasoer and grade levels of children, level of
education, marital status, and length of time omikas First assistance to assess whether there
are marked differences between respondents whovesitansportation or childcare subsidies
and those who do not. This will provide information whether there are extraneous variables
which could have an impact on the ability to letive welfare rolls.

Next, construction of a series of bivariate tam@sexplore whether there is a
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relationship between utilization of transportatsupport and employment status, job benefits,
eligibility for promotion, and rank on the WTWB domuum. Then tables will be constructed
with the same variables, using data from familiesighated as urban or rural to determine
whether there is a difference in outcomes betwkenwo groups. The same procedures will be
utilized to test the relationship between usagehdticare assistance and the ability of
respondents to achieve self-sufficiency. Chi-sqaacdysis will be conducted on the variables
related to employment status and job quality teeine whether significant relationships exist.
T-tests will be conducted for the variable of WTWABIking, with utilization of transportation
assistance and utilization of childcare assistasc@adependent variables. Additiomdésts will

be run separately for urban and for rural respotsdé&rata analysis for each hypothesis will be
conducted as follows:

To test hypothesis 1(H1), a series of bivariatdysea will be performed, using chi-
square to test significance. For this analysisisjpartation assistance (an answer of “yes” or
“no” to the question of whether or not the familgstreceived transportation assistance within
the last six to nine months) will be the independemiable. Crosstabs will be constructed for
the dependent variables of: employment status I@rag or not and full- or part-time
employment); job quality (availability of sick ke, paid holidays, retirement benefits and
healthcare insurance, and whether or not they resgved a promotion); and economic well-
being (rank on the WTWB scale). Contingency takbldisbe constructed to compare the
responses between those who receive transporgatfmport and those who do not and chi-square

analysis utilized to assess for significant cotrefss. If there is a significant difference in



83

outcomes across data waves for employment statuspyality, and level of economic well-
being between respondents who receive transpartasisistance and those who have not
received subsidies, then the first hypothesis petted.

To test hypothesis 2 (H2), child care assistantlebeithe independent variable. The
dependent variables for this analysis will agaireb®wloyment status, job quality, and economic
well-being and will serve as indicators of the @sgents’ likelihood of achieving and
maintaining financial stability. Comparisons wik Imade between respondents who utilize
childcare assistance and those who do not; chirscaraalysis will be conducted to determine if
there are significant relationships between thettes for both groups. If those receiving
childcare support rank higher on the WTWB scale,more likely to be employed full-time, and
more likely to have employment benefits than th@ke are not, and there are significant
correlations between childcare assistance and tlasbles across the data waves, there is
support for this hypothesis.

To test hypothesis 3 (H3), bivariate analysis iélconducted with the same variables as
in H1, but respondents will be grouped by ruralidran location. This analysis will illustrate
whether urban residents who receive transportatovices are more likely to be employed,
working full-time at jobs with benefits and opparity for advancement, and are financially
more self-sufficient than rural residents who reedghese services. If H3 is to be accepted, there
will be a significantly higher percentage of urlihan rural respondents receiving transportation
assistance who are working full-time, have job Iieseand are at safe or thriving levels on the

WTWB continuum.
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For hypothesis 4 (H4), bivariate analysis will lmaducted as in H2, but respondents
grouped by rural or urban location. The dependantbles will remain the same: employment,
full or part-time employment, opportunities for protion, presence of job benefits, and rank on
the WTWB continuum. If urban residents who utilcteldcare subsidies are significantly better

off than rural residents who receive these subsjdieen there is support for this hypothesis.

Limitations

While the FALS provides a remarkable amount of rifation, this study is limited in
scope by the type of data available. The inforrmatimvided through the survey instrument
captures only one moment in time for the resporglantl does not provide us a sense of their
personal history or individual circumstances whichild have an impact on economic well-
being. This analysis is designed to follow groupeespondents rather than individuals over
time and does not improve our understanding ofqaar situations or characteristics that can
affect the ability to maintain economic self-suiccy.

The study is also limited to analysis of TANRKtmapants in the state of Tennessee; the
results may or may not be applicable to this pdmran other states. If there prove to be
significant correlations between the independedtdependent variables in this study,

hopefully other states will replicate this research
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CHAPTER FIVE
EMPLOYMENT SUPPORTS AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY

Data analysis was undertaken on four rounds of fdata the Families First Longitudinal
Survey to assess whether the receipt of finanssiktance for transportation and childcare
facilitates the transition from welfare dependet@wgconomic self-sufficiency for Families First
recipients in Tennessee. A summary of the dataysisatonducted for these questions and the

results of that analysis are described below.

Transportation Support and Financial Self-Sufficiercy

To test whether there is a correlation betweendheipt of transportation support and the
ability of TANF recipients to become economicalgffssufficient, contingency tables were
constructed with transportation assistance (an aneW'yes” or “no” to the question of whether
or not the family has received transportation &asce within the last six to nine months) as the
independent variable and with the following deperd@riables for employed respondents:
employment status ( employed or not; full or pemiet employment); job quality (availability of
job benefits and receipt of a promotion at workig @conomic well-being (rank on the WTWB
scale).

Before proceeding to an analysis of outcomes fose¢twho do and do not receive
transportation support, it is important to know ez the two groups differ substantially in
terms of demographic variables that could affeohemic self-sufficiency. It is possible that

families who receive transportation support aréed#nt in terms of family constellation,
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education, or level of dependency from those whaataeceive those subsidies. Crosstab tables
were constructed to assess whether there werdisagridifferences between the TA
(transportation assistance) and non-TA (those witlransportation assistance) in terms of these

potentially relevant variables. Results are describelow and summarized in Appendix A.

Demographic Differences and Use of Transportation ssistance

In order to determine if there were marked demdgragifferences between families
who do and do not receive transportation assistdrempuency tables were constructed with the
following variables for respondents both on andti@hsportation support: number of children in
household (excluding foster children), marital s$athighest grade level completed for the
respondent, grade level for the oldest child, &mdjih of time on Families First assistance (FF).

Among the respondents in general, 60% or morel idadh waves analyzed had one or
two children in the home and 75% or more of thpoeslents in each wave were unmarried. At
least 60% of the respondents in each of the fomewaeported having a high school diploma or
the equivalent, or some post-high school educatiowaves 3 and 5, the largest percentage of
families reported that their oldest child was iereéntary school (48.1% and 46.2%), while in
Waves 8 and 11, the largest percentage had art chigsin middle school or above (43.9% and
58.2%).

There were some differences between the data wavks time they had been receiving
Families First payments. In Waves 3 and 5, a diidatger percentage (35.5% and 36.5%) had
been receiving assistance for 12 months or lessebpondents were dispersed fairly evenly

between the categories of less than 12 monthgy 33 tmonths, and 36 months or more. In
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Wave 8, the largest percentage of respondents¥®3ad been receiving assistance for 36
months or more, and in Wave 11, more (44.9%) hath pbeceiving benefits for less than 12
months.

| found no significant demographic differences begwthe TA and non-TA groups,
other than marital status in two waves. Chi-sqaaaysis indicated that there was a correlation
between utilization of transportation assistanak raarital status in Waves 3 and 8, significant at
the .01 level. In these two waves, unmarried redpots were significantly more likely to
receive transportation assistance than those whe mvarried. It is somewhat surprising that this
was not a significant factor in all four data wavas married respondents are more likely to have
some family assistance with transportation to aachfwork. Otherwise, the TA and non-TA
groups were similar in reference to the selectedadgaphic characteristics.

Family size.Family size was determined by responses to theiqunesf how many
children lived in the respondent’s home, not caumfoster children (Appendix A, Table Al).
The numbers were collapsed into three categorresoo two children, three or four children,
and five or more children. In terms of the numbkecholdren in the family, there was little
difference between the two groups. In Waves 3n8,X, slightly over 50% of the families in
both the TA and non-TA groups had two or fewerdi@h. In Wave 8, just under 50% of
respondents in both groups had one or two children.

In Wave 3 and 5, less than 10% of the familiegtimee the TA or non-TA group had five
or more children. For Waves 8 and 11, those whodtdeceive subsidies were slightly more

likely to have large families; in Wave 8, 9.4% bétsubsidy group and 11.2% of the non-
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Table 6
Number of Children of Respondents with Transpartefissistance

Wave 1-2 3-4 5 or more Total Chi-square p-value
325 176 43
3 30.296 31.2% 29.9% 544 15 .92
5 285 163 47
35.8% 31.7% 36.2% 495 2.56 27
8 164 145 32
31.7% 34% 28.6% 341 1.32 .51
11 189 124 35
50% 50.2% 48.6% 348 .05 97

#Percentage of respondents with 1-2 children wheivedransportation assistance
*p = <.05. **p =<.01.

subsidy group had five or more children; in Wave 1. 1% of the subsidy group and 10.6% of
the non-subsidy group lived in families with fiveraore children. There was no significant
difference between the two groups in terms of |dageily size in any of the data waves (Table
6). Table 6 and subsequent demographic tablestréatar for those who answered “yes” to
receiving transportation or childcare assistance.

Marital status. The majority of respondents across all waves wereauried, regardless
of their status with transportation assistancee ftio of unmarried to married respondents was
fairly constant across waves, and the percentageaafied and unmarried respondents in both
subsidy and non-subsidy groups was quite similgp@hdix A, Table A2). Waves 3 and 8
showed the largest difference between unmarrigebretents; 87.3% of those with
transportation subsidies in Wave 3 were unmaridule 80.8% of respondents not receiving

subsidies were unmarried. In Wave 8, 88.9% of thae subsidies were unmarried and 81%
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Marital Status of Respondents with Transportati@sigtance
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Wave Married Unmarried Total Chi-square p-value
69 475

3 22.596 32.2% 544 11.18 .00**

5 85 408
35.1% 34.2% 493 .07 .78

8 38 303 341 10.41 .00**
21.8% 34.4%

11 51 54
14.7% 15.5% 105 .09 .76

@Percentage of married respondents who receivepiwatasion assistance

*p =<.05. *p =<.01.

without subsidies were unmarried. Chi-square amalgvealed correlations significant at the
.01 level between marital status and usage of pi@atetion assistance in these two waves (Table
7). In Waves 5 and 8, there was very little diffexe between the two groups in terms of marital
status.

Highest grade level completedCategories for grade levels were collapsed inteethr
categories: did not complete high school; certiaaf completion, diploma, or GED; and post-
high school coursework. The post-high school warkeced all types of higher education, from
vocational training to graduate work. Respondergrevasked to report the highest grade level
they had completed.

Across all four waves, those who were receivingsglibs for transportation were
somewhat less likely to have a high school educabat there were no significant differences in

the percentages of those with a high school edutaitween subsidy and non-subsidy groups
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Table 8
Educational Level of Respondents with Transpontefissistance

Wave Did not Certificate ~ Some post- Total Chi-square p-value
Complete Diploma, High School
High School GED Education

232 174 137
3 31.496 27.5% 33.6% 543 4.81 .09

5 207 162 125
32.9% 33.8% 38.1% 494 2.56 27

8 150 102 89
33.9% 27.7% 36.2% 341 5.76 .05

11 139 114 95
52.9% 46.5% 50.3% 348 2.03 .36

#Percentage of respondents not completing highadetiao receive transportation assistance
*p = <.05. *p =<.01.

in any of the data waves (Table 8). With the exicepof the non-subsidy group in Wave 11, the
largest percentage of respondents in a single gedlinto the “did not complete high school”
category, regardless of wave or status of tranaport assistance (Appendix A, Table A3). The
non-subsidy group in Wave 11 was the only grouprestige largest percentage of respondents
fell into the “completed high school” category.

It is interesting to note that the groups who wexeiving transportation subsidies had a
higher percentage of respondents with some educhégond high school in all four data waves.
Percentages of respondents with some post-higlokedacation or training were, in order with
transportation group noted first: 25.2% and 21.9%3% and 21.5%, 26.1% and 22%, and
27.3% and 26.9%.

When these percentages are combined with thoseeplooted having a high school
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diploma or equivalent, a different perspective daaation level emerges—over half of the
respondents in both groups have achieved the @euitvof a high school diploma or beyond.

Grade level of oldest child Grade level of the oldest child provides severgl xieces of
information: it gives a sense of the age of chitddrea family, it helps determine the level of
parental attention and care that is required otthielren, and is an indicator of whether
transportation is essential for ferrying childrerchildcare or school. Childcare assistance
through Families First is provided only for childrander the age of 13, with some exceptions
for special situations. Responses have been celliaipsm individual grade levels into the
following categories: too young for school; presahar kindergarten; elementary school, and
junior high or above. Frequencies for childrenunipr high school or above were collapsed into
a single category, as children in these age grbape more options for getting to and from
school and are less likely to require the supesaisiecessary to make sure a younger child gets
to school and back home safely. It is expectedfdratlies with younger children will have more
challenges in finding and maintaining employmernrd ttuthe level of care required, both by
parents and by caretakers.

Less the 2% of the families had a child who wasytoung for school, regardless of their
status with transportation support (Appendix A, [€ad4). This was consistent across all four
data waves. The majority of respondents in botlirdresportation assistance and non-assistance
groups had children in elementary school or abdtere were no statistically significant
differences in age of the youngest child betweemilfes who received transportation assistance

and those who did not (Table 9).
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Table 9
Grade Level of Oldest Child of Respondents witm3partation Assistance

Wave Too Preschool or Elementary Jr. High Total Chi- p-value
Young for Kindergarten School or Above square
School
3 3 43 202 182
7596 30.1% 30.1% 32.2% 430 4.27 .23
5 1 56 197 165
11.1% 36.4% 33.9% 32.9% 419 2.68 44
8 4 29 155 143
66.7% 35.8% 33.8% 30.4% 331 4.88 18
11 3 5 127 147
100% 27.8% 52.7% 51.0% 282 7.03 .07

aPe_rcentage of respondents with a child too yoongdhool who receive transportation
assistance
*p =<.05. *p =<.01.

Time on Families First assistanceCategories for the amount of time a family had
received Families First payments (cash benefitspgesed to subsidies or vouchers for
employment support) were collapsed to three leVe$s than 12 months, 12 to 35 months, and
36 months or more. The largest percentage of rekgmds in the non-transportation groups had
been receiving Families First benefits for lessitbae year (Appendix A, Table A5). This was
also true for respondents who were receiving trartapon supplements in Waves 8 and 11, but
in Wave 3 the largest group of respondents withspartation assistance had been receiving

Families First benefits for 12 to 35 months antMave 5, the largest percentage of these

respondents (37.1%) had been receiving Familiest payments for 36 months or more.
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Table 10
Time on Families First for Respondents with Tramsgimn Assistance

Wave Lessthan 12  12-35 36 months Total Chi-square p-value
months months or more
144 164 139
3 30.39%6 35.1% 35% 447 3.20 .20
143 121 146
5 34.0% 34.6% 37.1% 410 .90 .63
158 67 98
8 32.4% 31.9% 32.9% 323 .05 97
11 127 75 59
49.4% 54.3% 57.3% 261 2.11 .34

@Percentage of respondents on Families First kess12 months who receive transportation
assistance
*p = <.05. **p =<.01.

In summary, respondents who received transportatipport were slightly more likely
to have been receiving cash assistance from Fanfilist for longer periods of time than those
who were not receiving these subsidies. There sigreficant correlations between utilization
of transportation assistance and marital statWgames 3 and 8, where there were larger
percentages of unmarried respondents (Table Her@tan that, there do not appear to be any
striking demographic differences between familiég®weceive transportation supports and those

who do not. The next section will summarize theiltssof crosstab analysis for transportation

support and variables that address economic skitisacy.

Use of Transportation Support and Self-Sufficiency

Income is the simplest and most common method udigg self-sufficiency, and the
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best way to assure an adequate, stable incomeoiggth full-time employment in a stable job
with adequate pay. In order to determine how wathHes First recipients are moving toward
self-sufficiency, it is important to assess whettienot they have the type of employment that is
necessary to assure economic well-being. Doesptoatagion support contribute to the

likelihood of obtaining and maintaining jobs thead to self-sufficiency? Results of data
analysis indicate that it does not significantlypnove one’s chances of attaining self-
sufficiency.

In addition to rank on the WTWB scale, which assssadequate income, employment
status and job quality were explored for differenbetween respondents who were on and off
transportation support. Chi-square analysis wasdwcted to determine whether there is a
correlation between the utilization of transpodatsupport and these variables. A significance
level of .05 was used for all statistical tests.

Employment status.There were two indicators for employment statusetivér or not
respondents were employed, and whether they werldvgopart-time or full-time.

Employed or not. Respondents were likely to be unemployed, whethaobthey
received transportation subsidies (Appendix C, @&il). In Waves 3 and 8, chi-square analysis
indicated a correlation between transportation stpgmnd employment, significant at the .05
level. In these two groups, a higher percentagbhage who received assistance reported that
they were employed: 34% of those receiving trartsgion assistance in Wave 3 were employed,

as opposed to 28.9% of those who did not receiivi¢h transportation costs. In
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Table 11
Relationship between Transportation AssistanceEmgloyment

Significant Relationship N Chi-square p-value
Wave 3 Yes 1,781 4.57 0.03*
Wave 5 No 1,439 1.60 0.20
Wave 8 Yes 1,056 4.01 0.04*
Wave 11 No 697 0.32 0.56

*p=<.05. *p= <.0L.

Wave 8, 35.2% of those receiving assistance wepamed compared to 29.1% of those who
did not receive transportation assistance. In Wavasd 11, a larger percentage of respondents
who did not receive assistance reported that therg wmployed, and there was no significant
correlation between the two variables in these dsuiable 11 summarizes the results of chi-
square analysis on transportation assistance aptbgment.

Full- or part-time employment. The sample for this analysis consists only of those
respondents who indicated they were working. Thpntg of respondents in all waves who
received transportation assistance reported tegthbld part-time jobs (Appendix C, Table C2).
Slightly more of the non-TA respondents in Wave&ewvorking part-time, while 50% of those
not receiving assistance in Wave 11 worked pargtiim Waves 5 and 8, over half of the
respondents who were not receiving transportatsistance were working at full-time jobs.

In Waves 5 and 11, chi-square analysis indicatadraficant correlation between transportation
assistance and full- or part-time employment, asvshin Table 12. Chi-square results for two

waves, 3 and 8, were not significant.
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Table 12
Relationship between Transportation AssistancefanldTime Employment

Significant Relationship N Chi-square p-value
Wave 3 No 543 1.82 A7
Wave 5 Yes 390 4.52 .03*
Wave 8 No 328 3.44 .06
Wave 11 Yes 340 4.04 .04*

*p=<.05. *p= <.01.

Job Quality. There were two indicators for job quality: promaiscand job benefits. Job benefits
include sick leave, paid holidays, retirement bi#seénd health insurance.

Promotions. Respondents who were employed in jobs where prometvere available
were asked if they had received a promotion at wbhle percentage of respondents who worked
in jobs where promotions were available was sinfdaiboth those with and without
transportation assistance, but few in either gitwagh received promotions (Appendix C, Table
C3). Chi-square results for all four waves, showitable 13, were above the .05 level of
significance. Based on this analysis, there isigiificant relationship between the utilization of
transportation assistance and promotions at work.

Sick Leave Benefits. Sick leave benefits were assessed by calculdtmgamber of
employed participants who responded with “paid $&elve or paid sick days” when presented
with a list of possible employment benefits. Thegarity of respondents in both the TA and non-
TA group reported that they did not have sick leb@pefits through their employer. However,
with the exception of Wave 5, a higher percentdgespondents who did have transportation

assistance received sick days at work (Appendikable C4). Chi-square results for all four
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waves were above the .05 level of significance @ aB), indicating no relationship between
transportation assistance and receipt of sick |bavefits.

Paid Holidays. The number of respondents who received paid hdigas calculated
by the number of employed participants who respdndéh “paid holidays” when presented
with a list of possible employment benefits. Petagas of respondents who earned paid
holidays are similar for both groups, with the nm&yoof respondents in both group reporting
that they do not receive paid holidays (Appendix@ple C5). Chi-square results showed no
statistically significant correlations for any betdata waves under analysis, indicating that there
is no relationship between transportation assistamcl having a job that provides paid holidays
(Table 13).

Retirement Benefits. The number of respondents who received retiremenefits was
determined by employed survey participants whoardpd with “retirement/pension” when
presented with a list of possible employment beseResults for retirement benefits are similar
to those for sick leave and holidays; the majasityespondents are not eligible for these benefits
regardless of whether they receive transportatssstance (Appendix C, Table C6). Chi-square
results failed to meet the .05 level of significarior all waves, indicating no correlation
between transportation assistance and retiremewfite(Table 13).

Health Insurance. Contingency tables for the variable “health inseeinwere

constructed based on responses of “health insufanself” when employed participants were
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Relationship between Transportation AssistanceJadQuality Variables
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Significant Relationship

N

Chi-square p-value

Wave 3

Promotion No 320 .00 .98
Sick Leave No 542 .26 .60
Paid Holidays No 543 .00 .97
Retirement No 543 1.24 .26
Health Insurance No 543 .67 41
Wave 5

Promotion No 221 14 .70
Sick Leave No 390 1.42 .23
Paid Holidays No 390 .80 .37
Retirement No 328 1.07 .30
Health Insurance No 390 .89 .34
Wave 8

Promotion No 189 .00 .95
Sick Leave No 328 .06 .79
Paid Holidays No 328 .02 .86
Retirement No 328 .08 .76
Health Insurance No 328 .18 .67
Wave 11

Promotion No 211 1.00 .60
Sick Leave No 340 .05 .81
Paid Holidays No 340 .00 .96
Retirement No 340 .56 45
Health Insurance No 340 .00 .94

*p=<.05. *p= <.0L.
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Table C7). As with the other job benefits, chi-sguanalysis showed no significant correlation
between the benefit and transportation assistanary of the data waves analyzed (Table 13).

Economic Well-Being.Income data from employed respondents was convertecd
scaled variable based on the levels of economitlveshg indicated on the WTWB continuum.
Families designated as “In Crisis” are below thegsty line and dependent upon public
assistance. Those classified as “At Risk” are atbmve the poverty line, but still dependent
upon other forms of assistance. A family designatetiSafe” is at 150% of poverty line and
may still need some assistance, but is moving tdwalf-sufficiency. Only families who are in
the “Thriving” category are considered self-sufiai; they have an income at or above 200% of
poverty level, which is generally assumed adeqtmpeovide a reasonably comfortable standard
of living.

As the survey did not ask directly for the numbigpeople in a family, it is impossible to
determine exact WTWB levels for individual familgits. Since the majority of respondents in
this survey indicated that they were a single pangth two or fewer children, the WTWB
guidelines for a family of three were used. Wil does not provide an exact picture of each
family’s standing as to self-sufficiency, it proesla reasonably accurate representation of most
of the working families in the data set and satsose conservative standard than guidelines for a
family of four, which is the standard example. Bhsa the comparison of well-being levels for

a family of three, most of the families who respetdo the survey are still in crisis and
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dependent upon public assistance for their bagdseOnly respondents who were working
were included in this analysis.

For those on and off transportation assistand®#ane 3 = 519), almost 90% were in
the in-crisis category, with 89.3% of those withrnsportation assistance reporting income levels
below the poverty line, and 88.3% of those whorditireceive transportation assistance
responding with incomes below poverty level (App&r@, Table C8). In Wave 9\(= 373), the
percentages of families in crisis were 93.9% an@%2or the transportation group and non-
transportation group, respectively. The percergagdéamilies in crisis in Wave 8 (N=312) were
86.4% for those with transportation assistance&h8% of those who were not receiving
assistance with transportation needs. In WaveNEB32), 84.6% of those with transportation
subsidies and 84.7% of those without fell intoithverisis category on the WTWB scale.

While not all respondents remained in deep povedyy few had reached a level of self-
sufficiency that indicates economic health. Of ¢éngployed respondents who were not in crisis
in Wave 3, 7.9% with TA and 8.2% of those withodt Were in the at-risk category; 1.7% of
those with TA and 1.5% of those without TA were sidered safe. Only 1.1% of respondents
with TA and 2.1% of those without TA were consiakte be thriving.

In Wave 5, 4.3% of those with TA were still at riglompared to 10.9% of those who did
not receive transportation assistance. None olvtir&ing respondents in Wave 5 who had TA
were considered to be in the safe category; 3.9%asfe without TA were at a level of
economic independence considered safe. Only 1. a%ecfTA group and 2.3% of the non-TA

group were thriving.
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Table 14
Relationship between Transportation Assistancekswhomic Well-Being

Significant Relationship N t-score p-value
Wave 3 No 519 -5.58 .57
Wave 5 Yes 373 -2.80 .00**
Wave 8 No 312 -1.77 .07
Wave 11 No 332 43 .66

*p=<.05. *p=<.01.

In Wave 8, 10.2% of those with TA were still akrisompared with 9.3% of the non-TA
group. 2.5% of the TA group and 3.6% of the nongrdup were in the safe category on the
WTWB continuum, while .8% of those with TA and 4.@¥those without TA had reached a
level of income which indicated that they were seifficient. In Wave 11, 9.9% of the TA
group was at risk and 11.2% of those without TAenierthe at-risk category, while only 2.5%
of those with TA had reached an income level carsid safe. Of those respondents not
receiving TA, 2.4% were in the safe income categOmnly 3.1% of the TA group and 1.8% of
the non-TA group were considered to be thriving.

Along with frequency tables, independent sampltsteere conducted on each wave of
data to test H1: that transportation support heigraficant positive impact on self-sufficiency.
In the Wave 3 sample, there was no significaned#fice between respondents who received TA
(M=1.14, SD=.47) and those who did not (M=1.17, SH35. In the sample for Wave 5,
respondents receiving TA (M=1.05, SD =.43) hadveelomean score than those who did not
receive TA (M=1.25, SD=.63). Among respondents iaWd/8, there was no significant
difference between the TA group (M =1.17, SD =) &bd the non-TA group (M = 1.30, SD =

.75). In Wave 11t-tests again indicated no significant differenceneen urban respondents
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who received transportation support (M = 1.24, SB4) and those who did not (M = 1.21, SD
Table 8= .56). The independent sampsst results, shown in Table 14, indicated a ficamt
correlation only in Wave 5. In this wave, there aasl1% difference between the TA and non-
TA groups who were at the in-crisis level; resportdevho were not receiving transportation
assistance were less likely to be at this leveahenWTWB continuum. Since this is the only
wave where there is so much discrepancy betweegrtiups, it is possible that transportation
assistance was directed more toward those in idia@dial straits during the Wave 5 time period.
It could, however, just reflect some unknown diéfiece between the two groups in this data

wave.

Summary

First, potentially relevant demographic variablesAeen the TA and non-TA groups
were compared for control purposes. There wereramaltic demographic differences between
families who received transportation support armdéwho did not. It was expected, however,
that participants in the transportation assistgmmogram would be more likely to have full-time
employment at jobs with benefits than those whordilreceive assistance with transportation.
Analysis of the data did not support this premis®,was the hypothesis supported that those
with transportation assistance were more likelpgoome self-sufficient.

While a larger percentage of the group receiviaggsportation assistance reported that
they were employed in two of the data waves andifségnt correlations between employment
and transportation assistance were indicated isethwo data waves (Table 11), respondents

with transportation assistance were also lessylitehave full-time employment than their peers
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who were not receiving subsidies for transportatidns was consistent across all four data
waves (Appendix C, Table C2).

Chi-square statistics were significant for a relaship between type of employment (full
or part-time) and transportation support in twaadaaves (Table 12). We can say that Families
First participants who received transportationsdasice were more likely to be working and
were more likely to be working part-time. The f#wat results were significant in the two waves
where a higher percentage of those with transpontaissistance were employed, but not in the
two waves where those without transportation estst were more likely to be employed seems
to indicate that transportation support increasedikelihood of employment. It is notable that
those who were employed were more likely to be waykn part-time rather than full-time jobs,
since those who work part-time are less likelye@arbpermanent, stable jobs that provide an
income adequate to support a family without asststa

There was no evidence to support the idea thabnelgmts who received transportation
supports were more likely to have good job benefiterere more likely to receive a promotion
at work. The percentage of respondents with tranapon assistance who received promotions
was not markedly different from those without tqamgation assistance who had been promoted
at work. There were also no distinctive differenbesveen TA recipients and non-recipients in
terms of employment that offered benefits of sekvie, paid holidays, retirement, and health
insurance. Chi-square analysis revealed no sigmficorrelations between the utilization of
transportation assistance and job benefits or ptiom®in any of the data waves. It appears that

providing transportation subsidies to Families tHiegipients did not improve their chances of
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obtaining full-time jobs with benefits, or that #ewith transportation assistance were more
likely to advance in the workplace.

Results did not indicate that the presence of prartation supports contributes to
economic well-being. The majority of survey pdpants were below the poverty level and on
the lowest rung of the well-being ladder, regarsliefsthe status of transportation assistance.
T-test statistics were significant in only one dateve, and the significant correlation between
the two variables in Wave 5 may be due to otheofawr characteristics of the respondents in
that wave (Table 14). Had there been a signifidéfgrence between means in all four waves,
there would be a much stronger argument for theaay of transportation subsidies in
facilitating economic well-being. Analysis of thatd does not support the hypothesis that
utilization of transportation assistance improvep®yment status, job quality, or economic

well-being for the respondents in this study.

Childcare Supports and Financial Self-Sufficiency

Analysis for the hypothesis that receipt of chélidesupport improves the likelihood that
TANF patrticipants will become economically selfftient proceeded in the same way as that
for H1, using childcare support rather than trantgion support as the independent variable.
The first step in exploring the possibility thaildbare supports enhance the ability of families to
become self-sufficient was to compare demogragdietaeen families who did and did not

receive childcare subsidies to determine if theeer@levant differences in family size, marital
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status, level of education, grade level of oldédtic or time on public assistance between the
two groups (Appendix B).

The majority of respondents with children undex dige of 13 who required care were
receiving or had received childcare assistanceugird-amilies First. In Wave 3, 488
respondents were in the childcare assistance gnod®4 had other resources for childcare. In
Wave 5, there were 317 participants in the child@amsistance group and 54 in the non-childcare
assistance group. For Wave 8, the numbers wera2887, respectively. In Wave 11, 273 were

receiving or had recently received childcare aasist, while 22 had not.

Demographic Differences and Use of Childcare Assestice

Frequency tables were constructed with the follgwiariables: number of children in
household (excluding foster children), marital s$athighest grade level completed for the
respondent, grade level for the oldest child, &mdjih of time on Families First assistance (FF).
Respondents were designated as having receivattatel assistance (CA) or not having
assistance (non-CA), and the two groups compareanfp notable differences. In all four data
waves, the majority of families were receiving doére assistance from Families First; it
appears that regardless of the length of time litsriedve been received, those who are working

or engaged in work activities are likely to recetygldcare assistance.
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Table 15
Number of Children of Respondents with Childcareigkance
Wave 1-2 3-4 5 or more Total Chi-square p-value
258 176 54
3 87.59% 87.6% 96.9% 488 3.91 14
159 125 33
5 84.6% 87.4% 82.5% 317 .83 .65
88 117 33
8 81.5% 90.0% 89.2% 238 3.93 14
11 143 103 27
88.8% 96.3% 100.0% 273 7.55 .02*

#Percentage of respondents with one or two childien receive childcare assistance
*p =<.05. *p =<.01.

Family Size. Two children or less was the most common configomafior families in
both Families First childcare and the non-childgn@ips (Appendix B, Table B1). In three of
the data waves, a greater percentage of famili@swéte receiving childcare assistance had
families of five or more children. In Wave 5, 10.4%CA had five or more children, while 13%
of those whose childcare was not subsidized hae l@milies with children of five or more. In
Wave 11, all families with five or more childrercezved CA; none of the families in the non-
CA group had 5 or more children (Table 15).

Marital Status. There were no significant differences in maritakss between recipients
and non-recipients of childcare assistance (Ta®)eQver 80% of the respondents in both
groups were single parents, consistent acrossw@lldata waves. Regardless of their status
related to childcare, respondents in all data waxere likely to be unmarried (Appendix B,

Table B2).
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Marital Status of Respondents with Childcare Aasise
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Wave Married Unmarried Total Chi-square p-value
52 436
3 83.996 89.0% 488 1.40 .23
5 42 274
82.4% 85.9% 316 44 .50
8 31 207
86.1% 86.6% 238 .00 .93
11 23 250
88.5% 92.9% 273 .68 40

@Percentage of married respondents who receivdazid assistance
*p = <.05. **p =<.01.

Highest Grade Level CompletedChi-square analysis showed no significant diffeesnc
in educational levels between those who receivédadre assistance and those who did not
(Table 17). In all four data waves, a higher petaga of respondents who did not complete high
school were in the childcare assistance groupithéime non-childcare group. In the first two
data waves, respondents who did not complete lulgbad constituted the largest groups among
those who received childcare assistance. The ddnehtevel seemed to improve over time,
with a smaller percentage of respondents in thegf@Aps reporting that they had not completed
high school or the equivalent in each successit@wave. Again, when the categories of
“completed high school” and “some post-high sch@w& combined, the majority of respondents

in both the childcare and non-childcare groups deted the equivalent of a high school
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Table 17
Educational Level of Respondents with ChildcarasAasce

Wave Did not Certificate ~ Some post- Total Chi-square p-value
Complete Diploma, High School
High School GED Education

172 170 146

3 89.696 88.1% 87.4% 488 43 .80
106 107 104

5 87.6% 89.2% 80.6% 317 4.24 A2
77 82 79

8 92.8% 85.4% 82.3% 238 4.36 A1
67 101 105

11 93.1% 93.5% 91.3% 273 43 .80

#Percentage of respondents not completing highadetioo receive childcare assistance
*p = <.05. **p =<.01.

diploma; many had gone beyond the high school landlcompleted some college or vocational
coursework (Appendix B, Table B3).

Grade Level of Oldest Child.There were significant differences between thedchite
and non-childcare groups in terms of the gradd lefviheir oldest child only in Wave 3 (Table
18). In this wave, significantly more families regeg childcare assistance had an oldest child in
junior high or above (20.8%) than did the famil@so were not receiving childcare assistance
(2.7%). Generally, children of this age would netdtigible for childcare subsidies through
Families First unless there were specific physioéllectual, or social issues affecting the

child’s ability to care for him or herself.
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Table 18
Grade Level of Oldest Child of Respondents withdchre Assistance

Wave Too Preschool or Elementary Jr. High Total Chi- p-value
Young for Kindergarten School or Above square
School

2 53 207 69

3 10096 85.5% 88.5% 98.6% 331 7.91 .04*
4 52 143 45

5 100% 91.2% 86.1% 81.8% 244 2.77 42
2 32 139 57

8 100% 94.1% 85.8% 85.1% 230 2.20 .53
2 9 117 59

11 100% 100% 93.6% 96.7% 187 1.45 .69

aPe_rcentage of respondents whose children argéomg for school who receive childcare
assistance

*p =<.05. *p =<.01.

Very few respondents in the childcare assistancephad an oldest child too young to attend
preschool; none of the respondents in the non-@Aps reported having a child too young to be
in school (Appendix B, Table B4). Across all falata waves, the largest percentage of parents
in both groups had their oldest child in elementatyool.

Time On Families First. Unlike the families receiving transportation sagpwho were
more likely to have been on Families First assitdor longer periods of time than those
without TA, families who were receiving childcangbsidies were somewhat less likely have
been on the welfare rolls for more than one yeg@p@hdix B, Table B5). However, a significant

correlation was found between utilization of chdde assistance and length of time on Families
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Table 19
Time on Families First for Respondents with ChilécAssistance
Wave Lessthan 12  12-35 36 months Total Chi-square p-value
months months or more
143 107 89
3 94.196 84.3% 91.8% 339 7.90 .01*
99 64 66
5 90.8% 85.3% 93.0% 229 25 .28
136 54 45
8 93.2% 84.4% 72.6% 235 15.95 .00**
11 96 49 34
99.0% 96.1% 97.1% 179 1.39 49

®Percentage of respondents on Families First kes8s12 months who receive childcare
assistance
*p = <.05. **p =<.01.
First in only one data wave (Table 19). This doasnecessarily mean that childcare assistance
contributes to economic well-being more than doassportation support; it may be a function
of the program’s structure or the fact that farsileho need transportation support differ in other
ways from those who need help with childcare.
Summary

While there were some statistically significarftetences between the two groups in
relation to number of children in Wave 11, in riatto the age of the oldest child in Wave 3,
and in the length of time on Families First in WaBeand 8, there were no statistically
difference demographic differences that were comsisacross all data waves. In data Waves 3
and 8, the majority of recipients who receivedatalre assistance had been receiving Families

First assistance for less than one year. AmongetiM® were not receiving assistance, the
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largest percentage of respondents in Wave 3 hadreeeiving assistance for between 12 and 35
months, while those not receiving childcare asst#an Wave 8 had been on Families First
assistance for three years or longer. Howeves,ishalso true for Waves 5 and 11, where no

significant correlations were found.

Use of Childcare Support and Self-Sufficiency

The same variables were employed to explore whétleee is a correlation between the
utilization of childcare assistance and financef-sufficiency. Once again, | will begin with
crosstab analysis of childcare assistance andntipbogment variables that contribute to
economic well-being.

Employment Status.The indicators for employment status are whetherodione is
employed, and whether one is working part-timeutirtfime.

Employed or Not. In Waves 3 and 5, at least half of the respondeartsth groups were

employed, regardless of whether they received chikelsubsidies, and with the exception of

Table 20
Relationship between Childcare Assistance and Eynpdat

Significant Relationship N Chi-square p-value
Wave 3 No 552 1.90 .16
Wave 5 No 371 2.88 .08
Wave 8 Yes 275 5.70 .01~
Wave 11 Yes 295 5.03 .02*

*p = <.05. **p = <.01.
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Wave 11, there was a higher percentage of emplmsgbndents among those who were
in the non-subsidy groups (Appendix D, Table DI)i-€quare results indicated a significant
correlation between the use of childcare suppeortiseanployment for Waves 8 and 11. Results
of chi-square analysis for all four waves are shawhable 20.

Full or Part-Time Employment. In Wave 3, 50.6% of respondents who received
childcare subsidies were working full-time, comphvath 44.7% of those in the non-subsidy
group. (Appendix D, Table D2). In Waves 5, 8, dddrespondents who were not receiving
childcare assistance were more likely to be worlkidlg time. Chi-square results for the four
waves are shown in Appendix D, Table D2. None efdhi-square results were significant at the
alpha level of .05, indicating no correlation betweshildcare assistance and full-time
employment.

Job Quality. Opportunities for advancement, measured by reo¢iptomotion, and
availability of job benefits were indicators of jgoality. Results of chi-square analysis for the
variables related to job quality are discussedwelnd summarized in Table 21.

Promotions. Of the respondents who worked in jobs where proonastivere available,
few respondents in either group had been prom@pdgndix D, Table D3). Cell counts were
not adequate to perform chi-square analysis for&\Baand 5, as so few respondents had been

offered promotions. Chi-square results for Wavesi® 11 indicated no significant
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Significant
Relationship N Chi-square p-value

Wave 3

Promotion
Sick Leave No 283 .67 41
Paid Holidays No 283 .52 46
Retirement No 283 1.10 .29
Health Insurance No 283 1.84 A7
Wave 5

Promotion
Sick Leave No 194 1.32 .25
Paid Holidays No 194 2.23 A3
Retirement Yes 194 5.44 .02*
Health Insurance No 194 1.64 .20
Wave 8

Promotion No 123 1.06 .30
Sick Leave No 183 1.23 .26
Paid Holidays No 183 .16 .20
Retirement No 183 1.33 .24
Health Insurance Yes 183 4.03 .04*
Wave 11

Promotion No 140 .06 .96
Sick Leave Yes 220 4.47 .03*
Paid Holidays Yes 220 4.36 .03*
Retirement No 220 2.83 .09
Health Insurance No 220 3.17 .07

*p = <.05. **p = <.01.
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correlation between the utilization of childcarsiatance and the likelihood of receiving a
promotion.

Sick Leave Benefits. The majority of respondents in both the CA and @@ngroups
were ineligible for sick leave benefits throughittenployer (Appendix D, Table D4).
Respondents who did receive sick leave were mkeéylio be in the non-CA groups. With the
exception of results for Wave 11, chi-square anglyslicated no correlation between the
provision of sick leave benefits and receipt olditare assistance. Results are shown in Table
21.

Paid Holiday Benefits. Across all four data waves, those who were notivete
childcare assistance more likely to have paid lagkdhrough their employer (Appendix D,
Table D5). Results were significant at the .05 alfg@vel only for Wave 11, with gvalue of
.03. Chi-square results are illustrated in Table 21

Retirement Benefits. Across all four waves, a higher percentage of nedpots without
childcare subsidies had access to retirement gptltan did those with assistance for childcare
(Appendix D, Table D6). However, chi-square analysdicated a significant correlation
between childcare assistance and retirement bsrogfly in Wave 5. Chi-square results for
Waves 3, 8, and 11 showed no correlation betwesdhcalne assistance and retirement benefits;
results of chi-square analysis for childcare agsis¢ and retirement benefits are shown in Table
21.

Health Care Benefits. For all four waves, respondents who were not reegighildcare

assistance were more likely to report that theyevedigible for healthcare benefits through their
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employment (Appendix D, Table D7). Results of shuare analysis for childcare assistance
and healthcare benefits are shown in Table 2MWadne 8, chi-square analysis indicated a
correlation between childcare assistance and thagion of healthcare benefits. Chi-square
results for Waves 3, 5, and 11 produced no sigmficorrelations, indicating no relationship
between childcare assistance and having healthearefits through one’s employment.

Economic Well-Being Regardless of the availability of childcare assise, most of the
families remain below the poverty level and in-srien the WTWB continuum (Appendix D,
Table D8). Whether or not families in WaveNB£ 277) were receiving assistance with childcare
needs, over 80% were in the in-crisis category3®3of those with childcare assistance reported
income levels below the poverty line, and 86.5%hose who did not receive childcare
assistance reported incomes below poverty levédwe 5 N = 186), the percentages of
families in crisis were 81.7% (CA) and 66.7% (noA)C The percentages of families in crisis in
Wave 8 (N=178) were 77.2% for those with childcsubsidies and 69% for those who were not
receiving assistance with childcare. In Wave N2Z415), 74.6% of those with childcare supports
and 60% of those without were in crisis based erlWTWB continuum.

A few families did report more positive outcomegerms of economic well-being;
however, a higher percentage of respondents whe thering had not participated in childcare
assistance programs. It should be noted that sam@ee fairly small, and that the percentages
noted below may be based upon less than 10 respisndeany particular category. In Wave 3,
less than 1% of families with childcare assistamag reached the thriving stage on the WTWB

scale; 2.7% of families without childcare assiseanere thriving. While 2% of the families with
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childcare assistance in Wave 5 were thriving, 9df%ose who had not recently participated in
childcare assistance were at this economic lemalVave 8, .7% of the CA group were thriving;
13.8% of the non-CA group were in this categoryWave 11, 3.9% of the CA group had
obtained economic self-sufficiency, while 10% o thon-CA group were in this category.
Independent samptetests were conducted on each wave of data tditagttilization of
childcare assistance has a significant positiveaichpn self-sufficiency.

Based on the independent samples test, thereavsigmficant difference in any of the
four data waves in well-being between participavi® received subsidies for childcare and
those who did not (Appendix D, Table D9). In thaW¥ 3 sample, the difference between those
receiving CA (M = 1.20, SD = .51) and those who hatreceived it (M = 1.21, SD = .62) was
negligible, as they were in Wave 5, where meanesctar the CA group were (M = 1.24, SD =
.59) and (M = 1.54, SD = .93) for the non-CA group.Wave 8, the results were M =1.27, SD =
.55 for the CA group and M = 1.65, SD = 1.11 fa tlon-CA group. In the Wave 11 sample,
the CA group (M =1.38, SD =.73) and the non-CAugr (M = 1.80, SD = 1.13) were not
significantly different.

Summary

In the first three data waves, more respondentisamon-childcare assistance group were
employed than those in the group receiving child@asistance, but chi-square analysis
indicated a significant correlation between chil@gcassistance and employment in only two
waves (Table 20). A larger percentage of parehis were not receiving childcare subsidies

reported that they were working full-time, but thevas no significant correlation between
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childcare subsidies and full-time employment. leslmot appear that providing childcare
assistance makes a significant difference in oaleikty to find and maintain jobs.

Even though respondents in the non-CA group mdenatported having received a
promotion at work, there were no statistically gigant relationships in any of the data waves.
And while respondents in the non-CA group were nliedy to have job benefits such as sick
leave, paid holidays, retirement, and health aasarance, there was no consistent relationship
between childcare assistance and these variablessagata waves. Chi-square statistics were
significant in Wave 11 for correlations betweendtare assistance and sick leave and holidays;
in Wave 5 for retirement; and in Wave 8 for healtsurance (Table 21). Again, if there were
significant correlations across data waves for ibligtionship, evidence supporting the
hypothesis would be stronger. However, it doesappear that childcare assistance plays a role
in facilitating job quality among TANF participants

There is no evidence that supports the hypothkatschildcare assistance improves the
likelihood that participants in TANF will becomea®mically self-sufficient. With or without
the provision of childcare subsidies, participantboth groups were predominantly at the lowest
level of the WTWB scale. Chi-square analysis rex@alo significant correlations between

childcare assistance and economic self-sufficiency.
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CHAPTER SIX

EMPLOYMENT SUPPORTS AND RURAL/ URBAN
FAMILIES FIRST PARTICIPANTS

Do urban participants who receive transportatioohildcare assistance secure better
jobs and fare better economically than do ruraligpants who receive transportation or
childcare assistance? In order to answer thistiquesurvey respondents were designated as
urban or rural residents, and data analysis cordum each group to determine whether urban
participants who utilized transportation or childeassistance were more likely to become self-

sufficient than rural participants who receivedsingervices. This chapter presents the results of

that data analysis.

Transportation Assistance and Financial Self-Suffiency
In Urban and Rural Participants

The ratio of urban to rural respondents in all fdata waves was consistent, with 80.3%
of respondents living in urban areas in Wave 33®&lof respondents living in urban areas of
Wave 5; 81.2% of respondents living in urban ared¥ave 8; and 80.1% of respondents living
in urban areas in Wave 11. Of those who respota#te question of whether or not they had
received transportation assistance within thedixsto nine months, 31.1% of the urban
respondent®=1,464)) and 28.7% of the rural respondehts 800) in Wave 3 indicated they

had received assistance. In Wave 5, 34.4% of ufidah,217) and 34.5% of rural respondents
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(N=200) had received transportation assistance.%38fairban respondents to this question in
Wave 8 = 909) and 27% of the rural sample (N=137) had TAWave 11, 52.1% of the

urban respondentdl£603) and 36.7% of the rural sampi={9) for this question indicated that
they had received transportation subsidies. Theepgages of urban and rural respondents who

received transportation assistance are shown uré& i,

505
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Figure 2 Percentages of urban and rural respondents/negeéransportation assistance.

To test whether transportation support has a sénoingpact on the ability of rural or
urban respondents to become economically selfeseiffi (H3), contingency tables were
constructed with the same variables as for H1 vafipondents grouped by status as urban or

rural residents.
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Table 22
Relationship between Receipt of TransportationsAasce and Employment by Urban/Rural Status
Significant Relationship N Chi-square p-value
Wave 3
Urban No 1,464 1.75 .18
Rural Yes 300 6.05 .01*
Wave 5
Urban Yes 1,217 5.29 .02*
Rural Yes 200 5.25 .02*
Wave 8
Urban Yes 909 477 .02*
Rural No 137 0.02 .87
Wave 11
Urban No 603 1.17 27
Rural No 79 3.14 .07

*p=<.05. ¥*p=<.01.

Employment Status.Employment status was analyzed using the indicators
employment and whether or not employment was éulpart-time.

Employed or Not. In Waves 3, 5, and 8, most respondents were ungexbloegardless
of geographic location or their status with trarrsgion assistance (Appendix E, Table E1).
Among those who were employed in Waves 3 and &leeh percentage of urban and rural
respondents who were receiving transportation @sgie were employed; this was also true for
rural workers in Waves 5 and 11.

Chi-square statistics reached significance atGbdevel for rural respondents in Wave 3
and Wave 5. Chi-square analysis also indicateatr@lation between transportation assistance
and employment for urban residents in Waves 5 aff@Ble 22 illustrates the results of chi-

square analysis on transportation assistance aptbgment for urban and rural residents.
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Full-Time or Part-Time Employment. Both urban and rural respondents in Wave 3 were
likely to be working part-time, whether or not thegeived transportation assistance (Appendix
E, Table E2). Other than that, there is no disddmpattern among urban and rural respondents,
or among those with and without transportationsagasce. Table E2 in Appendix E shows
results of chi-square analysis for the four dataesaThese results indicate that there is no
significant correlation between the utilizationtdnsportation assistance and full-time
employment for urban or rural dwellers in this stud

Job Quality. Job quality was tested by the indicators of proonsiand job benefits.
Summaries of the results of this analysis follow.

Promotions. Promotions were available to more urban respondbatsto those in rural
areas (Appendix E, Table E3), but there is no stescy between the receipt of promotions and
transportation assistance among the data waveissq@hre analysis was conducted for urban
and rural respondents (Table 23). None of thesdtsagached the alpha level of .05, indicating
that there is no significant correlation betwees ke of transportation assistance and the
likelihood of promotion for urban dwellers. Tabkes rural dwellers also showed no significant
correlations, but data for Waves 8 and 11 areeymbnted because the small sample sizes cast
doubt on the results for these tables.

The following section presents results of chi-squaralysis for urban and rural residents
based upon employee benefits: sick leave, paidiagdi, retirement benefits, and health
insurance. The sample size in each wave was the &arthese variables, indicating that those

employers who offered benefits provided a full deésgackage. The small number of
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respondents in the rural sample may be due tothenbmbers of these respondents who have
jobs with benefits.

Sick Leave Benefits. Neither urban and rural respondents were likelygaeceiving sick
leave benefits through their employer (AppendiXd &hle E4). Contingency tables were
constructed on urban and rural respondents to exploorrelation between transportation
assistance and employment that provided sick lbawefits. Chi-square analysis for the urban
group indicated no significant correlation betwésgse two variables. Even though the number
of rural respondents was small, cell counts weegjadte for analysis. None of the chi-square
results for the rural group were significant at éifyigha level of .05. Table 23 lists results of chi-
square analysis for the four data waves.

Paid Holidays. In Waves 3 and 8, a higher percentage of urbanlekseiho received
paid holidays were in the non-TA group, while al@gpercentage of rural respondents who had
paid holidays were receiving transportation assdAppendix E, Table E5). In Waves 5 and
11, the opposite was true: urban workers who reckpaid holidays were more likely to be
receiving transportation assistance and rural wsriéth this benefit were more likely to be in
the non-TA group. However, the difference betwdenurban TA and non-TA group was very
slight.

Chi-square analysis for the urban group revealesigraficant correlations between
transportation assistance and holiday benefitstdsutlts were significant for rural respondents
in Waves 3 and 5. In Wave 3, a larger percentagfeearural respondents with TA reported that

they had paid holidays; in Wave 5, a larger pergaf rural respondents with paid holidays



123

were not receiving TA. Table 23 summarizes theltesd chi-square analysis for transportation
assistance and paid holidays.

Retirement Benefits. A higher percentage of urban respondents receivigvere
eligible for retirement benefits in Waves 3, 8, did while rural respondents in the non-TA
groups were more likely to receive these bendiid@/aves 5, 8, and 11 (Appendix E, Table E6).
The results of chi-square analysis, shown in TaBlandicate that there is no significant
correlation between the utilization of transpodatassistance and retirement benefits for urban
dwellers in this study. Chi-square statistics wadrthe .05 level of significance for the rural
group in Wave 3, where most rural respondents keiirement benefits had participated in the
TA program, and Wave 5, where the majority of rueslpondents with retirement options had
not participated in the program. The cell countriogal respondents with retirement benefits in
the Wave 5 contingency table was very small, soiai@ypretations should be made with
caution.

Health Insurance. As with other job benefits, few respondents in@ithroup had access
to health insurance through their employer (AppeiitiiTable E7). In three of the data waves a
higher percentage of urban respondents who didvestieese benefits were also receiving
transportation assistance; in the other data wheepercentage of respondents with benefits was
about equal. Of the rural respondents who did veciiese benefits, a higher percentage in
Waves 5, 8, and 11 were not receiving transportassistance. In Wave 3, rural respondents

with retirement benefits were more likely to behe transportation assistance group.



124

Table 23
Relationship between f Transportation AssistanaeJob Quality Variables by Urban/Rural Status
Significant
Relationship N Chi-square p-value
Promotions
Wave 3
Urban No 276 9.78 .80
Rural No 42 g7 37
Wave 5
Urban No 190 46 .79
Rural No 35 73 .69
Wave 8
Urban No 160 82 .66
Rural
Wave 11
Urban No 186 86 .64
Rural
Sick Leave
Wave 3
Urban No 450 .16 .68
Rural No 88 .36 .54
Wave 5
Urban No 328 .40 .52
Rural No 58 .30 .58
Wave 8
Urban No 279 .03 .86
Rural No 43 .92 .33
Wave 11
Urban No 297 .20 .65
Rural No 36 74 .38
Paid Holidays
Wave 3
Urban No 450 .86 .35
Rural Yes 88 6.04 .01*
Wave 5
Urban No 328 .01 .90
Rural Yes 58 4,12 .04*
Wave 8
Urban No 279 .25 .61
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Table 23 (continued)
Relationship between Transportation AssistanceJadQuality Variables by Urban/Rural
Status

Significant
Relationship N Chi-square p-value

Rural No 43 .69 40
Wave 11 No 297 03 77

Urban

Rural No 36 2.52 A1
Retirement
Wave 3

Urban No 450 .01 91

Rural Yes 88 7.75 .00**
Wave 5

Urban No 328 .02 .87

Rural Yes 58 4.39 .03*
Wave 8

Urban No 279 .10 74

Rural No 58 .04 .83
Wave 11

Urban No 297 72 .39

Rural
Health Insurance
Wave 3

Urban No 450 .00 .94

Rural Yes 88 4.82 .02*
Wave 5

Urban No 328 .00 .95

Rural No 58 2.82 .09
Wave 8

Urban No 279 52 46

Rural No 43 .69 ,40
Wave 11

Urban No 297 .03 g7

Rural No 36 2.52 A1

*p = <.05. *p = <.01.
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Chi-square analysis produced no significant cotigia for urban respondents regarding
a relationship between transportation assistandénaalth insurance benefits for employees, but
a significant correlation was found for rural resgents in Wave 3, where most respondents who
reported that they were offered health benefiteewparticipating in the transportation assistance
program. Table 23 illustrates the results of chiesg analysis for transportation assistance and

health insurance.

Economic Well-Being The great majority of respondents in all four esvemained at
the “in-crisis” level, regardless of geographicdtion or whether they were receiving
transportation assistance (Appendix E, Table EB3% of the urban dwellers included in the
analysis for Wave 3n€428) were at the in-crisis level on the WTWB coaotim; of those,
34.1% were receiving transportation assistancesar@Po were not. Of the rural respondents
(n=86), 89.5% were in-crisis, with 39% in the subsigigup and 61% in the non-subsidy group.
In Wave 5, 84.2% of urban dwellers=312) and 98.2% of the rural residemsg7) were at the
lowest level on the WTWB scale. 30.8% of the urbamllers at this level had received TA,
while 46.4% of rural residents at the in-crisisdelad received TA. 84.1% of urbam=@65) and
87.8% rural respondents<41) in Wave 8 were in-crisis. 40.8% of the urbautiisis group had
received TA and 27.8% of the rural group who wererisis received TA in Wave 8. 83.1% of
urban Wave 11n=290) respondents were in-crisis, compared to 94##tose in rural areas
(n=36). Both urban and rural respondents were egdatributed between the TA and non-TA
groups: 49.4% of the urban dwellers who were isisnieceived TA and 50.6% did not. For

rural respondents, 50% received TA and 50% did not.
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The other end of the WTWB spectrum is “thriving/hich indicates that the family has
an income at 200% or above the poverty line andgesuerally sustain itself. 1.8% of the urban
dwellers in Wave 3 were thriving; of those, onepmslent was receiving transportation
assistance. One rural respondent in Wave 3 hatledabis level of self-sufficiency; s/he was in
the TA subsidy group. For Wave 5, seven urban redgats (2.2%) were in the Thriving
category; two of them had received TA. The onevthg rural respondent in this wave was not
receiving TA. In Wave 8, 2.6%1£7) of urban dwellers were self-sustaining and agaity one
rural respondent had achieved self-sufficiency.yC@mle of the thriving urban respondents
received TA and the one thriving rural respondeas$ w the non-subsidy group. There were
eight thriving urban respondents in Wave 11, wlughstituted 2.7% of the urban sample. Of
those, five (62.5% of thriving respondents) werghi@ TA group. None of the respondents in the
rural sample had achieved self-sufficiency in Wage

An independent samplégest was conducted to compare WTWB status angrésence
or absence of transportation assistance for urbdmaal residents in all four data waves.
Results are shown in Table 24. In the Wave 3 udaample, there was no significant difference
between respondents who received TA (M=1.13, SD=aAd those who did not (M=1.18,
SD=.57). In the urban sample for Wave 5, respotsd@ceiving TA (M=1.12, SD =.49) had a
lower mean score than those who did not receivd MAL.27, SD=.65); t (206) = -2.20, p = .02,
significant at thg = .05 level. Among urban respondents in Wavé&e was no significant
difference between the TA group (M = 1.18, SD =) &dd the non-TA group (M = 1.26, SD =

.67). In Wave 11t-tests indicated no significant difference betwadran respondents who
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received transportation support (M = 1.27, SD 39 &8&l those who did not (M = 1.22, SD = .58)
Based on the independent samples test, there wsigmbcant difference in well-being between
rural respondents who received transportation hoset who did not in any of the four data
waves. In the rural Wave 3 sample those receitrargsportation assistance (M = 1.20, SD =
.64) differed only slightly from those who had meteived it (M = 1.11, SD = .37). In Wave 5,
mean scores for the TA group (M = 1.00, SD = .0@) the non-TA group (M = 1.09, SD = .53)
showed no significant differences in the two groupsWave 8, results were M =1.09, SD = .30
for the TA group and M = 1.30, SD = .79 for the fibh group. In the rural Wave 11 sample,
the TA group (M = 1.00, SD =.00) and the non-TAur (M = 1.15, SD = .50) were not
significantly different.

Table 24

Relationship between Receipt of Transportationstasce and Economic Well-Being by Urban/Rural
Status

Significant Correlation N t-score p-value

Wave 3

Urban No 428 1.10 27

Rural No 86 .82 41
Wave 5

Urban Yes 312 -2.20 .02*

Rural No 57 -91 .36
Wave 8

Urban No 265 -1.02 .30

Rural No 41 -.84 .40
Wave 11

Urban No 290 .60 .54

Rural No 36 -1.37 .18

*p = <.05. *p = <.01.
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Summary

In comparing participants by geographic locatemhjgher percentage of rural
respondents with transportation assistance inaad @aves were employed, while this was true
for urban respondents in two waves. Chi-squarésstat were significant for a correlation
between transportation assistance and employmentifan respondents in Waves 5 and 8, and
for rural respondents in Waves 3 and 5 (Table R2¢n though correlations were significant for
only two of the four rural groups, the fact thatalurespondents were consistently more likely to
be employed if they received TA may indicate ting program is more helpful to the
employment status of rural residents.

While a higher percentage of both urban and mespondents with transportation
assistance were employed, those with TA were mikeéy/Ito be working part-time than full-
time (Appendix E, Table E2). There was no sigalficcorrelation between full or part-time
employment and transportation assistance for egheple. Compared with both urban and rural
respondents without subsidies, a higher percerabti®mse with TA were employed on a part-
time basis. Chi-square statistics showed no indicdhat there is a relationship between full or
part-time employment and transportation assistércaerban or rural respondents.

In relation to promotions and benefits, both urbad rural participants who were not
receiving TA were more likely to have received amotion in Waves 3, 5, and 8. In Wave 11, a
higher percentage of those with transportationséessce reported that they had received a
promotion; no significant correlation was revedbativeen utilization of transportation support

and receipt of promotions for either group (Apperdj Table E3).
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While there was no indication of a relationshipaAmsgn transportation assistance and job
benefits for urban participants, chi-square analysvealed significant correlations in two waves
between transportation assistance and the avayatilpaid holidays, retirement benefits, and
health insurance for rural residents. In Wave dgaificantly higher percentage of rural
respondents who received transportation assis{@2c4%) reported that they had paid holidays
at work than did those without TA (11.1%). In tllldwing three waves, rural respondents who
were not in the TA group were more likely to repiidt they had paid holidays through their
employer, with a significant correlation betweeamBportation support and paid holidays for
rural respondents in Wave 5 (Table 24). The sasipkeof rural respondents for this variable
was small 1(=36), and the significant correlations betweengpmrtation assistance and paid
holidays in one rural group with TA and one rugedup without TA do not support the
hypothesis that the utilization of transportatiopgort improves the likelihood of receiving the
benefit of paid holidays.

While no relationship between transportation #aste and retirement benefits was
found for urban respondents, crosstabs for a airoal between TA and retirement for rural
residents was significant in Waves 3 and 5. Howebhertwo waves do not show the same
outcomes — while a higher percentage of rural egsgglwith TA have retirement in Wave 3, a
higher percentage of rural residents without TAeheatirement in Wave 5(Appendix E, Table
E6).

With the exception of Wave 5, urban respondentls WA were more likely to have

access to employee health plans. Rural respondemésmore likely to have access to health
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insurance if they were not receiving TA, with theeption of those in Wave 3. Chi-square
statistic was significant for this sample, but fustany of the other groups (Table 24). Since we
cannot rule out the influence of other factorstf@ one wave with a significant correlation, we
have little evidence that transportation assistdrasean impact on access to health insurance
through one’s employer. The inconsistency of sigaiit correlations between transportation
assistance and job quality indicates that thezatilbn of transportation supports does little to
improve job quality for urban or rural recipients.

In terms of economic well-being, contingency taldbewed no consistent significant
relationship between transportation subsidies aedj@ate income .Whether urban or rural, the
large majority of participants remained on the Ietlevel of the WTWB continuunT-test
results revealed a significant difference in meaonemic well-being between those with
transportation support and those without only fdram respondents in Wave 5 (Table 24).
Participants in all four waves were predominamtlgiisis; in Wave 5, all of the rural

respondents were at the lowest level of the WTWiioaum.

Childcare Assistance and Financial Self-Sufficiency

In Urban and Rural Participants

To test whether urban respondents receive mordib&onen childcare assistance than do
those in rural areas (H4), contingency tables werestructed with the same variables as for H2
with respondents grouped by status as urban drnesigents. This analysis proceeds in the

same manner as that for H2.
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Percentages and sample sizes for respondentsirgcehildcare assistance differed
dramatically from the numbers for transportatiosistance. The distribution of respondents for
this area of analysis is notable. There is noteatydeal of difference in the percentage of
recipients of childcare assistance between urbdmraal groups, but the actual numbers of rural
participants in this program were small. In Way8%% of the urban samplBl£482) and 81%
of the rural sampleN= 63) for the question of whether or not they hexkived childcare
assistance in the last few months indicated thelyreeeived assistance. In Wave 5, 86.4% of
urban N=324) and 85.4% of rural responderts41) to this question had received childcare

subsidies.
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Figure 3 Percentages of urban and rural respondents malbgample with childcare
assistance
For Wave 8, 87.6% of urban respondeits 242) to this question and 80.8% of the rural
sample (N=26) had CA. In Wave 11, 94.5% of theaartespondentdNE256) and 80.6% of the
rural sampleN=31) for this question indicated that they had nesxt childcare subsidies. The

percentages of urban and rural respondents invili@kb FALS sample who received childcare
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assistance from Families First are shown in Figure

While the number of urban respondents using carklevas roughly equivalent to
sample sizes for many other variables, the nundrehe rural sample was small, which makes
comparison of urban and rural populations who idle@care services by crosstabs difficult.
Rural participants constituted 11.5% of the ovesathple for the childcare variable in Wave 3,
11.2% in Wave 5, 9.7% in Wave 8, and 10.8% of Hmae in Wave 11.

Employment Status.Whether or not respondents were employed, andh&hétey were
employed full- or part-time were the indicators émnployment status.

Employed or Not. Among both urban and rural workers in Waves 38, & a higher
percentage of respondents in the non-CA group em@oyed (Appendix E, Table E9). In
Wave 11, higher percentages of both urban and resalbbndents with childcare assistance were
working. Based on chi-square analysis (AppendiXdhle E9), there was no correlation between
childcare assistance and employment for urbanraf participants. Due to the small sample
size, valid contingency tables could not be coms$éd for rural respondents in Waves 8 and 11.

Full or Part-Time Employment. Rural respondents in Waves 3 and 5 were moeéylik
to be working full-time if they were receiving ctidare assistance; as were urban workers in
Wave 3 (Appendix E, Table E10). In Wave 8 the mgjaf urban and rural workers in both the
CA and non-CA groups were employed full-time. Inw¥d.1, higher percentages of both urban
and rural workers without childcare assistance veenployed full-time.

Statistical analysis indicated no significant ctatien between childcare assistance and

full-time employment for either group in Wave 3,rasther of the chi-square statistics were
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significant at the .05 level. Chi-square analysaswot conducted for the rural sample in Waves
5, 8, and 11 due to the small sample size.

Job Quality. Job quality was determined by opportunity for atbeament, measured by
receipt of promotions; and job benefits such aks Igiave, paid holidays, retirement, and health
insurance.

Promotions. Table E11 in Appendix E summarizes the percentafjggban and rural
respondents who received promotions. Chi-squarkysiador a correlation between childcare
assistance and promotions could not be conducteahfpof the groups, due to the small size
and distribution of the sample.

Sick Leave Benefits. Among urban respondents, employees with sick |banefits
were less likely to be receiving childcare assistafAppendix E, Table E12). This was also the
case with rural respondents, with the exceptiotha$e in Wave 3. Contingency tables were
constructed on urban and rural respondents to exploorrelation between childcare assistance
and sick leave benefits for workers (Table 25).-&juare analysis indicated no significant
correlation between these two variables for urbram@l participants. Cell counts were adequate
for analysis of rural respondents in only two waves

Paid Holidays. Among both urban and rural respondents, a largeepéage of those
with sick leave were not receiving transportatissistance, with the exception of rural
respondents in Wave 3 (Appendix E, Table E13). £juiare analysis revealed no significant
correlations between childcare assistance anddobeénefits for urban or rural participants, but

contingency tables were not constructed for allegadue to small sample sizes for some cells
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(Table 25). Crosstabs were not valid for the urkample in Wave 11 due to the small number of
urban respondents who were not receiving Familiest €hildcare assistance. Tables were not
constructed for the rural sample in Waves 8 anduklto the small sample size.

Retirement. The majority of respondents reported that they weteoffered pension
plans or retirement programs through their emplo@éthe urban respondents who were offered
this benefit, a higher percentage of the non-CAignm all four waves received it. A higher
percentage of rural respondents who received dmédassistance reporting having retirement
benefits in two of the data waves; in the othesséhwithout childcare assistance were more
likely to report having retirement benefits (Appent, Table E14).

Chi-square analysis indicated a significant coti@tabetween childcare assistance and
retirement benefits in one data wave, for urbapardents. The chi-square statistic was at the
.05 level of significance for the urban group inW&&. For rural respondents, chi-square results
were calculated for only one data wave due to thallssample sizes. These results suggest that
there is no significant correlation between théaaiion of childcare assistance and the
availability of retirement benefits for rural paipants (Table 25).

Health Insurance. A higher percentage of urban respondents who halthh@surance
through their employer were not receiving childcassistance; this was also true for rural
respondents in Waves 8 and 11 (Appendix E, Tabt.Hd Waves 3 and 5, rural respondents

with childcare assistance were more likely to lmerang health insurance benefits at work.
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Table 25
Relationship between Childcare Assistance and Jaddity Variables by Urban/Rural Status

Significant
Relationship N Chi-square p-value

Sick Leave
Wave 3

Urban No 239 1.92 .16

Rural No 41 51 A7
Wave 5

Urban No 161 .80 .36

Rural No 31 .09 75
Wave 8

Urban No 157 1.96 .16

Rural
Wave 11

Urban No 198 3.52 .06

Rural
Paid Holidays
Wave 3

Urban No 239 .64 42

Rural No 41 .01 .90
Wave 5

Urban No 161 1.64 .20

Rural No 31 .07 .79
Wave 8

Urban No 157 2.79 .09

Rural
Wave 11

Urban

Rural
Retirement
Wave 3

Urban No 239 1.39 .23

Rural No 41 .00 .98
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Table 25 (continued)
Relationship between Childcare Assistance and Jaddity Variables by Urban/Rural Status

Significant
Relationship N Chi-square p-value

Wave 5

Urban Yes 161 6.09 .01*

Rural
Wave 8

Urban No 157 2.07 .15

Rural
Wave 11

Urban No 198 1.93 .16

Rural
Health Insurance
Wave 3

Urban No 239 3.04 .08

Rural No 41 A2 T2
Wave 5

Urban No 161 2.35 A2

Rural
Wave 8

Urban Yes 157 4.20 .04*

Rural
Wave 11

Urban No 198 2.42 A2

Rural

*p = <.05. *p = <.01.

Chi-square testing produced one signifigastore for urban respondents in the crosstab
analysis. Contingency tables were constructedui@ samples only in Wave 3, as it was the

only rural sample with adequate numbers for ansly@hi-square was not significant at the .05
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level for urban or rural respondents in Wave 3.1&@ & illustrates results of chi-square analysis
for the correlation between childcare assistanckehaalth insurance.

Economic Well-Being Even with assistance with childcare needs from kesnirst,
the great majority of respondents were below theefdy level and in-crisis on the WTWB
continuum. Caution should be exercised in interpgethe percentages discussed below; even
though 80% of respondents in a particular group beaplaced in a particular category, be
mindful that there may be only four or five peopig¢hat group. Table E16 in Appendix E
illustrates ranking on the WTWB continuum for urlznd rural respondents in the four data
waves.

In Wave 3, 82.9% of urban CA participants and 86dt%rban non-CA respondents
remained at the lowest level of the WTWB scale (&mtix E, Table E16). Among the rural
population in Wave 3, 84.4% of subsidy recipiemtd 87.5% of non-recipients were in crisis. In
Wave 5, 81.9% of urban and 80% of rural CA paraais remained at the lowest level of
economic well-being, compared with 63% of urban 280% of the rural respondents who did
not receive childcare support. Among urban respotsde Wave 8, 76.2% of the CA group and
68.2% of the non-CA group were below poverty le@&;9% of the rural CA group and 80% of
the rural non-CA group were in the same situatiomWave 11, 74.1% of the urban sample with
childcare assistance and 66.7% of urban respondathitsut childcare assistance were unable to
meet basic needs on their own. 76% of the ruraigyaants in the Families First childcare
program were still in crisis; only one rural resgent was not receiving Families First childcare

assistance.
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Of the urban respondents who received childcarnstasse in Wave 3, two were
thriving; one respondent who had not received sliessifor childcare was also thriving. None of
the rural respondents in this particular samplereadhed a level of income adequate to be
considered self-sufficient. In Wave 5, four urlbespondents were thriving; two had received
childcare assistance and two had not. The onenigrivral respondent in this wave had also
received childcare assistance. In Wave 8, two etlinee thriving urban respondents had not
participated in the childcare assistance program;was also the case for the one rural
respondent who was in the thriving category oniiieN/B continuum. In Wave 11, the eight
urban respondents who had become economicallys#itient had all been recipients of
childcare assistance, while the one self-sufficraral respondent had not been involved in the
program.

Independent samplégdests were conducted to compare WTWB levels aaghthsence
or absence of childcare assistance for urban aatinesidents (Table 26). In the Wave 3 urban
sample, there was no significant difference betwespondents who received childcare
assistance (M=1.12, SD=.52) and those who didMetl(24, SD=.68). In the urban sample for
Wave 5, the CA sample (M=1.24, SD =.58) had a lawean score than the non-CA sample
(M=1.55, SD=.89). Among urban respondents in Wauad&e was no significant difference
between the CA group (M =1.28, SD = .56) and the-6A group (M = 1.59, SD = 1.00). In
Wave 11 t-tests again indicated no significant differencenaein urban respondents who
received transportation support (M = 1.38, SD 3 attd those who did not (M = 1.55, SD =

.88). Based on these outcomes, there was no signifdifference in well-being between urban
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Table 26
Relationship between Receipt of Childcare Assistamti Economic Well-Being by Urban/Rural Status
Significant Relationship N t-score p-value
Wave 3
Urban No 234 -2.46 .80
Rural No 40 .35 72
Wave 5
Urban No 154 -1.73 .09
Rural Yes 30 2.06 .05*
Wave 8
Urban No 152 -1.39 A7
Rural No 19 -.87 43
Wave 11
Urban No 194 -6.59 51
Rural -

*p = <.05. *p =<.01.

respondents who received childcare subsidies asttWwho did not in any of the four data
waves (Table 26).

In the rural Wave 3 sample those receiving child@ssistance (M = 1.18, SD = .47)
differed insignificantly from those who had noteeed it (M = 1.12, SD =.35). In Wave 5,
mean scores for the CA group (M = 1.28, SD = .6id) the non-CA group (M = 1.00, SD =.00)
did show a significant correlation between econowedl-being and childcare assistance. While
the chi-square statistic meets the alpha leved®fthe number of rural respondents who were
not receiving childcare assistance was only SWave 8, results were (M =1.07, SD = .26) for
the CA group and (M = 1.60, SD =1.34) for the noh-@oup. In the rural Wave 11 sample,
there was only one respondent who was not receshiigcare assistance, so comparison

between groups was not possible.
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Summary

While the percentages of urban and rural respdsdeino required childcare and have
assistance through Families First are comparatdesinall sample sizes for rural populations
receiving childcare assistance has made it difficufeach any viable conclusions as to whether
urban respondents benefit more from childcare sligssior are more likely to achieve economic
stability through its use than are rural particiggann fact, some sample sizes are so small that
no inferences should be made, even for the wawerdp@esent. Based on the analysis that could
be completed, any evidence that those in the ushaple with childcare subsidies were better
off than those without it was not consistent actess waves.

Among urban respondents, statistical analysis tedeanly a few significant differences
between those participants receiving childcaresteste and those who were not. While there
were correlations between childcare assistancerenedmployee benefits of retirement and
health insurance for urban residents, statisticatinificant correlations between these benefits
and childcare assistance were indicated in onlydat@ wave. There were no significant
correlations found between childcare assistancgamnduality for rural residents.

Based on percentages of respondents in the rurgdleathose who were not receiving
childcare assistance were more likely to be emplplat those with childcare assistance were
more likely to have full-time jobs, with the excegpt of those in Wave 11 (Appendix E, Table
E7).There was no pattern of response to indicaterthral respondents with childcare were more
likely to have jobs with benefits than rural resgents who do not have childcare assistance. Of

the rural respondents who had received promotion®ek, more reported that they had received
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a promotion if they were in the CA group. If oner& to make an assumption from this
information, it appears that rural residents areenikely to benefit from childcare assistance
than are urban ones, at least in terms of full-temployment and opportunities for promotion.
Generally, the possibility of correlations betweildcare assistance and economic
well-being could not be adequately assessed dtetfact that there were so few rural
respondents in many of the WTWB categories. Bugthwr urban or rural, the large majority of
respondents remained on the lowest level of the \BTddhtinuum. T-test results did not
indicate a significant difference between the mearay of the urban waves, indicating that
childcare assistance was not a factor in achiefimamcial self-sufficiency for urban
respondents. While there was one significant pestothe rural population, the sample size for
that group was only 5; it cannot fairly be includadong the significant findings. With so few
respondents in the “safe” or “thriving” economidegories on the continuum, it is safe to say
that the presence or absence of childcare asstshkattno significant effect on the financial self-

sufficiency of the respondents in this survey.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study was to explore the &ffeness of transportation and childcare
supports for Families First recipients in facilitat economic self-sufficiency, and to assess
whether these services were of more benefit torudpaural participants. Based on the
assumption that these employment supports asstgtipants in becoming reliable and
productive employees, it was hypothesized thatehdso receive these services would be more
likely to acquire the type of employment that cidnites to self-sufficiency;e., jobs with
benefits and wages that allow families to meetrtheeds adequately without assistance from
other sources. Since these two employment suppagtgms provide stipends or vouchers for
services rather than the services themselves hamd are more transportation and childcare
options in metropolitan areas, it was also hypoteesthat urban participants might receive
more benefit from childcare and transportationsaaace than do rural participants.

More specifically, the research questions addresstds paper were:

1. Does financial support for transportation takvor school increase the likelihood that

TANF recipients will become self-sufficient?

2. Does financial support for childcare improve likelihood that TANF recipients will

become self-sufficient?

3. Do urban participants who receive transpontatissistance secure better jobs and fare

better economically than do rural participants weeive transportation assistance?

4. Do urban participants who receive childcaresdgsce secure better jobs and fare
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better economically than do rural participants wéeeive childcare assistance?

Statistical analysis provided little support fbetpremise that these employment supports
facilitate the achievement of financial self-sufficcy. There were, however, some significant
correlations between the utilization of these sufgpand some of the factors that contribute to
well-being, such as being employed and having dhaboffers healthcare insurance, sick leave,
retirement options, and paid holidays. Althoughstdjuare reached statistically significant
levels for only two waves, rural respondents irf@llr data waves who received transportation
assistance were more likely to be working. Thisld¢de an indicator that transportation
assistance is of more benefit to rural than urbANH participants, at least in relation to
obtaining employment, and this relationship mdtitsher study.

Significant correlations between the utilizationcbifldcare subsidies and employee
benefits were found in only a few data waves; bapondents who did not receive childcare
assistance were generally more likely to haveyhe bf employment that offered sick leave,
paid holidays, health insurance, and retirementrelational analysis showed significant
relationships in only one wave for each of thegeehts.

There were few significant correlations found irststudy, and the fact that there is very
little consistency or pattern to them is troubliftgloes not appear that simply providing TANF
participants with employment supports such as paration and childcare assistance does much

to increase the likelihood that they will becomersamically self-sufficient. However, there is
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evidence that the provision of transportation sutgpiocrease the likelihood that participants are
employed, especially for those in rural areas.

While over 80% of participants were in crisistae WTWB scale regardless of whether
they received transportation assistance, the gmeatientage of respondents who were thriving
were more likely not to have recently received $gortation assistance. In fact, those who were
receiving transportation assistance were very glighore likely to be in crisis. This may say
more about the recipients and their circumstaritas it does about the programs.

The disparate effects of these supports shoultbesurprising, since they address only
one type of problem encountered by the working pdbey provide tangible resources needed
to support the ability to get to work on a regudasis, but many recipients of public assistance
face more daunting barriers to self-sufficiencyegRrdless of any additional assistance provided
for childcare and transportation, which have begressed in the literature as significant
barriers to employment and thus the well-being ANF participants, most of the survey
participants remain among the poorest familiehéndountry. While some TANF participants
need only brief concrete assistance to get badkeinfeet, many obviously face other obstacles
that contribute to financial instability. The issgenot just one of money or geographic location,
but of individual circumstances.

This raises the questions of whether the devolutiovelfare administration under
PRWORA has gone far enough in allowing statesrgetaspecific needs and provide better
responses to the issue of poverty, and whethersskatve responded adequately to the freedom

to target programs and funding to their specifieds®e Providing assistance for transportation
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and childcare addresses the easy issues of fantditemployment -- those handled simply
through the provision of stipends.

Data from the FALS tells us that participants ditfttle in terms of financial stability
and demographic characteristics, whether or ngt theeive employment supports. It does not
tell us how their life situations or cognitive/enaotal characteristics may differ from the norm.
It is likely that TANF participants have situatioasd deficiencies that transcend the need for
financial assistance and that require targeteaveatgions designed to meet their unique needs.
Researchers in the area of social welfare polimgHaund that TANF participants tend to have
multiple problems that mitigate their ability todmene self-sufficient (Blank, 2007; Butler,
Corbett, Bond, and Hasted, 2008; Cancian and M&@¥4; Keenan, 2007; Ryan, 2000). Those
who have entered the welfare rolls since the adeERRWORA, especially those who have
exhausted or nearly exhausted their benefits herenbst disadvantaged members of the most
disadvantaged group in society. Keenan (p. 78hgresearch from Pavetti (2002), states that

...the expectations for self-sufficiency are oftemaatfistic because of the

numerous barriers to employment that TANF reci@eamtcounter: personal and

family challenges (health, substance abuse andanesdlth problems, children’s

health or mental health problems, legal problerogektic violence), logistical

problems (lack of transportation, homelessnessistable housing, childcare

problems), and human capital problems (lack of iptesswork experience,

literacy problems, learning disabilities, limitedueation).
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According to Blank (2007), most welfare leavers wioatinue to face unemployment
suffer from at least one of these problems. Instiedy of women who could not find work or
maintain employment, she found that the most combawriers for these women were learning
disabilities combined with limited education; currer past substance abuse; poor physical
health, depression or other mental illness; a histbdomestic violence; or responsibility for an
ill family member. Butler et al. (2008) added hayia child with disabilities to the list, and
found that many respondents in their study facectertttan one of these issues, along with lack
of transportation and/or childcare. Blank (2007192) concludes that the varied needs of this
population “...necessitate extensive case managemtninultiple service linkages.”

Public assistance has traditionally been provitieough cash transfers and vouchers that
help address concrete problems such as lack of yntaek of transportation, or lack of
childcare. While all of these are essential tolitating employment and well-being for families,
they do not address the underlying issues thaholthindividuals back from financial self-
sufficiency. Since the inception of welfare refoff®NF recipients who stay on the rolls tend to
be those with the most challenges and are oftgetied as the “hard to employ” (Blank, 2007,
Butler et al., 2008). In order to address the iplaltproblems faced by this population, services
such as mental health or substance abuse counsgimgstic violence counseling, job skills

training, and educational counseling need to kegnatted into the service delivery system.
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Has PRWORA Transformed Service Delivery?

The shift from federal to state government adniat®n allowed for more
flexibility in designing public assistance programgth the idea that programs would use funds
in ways that best served the needs of their pooweyer, the bureaucratic issues that hinder the
ability to improve the life situations of the disathtaged remain. Caseworkers must still deal
with rigid requirements, strict performance standaand high caseloads that limit the options
for help they can provide. As noted by Ratcliffeghtingale, and Sharkey (2007), the
performance standards set at the federal andlstegieare designed to monitor agency
performance and have very little to do with theg@garm outcomes for individuals. To a great
extent, the focus continues to be on outputs rdbi@T outcomes and on meeting federal and
state guidelines rather than shaping programdrhigtconfront the obstacles faced by TANF
recipients.

James Q. Wilson’s (1975) solution to this problenoiassure that agencies are
“production” agencies, where both outcomes andwstpan be measured, allow for the
achievement of nonmaterial rewards such as cargin@ sense of duty, friendship, and
approval, development of goals that are neitheneoow nor too broad, and that don’t conflict
with each other (p. 160). Focusing on output artdarae rather than just output allows for more
flexibility in how workers do their job and allovisem to apply their own experience and
knowledge to solving problems. Providing legislatasith information from those on the front

lines not only empowers the workers, it providegdiators with information that leads to better
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policy choices. Assuring that information can floath ways and developing goals that reflect
all levels of knowledge could go a long way towpddicy decisions that actually move the poor
toward self-sufficiency, rather than just movingiti off the welfare rolls. If goals are shared, at
least to some extent, by all involved, then theeeiacentives for all parties to become advocates
for those goals.

With “reform” came the assumptions that welfarekeos would not only know the
community resources available to help serve clignisthat they would have actual
relationships with those in their caseload, faatilitg the changes required to achieve economic
self-sufficiency. Whether or not these expectatiamsactually met depends to a great extent
upon the organizational environment of the agedewéll and Glaser, 2006; Hasenfeld, 2010)
and the commitment of state-level administratongrtaviding specialized services. It also
requires hiring appropriate staff, as the abilatydcilitate change requires that the worker have
skills and training that transcend the ability &bcailate eligibility and monitor compliance.

In Keenan’s (2007) study of interaction pattern®aghuman service workers, she
found that the rigid interaction patterns assodiatéh bureaucratic structure are designed to
preserve the status quo, not to facilitate behaVirange. Her research revealed that the typical
interaction pattern between worker and client cstesi of the worker pushing the client to get a
job and when clients encountered barriers to enmpéoyt, the worker either threatened sanctions
or offered other resources to assist the clientofding to Keenan, this requires the worker to
judge whether or not the client is worthy of adzh@l services and stymies any meaningful

relationships between the two. Isenhour and Galu$#08) also found that case managers
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were “...significantly restrained by the structurésvelfare work and appreciably influenced by
popular ideologies concerning the ‘deserving’ amadfeserving’ poor” (p 2).

Administrators at the top are mandated to carrytloaitvishes of legislators; workers at
lower levels must follow the directives of theipguvisor. According to Wilson (1975), this
results in a structure that focuses on processr#tian outcome, gives outsiders control over
internal procedures, makes managers more riskevans establishes rules more focused on
equity than efficiency (pp. 131-132). Wilson goesto illustrate that the more constraints and
contextual goals are the focus, the “...more cons$rghifted to the top...who know less about
specific problems” (p. 133).

According to Hasenfeld (2010), this creates dotifig expectations for caseworkers:
they must judge clients’ worth and monitor compti@nvith rules, but they are also charged with
rehabilitating them into productive, independentmwbers of society. Hasenfeld states that the
first goal requires bureaucratic thinking, or whatcallspeople-processinghe second depends
upon a true helping relationship between client\wodker, orpeople-changing These
conflicting roles of “cop and counselor” requirdfelient training, ideologies, and skill sets
(Jewell and Glaser, 2006) and the punitive natfife®dNF requires that workers conform to the
first model, moving people through the system asldyias possible to meet federal
requirements. “The entrenched bureaucratic moskd to determine eligibility and to enforce
compliance crowds out the professional model neséal@dovide employment services”,
according to Hasenfeld ( p. 154). Current practioey be expedient, but not effective. A

solution for goal displacement, or for the dilutioihgoals, is to have policymakers write very
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explicit rules and regulations, thus making indiarcs “distortion-proof”; developing objective
performance measurements, and clarifying directiviés subordinates. However, Downs
pointed out that these techniques carry the lipelgsibility that they will diminish morale and
do little to address the preference conflicts betwadministrators and workers (p. 145).

The problem is not limited to urban social senagencies. Arsenault (2006) conducted
research on worker practices in rural Kentuckydifig that workers were troubled by the
conflicting goals of determining eligibility and lpeng clients change. The problem is
compounded in rural areas by the dearth of othen@gs available to provide expert services,
and by the fact that eligibility workers are notsd workers and thus not trained to provide
counseling, skills training, mental health assesgm®r substance abuse intervention. Even
though their caseloads were smaller, rural eligybiorkers were overwhelmed with the
personal issues presented by clients and the teméad to help address them.

The quickest route to closing cases and moving lpeafpthe rolls is to certify them for
any monetary benefits for which they might be éligiand put them to work at a job — any job.
This does not necessarily facilitate stable empleynat a living wage. If problems with
transportation and childcare affect their abiltyget and keep a job, providing vouchers is a fast
and relatively inexpensive method of addressingothaous problems. Taking the time and
effort required to secure or provide all the segioeeded to help clients face the less-obvious
problems that keep them dependent conflicts witlcpthat rewards those who keep clients in
compliance and sanctions those who fail to keep gaperwork up to date (Hasenfeld, 2010;

Isenhour and Goldstein, 2008).
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The predominant pattern in public assistance progtits Hasenfeld's nested framework
for organizational structure. In his “Russian Da8nceptualization, he describes the outer shell
as the policy design shell, where policy is sehvgeway for discretion by local officials. The
second layer, or shell, consists of the politicad aconomic environment of the community,
where interest groups mobilize to shape local palied rules to fit their values. The third shell
is made up of the local agencies providing seryiaed the fourth consists of the street-level
workers who exercise at least some discretion baged their experience and worldviews. The
decisions made at this level eventually becometinsinalized as standard operating
procedures, and color worker-client relations,itirermost shell of the framework. According
to Hasenfeld, it is the activities within this inrghell that determine outcomes for clients. In
order for states to provide the best servicesher {fTANF participants, actors at all levels need
to understand the real barriers that contribuptdinued poverty, and commit to providing the

programs and services that will address them.

Implications for Policy Change

It is true that the most obvious difference betwienilies who are self-sufficient and
those who are in a consistent state of financiaiscis lack of money, but the issue cannot be
adequately addressed only through the provisianinimal funding to shore up the working
poor on a temporary basis. Until we address the dbvious issues that make the poor different

from the rest of us — those that cannot be solyeprtviding the needy with cash, bus vouchers,
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or childcare subsidies -- we will not succeed ifpimg those most entrenched in the cycle of
welfare dependency. The ability to address thesges is hindered by the incomplete
transformation of PRWORA from bureaucratic behenotthe responsive state agencies
promised in the rhetoric of welfare reform. WHileding has increased for employment
supports, there is still little effort or moniesetited toward providing the intensive employment
readiness, counseling, and personal support negassaddress the complex intra- and
interpersonal barriers encountered by today’s TAsRicipants.

Education and training are other readily availabources that can be addressed as
expediently as subsidies for transportation anttichre, but regulations limit options for
participants. In Cheng’s (2010) study of 228 TAN#ftzipants, those with a college degree
were 5.9 times more likely to become non-poor tise without a high school diploma, and
having professional or craftsman skills decreabedtids of falling from the category of
working poor to TANF participant by 88.3%. This dder skills and education was
corroborated by Ratcliffe et al.’s (2007) studyeafly TANF recipients; they found that having
less education decreased one’s chances for longelemployment and pay increases, but that it
did not affect the ability to get a job — or thegure rates for TANF cases. Cheng proposes that
extensive services be provided on the front endthimthe first six months of TANF receipt—
and should focus on the services needed to fdeiljjaod stable jobs. Those services include
opportunities for education beyond the 12 monthtigat by PRWROA.

Programs and their emphasis vary from state te,stad some vary from locality to

locality. More programs need to be designed with@prehensive approach to resolving the
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issue of TANF dependency, such as the pilot projeEtint, Michigan developed as part of the
National League of Cities’ Workforce Development Roverty Relations (Furdell, 2001). In this
collaboration between city and community, the pitgvided management staff to work
alongside 30 community stakeholders to increasepgortunities, enhance skills and placement
options, and improve access to expert servicessthgiort employment. The stakeholders
included small businesses, schools that provided-¢érm training programs, service agencies,
and a local carpenters union. This task forcegagas on building skills first and employment
second. Keenan describes similar programs in wdnicbnsortium of family service agencies
worked together to improve access and coordinadeatepersonal services for TANF
participants. Staff at these agencies could proprdéessional intervention that eligibility
workers have not been trained to provide. Basedubcomes from the Flint study, participants
who were referred to these services early in thANF history, before sanctions were required,
were more successful. In many states, howevesethdditional services are provided only as a
last resort.

Welfare reform fundamentally changed the focus ftbenstate’s responsibility to the
individual to the individual’s responsibility toatstate (Isenhour and Goldstein, 2008; Keenan,
2007; Butler et al., 2008) by placing additionalriwveequirements and sanctions on participants
without providing the resources necessary to niexte requirements. However, we cannot
expect TANF participants to be concerned with theility to contribute to society until their
own basic needs and those of their family are métthe personal issues that keep them

dependent are mitigated.
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Questions for Further Research

This study attempted to determine whether thgipian of employment subsidies for
transportation and childcare significantly incrashadamily’s chances of becoming self-
sufficient, and whether both urban and rural pgodicts benefitted equally from these services.
While some respondents clearly seemed to benefit these supports and were more likely to
be working, employed full-time, and receiving emyae benefits, in some cases others who had
not received this help were more likely to be wogkat full-time jobs with benefits. This may
be related to economic conditions in their courftyesidence, which was not considered in this
study. Even so, it is clear that most familiesha study continue to struggle even with the
provision of employment supports. The big quesisonvhy are these families still poor? It is
obviously not as simple as lack of access to tramapon or childcare, although these are factors
in obtaining and sustaining employment.

This is not a question that can be answered entinebugh quantitative analysis. There
are many individual and life situations that cdmite to economic deprivation and qualitative
studies help us to determine and understand therfaihat contribute to persistent poverty.
Although the consequences of poverty are the straesauses differ, and further qualitative
research on individual, family, and societal fastaglated to poverty can help us identify and
develop programs that will reduce the numbers wiilfas in financial crisis. Ideally, this type of
research should be conducted on a state-by-stsi® drad states should use the results to meet
their mandate of providing programs and servicas dlddress needs most relevant to their

residents.
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That is not to say that further quantitative wa@'not indicated. Empirical data on the
effectiveness of particular programs is essentiah&king policy decisions that are both cost-
effective and productive. Analysis of factors sashjob experience, work history, and length of
unemployment could also shed light on some of ¢lasans that families continue to struggle
even with the provision of employment supportsnight also be useful to explore individual
cases in a time-series design to explore whetlngtheof time on transportation or childcare
assistance affects financial self-sufficiency, emdompare those who have reached the levels of
safe or thriving on the WTWB scale with those wiawdanot to provide us a better idea of the
resources and characteristics that distinguishetiM® are successful from those who are not.

Including participants who were exempt from worgugements, while pertinent to the
purpose of this research, may have had an impafthadings related to employment. In the first
two data waves analyzed, 23.5% of respondents exe@pt from work requirements; those
percentages increased to 29.8% and 32.6% in theMasvaves. It would be particularly useful
to repeat the analysis of relationships between@&mpent and transportation assistance with
those exempt from work requirements excluded ireotd determine whether there is a stronger
correlation between the utilization of transpodatassistance and employment for TANF
participants who must engage in work activities.

The small number of rural respondents who weraqyaating in employment support
programs prevented adequate comparisons betwean arfa rural participants, which was a
limitation of this particular study. But the fabiat urban respondents use these services more is

of interest. Are rural respondents more likely xbaust these benefits before finding adequate
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employment? Are there so few rural respondentseahildcare questions because of the lack of
availability of childcare, or does the extendedmarpnetwork in rural communities preclude the
need for help? If these questions can be answkneds for rural and urban programs may be

allocated more effectively if designed specificdtly the needs of urban and rural participants.

Conclusion

This study does not tell us unequivocally that esypient supports are completely
ineffective in helping families as they struggleverd self-sufficiency, but there was very little
empirical support for any of the hypotheses. Onatier hand, there were some significant
correlations between provision of transportatiosisitance and employment that should be
pursued further. The results of this data analyaisneither resoundingly confirm the
importance of employment supports, nor confidedifyniss them as inconsequential.

According to Elaine Ryan (2000), former directompaoblic policy for the American
Public Human Services Association, while the nundigrarticipants receiving cash benefits has
dropped since the inception of PRWORA, the numbbg@adicipants who need employment
supports has not. Ryan also predicted a growind farechildcare services and further education
or training, and stated that the most challengemges require services that go beyond simple
cash assistance. There is something to be satddgsychological effect of knowing that
childcare and transportation will not be obstatteworking; they are two less barriers that
TANF patrticipants have to face in their quest tppart their families.

There is little research to support the thesis tifaaisportation and childcare assistance

alone will shift the poor from welfare-dependeneyself-sufficiency. Considering the issues that
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TANF participants face, it is unlikely that the pigion of benefits alone will lead to financial
stability. Clearly, there are other elements inedlyvalthough these supports may certainly
contribute over time to increased economic welhgeEven though they do not significantly
contribute to financial self-sufficiency, the assuce that childcare and transportation issues will
not cost participants a job may be enough to psti€ir existence. There are indicators that
those who receive transportation assistance mayrbggling more than their peers who do not
receive subsidies; if that is the case, it wouldib&ise to remove another support that might be
crucial for some families.

While the evidence does not support the hypothbaitsemployment supports improve
the economic well-being of Families First recipgeit Tennessee, there are some indicators that
they do help in terms of having employment, whiglthie first step toward achieving financial
well-being. Transportation assistance is a verglspart of the Families First budget, and while
childcare does consume considerably more of théign federal block grants for these
programs are more generous. Tennessee would beéongsatinue providing transportation and
childcare assistance for TANF recipients struggtméind and keep jobs. According to Ryan
(2000), the momentum begun by welfare reform cdyp continue if we continue to invest in
services such as transportation, education, amdrtga

The lack of consistency in the results tells usething important — not that employment
supports are unnecessary, but that they functi@mlysa part of a focused, comprehensive effort
to assist economically disadvantaged parents ire@icly some level of financial independence.

Welfare reform has provided us the perfect oppatyun test the devolution of public programs.
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While TANF is a very different way of carrying otlte mandate of caring for the less fortunate

in our society, we have yet to verify that it i® thetter way. This is not to say that the
administration of public assistance is not bestiatitered at the state level, but that the
transformation of welfare is incomplete; while césmefits have been reduced and supplemental
supports increased, the services necessary toadalsess the issue of poverty have not been
utilized. In order to truly transform public agsisce, states must maximize their discretion and

design programs that work for them and for thegdyeresidents.
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APPENDIX A

Crosstabs for Demographics — Transportation Assistece

Table Al.
Family Size of Respondents with and without Transpdation Assistance

Number of Children

174

Wave 3 Children
lor2 3or4 5ormore  Total
Transportation Assistance Yes 325 176 43 544
30.3% 31.2% 29.9% 30.5%
No 747 389 101 1237
69.7% 68.8% 70.1% 69.5%
Total 1072 565 144 1781
100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%
x-square = .15¢f= 2;:p= .92
Wave 5
Yes 285 163 47 495
35.8% 31.7% 36.2%
No 510 351 83 944
64.2% 68.3% 63.8%
Total 795 514 130 1439

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
X-square = 2.5aif=2:p = .27




Table Al (continued)

Family Size of Respondents with and without Transpaation Assistance

175

Children
Wave 8 1-2 3-4 5 ormore Total
Transportation Assistance  Yes 164 145 32 341
31.7% 34.0% 28.6%
No 353 282 80 715
68.3% 66.0% 71.4%
Total 517 427 112 1056
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square =1.32; df== .51
Wave 11
Yes 189 124 35 348
50.0% 50.2% 48.6%
No 189 123 37 349
50.0% 49.8% 51.4%
Total 378 247 72 697
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .05; df= = .97




Table A2

Marital Status of Respondents with and without Trarsportation Assistance

Marital Status

176

Wave 3 Currently Married
Yes No Total
Transportation AssistancYes 69 475 544
22.5% 32.2%
No 237 999 1236
77.5% 67.8%
Total 306 1474 1780
100% 100%
x-square = 11.18; df= 5 = .00**
Wave 5
Yes 85 408 493
35.1% 34.2%
No 157 784 941
64.9% 65.8%
Total 242 1192 1434
x-square = .07; df=1p= .78
Wave 8
Yes 38 303 341
21.8% 34.4%
No 136 579 715
78.2% 65.6%
Total 174 882 1056

x-square = 10.41; df= = .00**
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Table A2 (continued)
Marital Status of Respondents with and without Trarsportation Assistance

Wave 11 Currently Married
Yes 51 54 105
14.7% 15.5%
No 297 295 592
85.3% 84.5%
348 349 697

100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .09; df=1p=.76

Table A3
Educational Level of Respondents with and without Tansportation Assistance

Highest Grade Completed

Wave 3 Highest Grade

Certificate,
Did not Diploma, or
complete HS GED Some post-HS  Total

Transportation AssistancYes 232 174 137 543
31.4% 27.5% 33.6%

No 507 459 271 1237
68.6% 72.5% 66.4%

Total 739 633 408 1780
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square =4.81;df =2;p=.09
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Table A3 (continued)
Educational Level of Respondents with and without Tansportation Assistance

Wave 5 Highest Grade
Did not Certificate Some
Complete HS Diploma, or Post HS afot
Yes 207 162 125 494
32.9% 33.8% 38.1%
No 423 317 203 943
67.1% 66.2% 61.9%
Total 630 479 328 1437
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

X-square = 2.56; df = 2; p =.27

Wave 8
Yes 150 102 89 341
33.9% 27.7% 36.2%
No 292 266 157 715
66.1% 72.3% 63.8%
Total 442 368 246 1056
x-square = 5.76; df = 2;: p = .05
Wave 11
Yes 139 114 95 348
52.9% 46.5% 50.3%
No 124 131 94 349
47.1% 53.5% 49.7%
Total 263 245 189 697
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 2.03;df=2;p=.3




Table A4
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Grade Level of Oldest Child for Respondents with ad without Transportation Assistance

Grade Level of Oldest Child

Wave 3
Grade Level
Too Young Preschodl Elementary Jr. High or
for School Kindergarter  School above Total
Transportation Yes 3 43 202 182 430
Assistance 75.0% 30.1% 30.1% 32.2%
No 1 100 469 384 954
25.0% 69.9% 69.9% 67.8%
Total 4 143 671 566 1384
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 4.27; df = 31= .23
Wave 5
Yes 1 56 197 165 419
11.1% 36.4% 33.9% 32.9%
No 8 98 384 336 826
88.9% 63.6% 66.1% 67.1%
Total 9 154 581 501 1245
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 2.68; df = y1= .44
Wave 8 Yes 4 29 155 143 331
66.7% 35.8% 33.8% 30.4%
No 2 52 303 327 684
33.3% 64.2% 66.2% 69.6%
Total 6 81 458 470 1015
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 4.88; df = 31=.18
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Table A4 (continued)
Grade Level of Oldest Child for Respondents with ad without Transportation Assistance

Wave 11 Grade Level
Too Young Preschodl Elementary Jr. High or
for School Kindergarter  School above Total
Transportation Yes 3 5 127 147 282
Assistance 100.0% 27.8% 52.7% 51.0%
No 0 13 114 141 268
0.0% 72.2% 47.3% 49.0%
Total 3 18 241 288 550

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 7.03; df = 31= .07

Table A5
Respondents with and Without Transportation Assistace by Time on Families First

Wave 3 Time On Families First
Less than 12 36 months or
months  12-35 months more Total

Transportation Yes 144 164 139 447
Assistance 30.3% 35.1% 35.0%

No 332 303 258 893
69.7% 64.9% 65.0%

Total 476 467 397 1340

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square =.3.20; df = = .20
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Table A5 (continued)
Respondents with and Without Transportation Assistace by Time on Families First

Less than 12-35 36 months
Wave 5 12 months nfent or more Total
Transportation AssistancYes 143 121 146 410
34.0% 34.6% 37.1%
No 277 229 248 754
66.0% 65.4% 62.9%
Total 420 350 394 1164
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .90; df = = .63
Wave 8
Yes 158 67 98 323
32.4% 31.9% 32.9%
No 329 143 200 672
67.6% 68.1% 67.1%
Total 487 210 298 995
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .05; df = 2y = .97
Wave 11
Yes 127 75 59 261
49.4% 54.3% 57.3%
No 130 63 44 237
50.6% 45.7% 42.7%
Total 257 138 103 498
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 2.11df=2,p = .34



APPENDIX B

Crosstabs for Demographics — Childcare Assistance

Table B1

Family Size of Respondents with and without Childcae Assistance

Number of Children

182

Wave 3
Children
lor2 3or4d 5 or more Total
Childcare Assistance Yes 258 176 54 488
87.5% 87.6% 96.4%
No 37 25 2 64
12.5% 12.4% 3.6%
Total 295 201 56 552
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 3.91df=2,p=.14
Wave 5
Yes 159 125 33 317
84.6% 87.4% 82.5%
No 29 18 7 54
15.4% 12.6% 17.5%
Total 188 143 40 371
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .83df=2,p = .65



Table B1 (continued)

Family Size of Respondents with and without Childcae Assistance
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Children
Wave 8 lor2 3or4 5 or more Total
Childcare Assistance Yes 88 117 33 238
81.5% 90.0% 89.2%
No 20 13 4 37
18.5% 10.0% 10.8%
Total 108 130 37 275
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 3.93jf=2,p= .14
Wave 11
Yes 143 103 27 273
88.8% 96.3% 100.0%
No 18 4 0 22
11.2% 3.7% .0%
Total 161 107 27 295
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 7.55]f = 2,p = .02*
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Table B2
Marital Status of Respondents with and without Chiticare Assistance

Marital Status

Wave 3
Currently Married

Yes No Total

Childcare Assistance Yes 52 436 488
83.9% 89.0%

No 10 54 64

16.1% 11.0%

Total 62 490 552

100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 1.40df=1,p = .23

Wave 5
Yes 42 274 316
82.4% 85.9%
No 9 45 54
17.6% 14.1%
Total 51 319 370
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .44df=1,p = .50



Table B2 (continued)

Marital Status of Respondents with and without Chiticare Assistance
Currently Married

185

Wave 8 eY No Total
Childcare Assistance Yes 31 207 238
86.1% 86.6%
No 5 32 37
13.9% 13.4%
Total 36 239 275
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .00¢f = 1,p = .93
Wave 11
Yes 23 250 273
88.5% 92.9%
No 3 19 22
11.5% 7.1%
Total 26 269 295
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .68Jf=1,p = .40



Table B3

Educational Level of Respondents with and without Gildcare Assistance

Educational Level

186

Wave 3
Highest Grade
Certificate,
Did not Diploma, or
complete HS GED Some post-HS Total
Childcare Assistance Yes 172 170 146 488
89.6% 88.1% 87.4%
No 20 23 21 64
10.4% 11.9% 12.6%
Total 192 193 167 552
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .43¢f=2,p = .80
Wave 5
Yes 106 107 104 317
87.6% 89.2% 80.6%
No 15 13 25 53
12.4% 10.8% 19.4%
Total 121 120 129 370
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .4.24Jf=2,p=.12



Table B3 (continued)

Educational Level of Respondents with and without Gildcare Assistance
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Certificate
Did not Diplamor Some
Wave 8 complete HS  GED post-HS  Total
Childcare Assistance Yes 77 82 79 238
92.8% 85.4% 82.3%
No 6 14 17 37
7.2% 14.6% 17.7%
Total 83 96 96 275
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .4.36jf=2,p= .11
Wave 11
Yes 67 101 105 273
93.1% 93.5% 91.3%
No 5 7 10 22
6.9% 6.5% 8.7%
Total 72 108 115 295
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .43df=2,p=.80
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Table B4
Grade Level of Oldest Child for Respondents with ad without Childcare Assistance

Grade Level of Oldest Child

Wave 3
Grade Level
Too Young Preschool or Elementary Jr. High or
for School Kindergarten  School above Total
Childcare Yes 2 53 207 69 331
Assistance 100.0% 85.5% 88.5% 98.6%
No 0 9 27 1 37
.0% 14.5% 11.5% 1.4%
Total 2 62 234 70 368
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 7.91df = 3,p = .04*
Wave 5
Yes 4 52 143 45 244
100.0% 91.2% 86.1% 81.8%
No 0 5 23 10 38
.0% 8.8% 13.9% 18.2%
Total 4 57 166 55 282
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 2.77f = 3,p = .42
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Table B4 (continued)
Grade Level of Oldest Child for Respondents with ad without Childcare Assistance

Grddevel
Too Young Preschool Elementadr. High
Wave 8 for school Kindergarten Scho or above Total
Childcare Yes 2 32 139 57 230
Assistance 100.0% 94.1%  85.8% 85.1%
No 0 2 23 10 35
.0% 5.9% 14.2% 14.9%
Total 2 34 162 67 265
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 2.20jf = 3,p = .53
Wave 11
Yes 2 9 117 59 187
100.0% 100.0% 93.6% 96.7%
No 0 0 8 2 10
.0% .0% 6.4% 3.3%
Total 2 9 125 61 197
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 1.45]f = 3,p = .69



Table B5

Time On Families First for Respondents with and wihout Childcare Assistance

Time On Families First
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Wave 3
Time On
Less than 12 12-35 36 months o
months months more Total
Childcare Assistance Yes 143 107 89 339
94.1% 84.3% 91.8%
No 9 20 8 37
5.9% 15.7% 8.2%
Total 152 127 97 376
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 7.90¢df = 2,p = .01*
Wave 5
Yes 99 64 66 229
90.8% 85.3% 93.0%
No 10 11 5 26
9.2% 14.7% 7.0%
Total 109 75 71 255
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 2.50jdf = 2,p = .28



Table B5 (continued)

Time On Families First for Respondents with and wihout Childcare Assistance
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Time On
Less than 12-35 36 months
Wave 8 12 months manth  or more Total
Yes 136 54 45 235
93.2% 84.4% 72.6%
No 10 10 17 37
6.8% 15.6% 27.4%
Total 146 64 62 272
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 15.95Jf = 2,p = .00**
Wave 11
Yes 96 49 34 179
99.0% 96.1% 97.1%
No 1 2 1 4
1.0% 3.9% 2.9%
Total 97 51 35 183
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 1.39f=2,p = .49



Crosstabs—Transportation Support and Dependent Vaables

Table C1

Employment Status (Employed or Not) and Receipt of ransportation Assistance

APPENDIX C

Employment Status

192

Wave 3
Transportation Assistance
Yes No Total
Currently Employed Yes 185 358 543
34.0% 28.9%
No 359 879 1238
66.0% 71.1%
Total 544 1237 1781
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 4.57f=1,p = .03*
Wave 5
Yes 124 266 390
25.1% 28.2%
No 371 678 1049
74.9% 71.8%
Total 495 944 1439
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 1.6Qdf=1,p = .20
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Table C1 (continued)
Employment Status (Employed or Not) and Receipt of ransportation Assistance

meportation Assistance

Wave 8 ey No Total
Employed Yes 120 208 328
35.2% 29.1%
No 221 507 728
64.8% 70.9%
Total 341 715 1056
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 1.6Qdf=1,p = .20

Wave 11
Yes 166 174 340
47.7% 49.9%
No 182 175 357
52.3% 50.1%
Total 348 349 697
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .32df=1,p = .03**



Table C2

Employment Status (Full or Part Time) and Receipt 6 Transportation Assistance

Full or Part Time Employment
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Wave 3
Transportation Assistance
Yes No Total
Type of Employment Full-time 72 161 233
38.9% 45.0%
Part-time 113 197 310
61.1% 55.0%
Total 185 358 543
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.8lf=1,p=.17
Wave 5
Full-time 50 138 188
40.3% 51.9%
Part-time 74 128 202
59.7% 48.1%
Total 124 266 390
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 4.520f = 1,p = .03*



Table C2 (continued)
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Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Employmen$tatus (Full or Part Time)

ansportation Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Tota
Type of Employment Full-time 53 114 167
44.2% 54.8%
Part-time 67 94 161
55.8% 45.2%
Total 120 208 328
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 3.44jf=1,p = .06
Wave 11
Full-time 65 87 152
39.2% 50.0%
Part-time 101 87 188
60.8% 50.0%
Total 166 174 340
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 4.04Jf = 1,p = .04*
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Table C3
Job Quality (Promotions) and Receipt of Transportaton Assistance

Promotions
Wave 3
Transportation Assistance
Yes No Total
Received Promotion Yes 13 26 39
12.9% 12.9%
No 88 175 263
87.1% 86.6%
Missing 0 1 1
.0% 5%
Total 101 202 303
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .50df=2,p=.77
Wave 5
Yes 6 16 22
9.7% 11.2%
No 55 127 182
88.7% 88.8%
Missing 1 0 1
1.6% .0%
Total 62 143 205
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .2.39f=2,p=.30



Table C3 (continued)

Job Quality (Promotions) and Receipt of Transportaion Assistance

Tsmortation Assistance

197

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Received Promotion Yes 10 17 27
15.4% 14.3%
No 55 102 157
84.6% 85.7%
Total 65 119 184
100.0% 100.0%
X-square = .04df=1,p= .84
Wave 11
Yes 11 9 20
10.5% 9.8%
No 94 83 177
89.5% 90.2%
Total 105 92 197
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .02¢f=1,p = .87



Table C4

Job Quality (Sick Leave Benefits) and Receipt of Tansportation Assistance

Paid Sick Leave
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Wave 3
Transportation Assistance
Yes No Total
Paid Sick Leave No 140 278 418
75.7% 77.7%
Yes 45 80 125
24.3% 22.3%
Total 185 358 543
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .26df=1,p = .60
Wave 5
No 97 193 290
78.2% 72.6%
Yes 27 73 100
21.8% 27.4%
Total 124 266 390
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 1.420f=1,p = .23



Table C4 (continued)
Job Quality (Sick Leave Benefits) and Receipt of Tansportation Assistance

Tsmortation Assistance

199

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Paid Sick Leave No 82 145 227
68.3% 69.7%
Yes 38 63 101
31.7% 30.3%
Total 120 208 328
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .06¢f=1,p=.79
Wave 11
No 127 135 262
76.5% 77.6%
Yes 39 39 78
23.5% 22.4%
Total 166 174 340
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .05f=1,p=.81



Table C5

Job Quality (Paid Holidays) and Receipt of Transpotation Assistance
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Paid Holidays
Wave 3
Transportation Assistance
Yes No Total
Paid Holidays No 132 255 387
71.4% 71.2%
Yes 53 103 156
28.6% 28.8%
Total 185 358 543
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .00f=1,p=.97
Wave 5
No 85 170 255
68.5% 63.9%
Yes 39 96 135
31.5% 36.1%
Total 124 266 390
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .80df=1,p = .37



Table C5 (continued)

Job Quality (Paid Holidays) and Receipt of Transpotation Assistance

Trangadion Assistance

201

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Paid Holidays No 79 135 214
65.8% 64.9%
Yes 41 73 114
34.2% 35.1%
Total 120 208 328
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .02df=1,p = .86
Wave 11
No 113 118 231
68.1% 67.8%
Yes 53 56 109
31.9% 32.2%
Total 166 174 340
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .00df=1,p = .96



Table C6

Job Quality (Retirement Benefits) and Receipt of Tansportation Assistance

Retirement Benefits
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Wave 3
Transportation Assistance
Yes No Total
Retirement Benefits No 144 293 437
77.8% 81.8%
Yes 41 65 106
22.2% 18.2%
Total 185 358 543
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.24f=1,p = .26
Wave 5
No 100 202 302
80.6% 75.9%
Yes 24 64 88
19.4% 24.1%
Total 124 266 390
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 1.074df=1,p=.30



Table C6 (continued)
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Job Quality (Retirement Benefits) and Receipt of Tansportation Assistance

Transportation Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Retirement Benefits No 90 159 249
75.0% 76.4%
Yes 30 49 79
25.0% 23.6%
Total 120 208 328
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .08df=1,p=.76
Wave 11
No 125 137 262
75.3% 78.7%
Yes 41 37 78
24.7% 21.3%
Total 166 174 340
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .56df=1,p = .45



Table C7

Job Quality (Health Insurance Benefits) and Receipbf Transportation Assistance

Health Insurance Benefits
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Wave 3
Transportation Assistance
Yes No Total
Health Insurance No 126 256 382
68.1% 71.5%
Yes 59 102 161
31.9% 28.5%
Total 185 358 543
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .67¢f=1,p= .41
Wave 5
No 88 176 264
71.0% 66.2%
Yes 36 90 126
29.0% 33.8%
Total 124 266 390
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .8%f=1,p=.34



Table C7 (continued)

Job Quality (Health Insurance Benefits) and Receipbf Transportation Assistance

Trangption Assistance

205

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Health Insurance No 78 140 218
65.0% 67.3%
Yes 42 68 110
35.0% 32.7%
Total 120 208 328
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .18Jf=1,p = .67
Wave 11
No 117 122 239
70.5% 70.1%
Yes 49 52 101
29.5% 29.9%
Total 166 174 340
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .00¢f=1,p = .94



Table C8

Economic Well-Being and Receipt of Transportation Asistance

206

Transportation
Assistance

Wave 3

Wave 5

Wave 8

Wave 11

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

WTWB
In-Crisis At-Risk Safe Thriving
159 14 3 2
% 89.3% 7.9% 1.7% 1.1%
301 28 5 7
% 88.3% 8.2% 1.5% 2.1%
108 5 0 2
% 93.9% 4.3% 0.0% 1.7%
214 28 10 6
% 82.9% 10.9% 3.90% 2.3
102 12 3 1
% 86.4% 10.2% 2.5% 0.8%
160 18 7 9
% 82.5% 9.3% 3.6% 4.6%
137 16 4 5
% 84.6% 9.9% 2.5% 3.1%
144 19 4 3
% 84.7% 11.2% 2.4% 1.8%




Crosstabs — Childcare Assistance and Dependent Vables

Table D1

APPENDIX D

Employment Status (Employed or Not) and Receipt oChildcare Assistance

Employment Status
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Wave 3
Childcare Assistance
Yes No Total
Currently Employed Yes 245 38 283
50.2% 59.4%
No 243 26 269
49.8% 40.6%
Total 488 64 552
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.90df = 1; p-value = .16
Wave 5
Yes 160 34 194
50.5% 63.0%
No 157 20 177
49.5% 37.0%
Total 317 54 371
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 2.88]f = 1; p-value = .08



Table D1 (continued)

Employment Status (Employed or Not) and Receipt oChildcare Assistance

Childcare Assistance

208

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Currently Employed Yes 152 31 183
63.9% 83.8%
No 86 6 92
36.1% 16.2%
Total 238 37 275
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 5.70jf = 1; p-value = .01*
Wave 11
Currently Employed Yes 208 12 220
76.2% 54.5%
No 65 10 75
23.8% 45.5%
Total 273 22 295
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 5.03jf = 1; p-value = .02*



Table D2

Employment Status (Full- or Part-Time) and Receipof Childcare Assistance

Full or Part-Time Employment
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Wave 3
Childcare Assistance
Yes No Total
Type of Full-time 124 17 141
Employment 50.6% 44.7%
Part-Time 121 21 142
49.4% 55.3%
Total 245 38 283
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .45f = 1; p-value = .50
Wave 5
Full 88 20 108
55.0% 58.8%
Part 72 14 86
45.0% 41.2%
Total 160 34 194
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .16qf = 1;p-value = .68



Table D2 (continued)

Employment Status (Full- or Part-Time) and Receipof Childcare Assistance

Childcare Assistance

210

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Type of Full-time 95 23 118
Employment 62.5% 74.2%
Part-time 57 8 65
37.5% 25.8%
Total 152 31 183
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.53]f = 1; p-value = .21
Wave 11
Full-time 102 9 111
49.0% 75.0%
Part-time 106 3 109
51.0% 25.0%
Total 208 12 220
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 3.05]f = 1; p-value = .08



Table D3

Job Quality (Promotions) and Receipt of Childcare Asistance
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Promotion
Wave 3
Childcare Assistance
Yes No Total
Received Promotion Yes 24 4 28
16.0% 16.0%
No 126 20 146
84.0% 80.0%
Missing 0 1 1
.0% 4.0%
Total 150 25 175
100.0% 100.0%
Wave 5
Received Promotion Yes 12 5 17
14.1% 23.8%
No 73 15 88
85.9% 71.4%
Missing 0 1 1
.0% 4.8%
Total 85 21 106
100.0% 100.0%




Table D3 (continued)

Job Quality (Promotions) and Receipt of Childcare Asistance

Childcare Assistance

212

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Received Promotion Yes 15 5 20
15.3% 27.8%
No 83 13 96
84.7% 72.2%
Total 98 18 116
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.65]f = 1; p-value = .19
Wave 11
Yes 17 1 18
13.7% 12.5%
No 107 7 114
86.3% 87.5%
Total 124 8 132
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = .00¢f = 1; p-value = .92



Table D4

Job Quality (Sick Leave Benefits) and Receipt of Qlucare Assistance

Paid Sick Leave
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Wave 3
Childcare Assistance
Yes No Total
Paid Sick Leave Yes 62 12 74
25.3% 31.6%
No 183 26 209
14.7% 68.4%
Total 245 38 283
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .67¢f = 1; p-value = .41
Wave 5
Yes 41 12 53
25.6% 35.3%
No 119 22 141
74.4% 64.7%
Total 160 34 194
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 1.32jf = 1; p-value = .25



Table D4 (continued)

Job Quality (Sick Leave Benefits) and Receipt of Qlucare Assistance

Childcdkssistance

214

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Paid Sick Leave Yes 62 16 78
40.8% 51.6%
No 90 15 105
59.2% 48.4%
Total 152 31 183
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.23]f = 1; p-value = .26
Wave 11
Yes 61 7 68
29.3% 58.3%
No 147 5 152
70.7% 41.7%
Total 208 12 220
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 4.47f = 1; p-value = .03*



Table D5

Job Quality (Paid Holiday Benefits) and Receipt oChildcare Assistance
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Paid Holidays
Wave 3
Childcare Assistance
Yes No Total
Paid Holidays Yes 82 15 97
33.5% 39.5%
No 163 23 186
66.5% 60.5%
Total 245 38 283
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = .52df = 1; p-value = .46
Wave 5
Yes 58 17 75
36.3% 50.0%
No 102 17 119
63.8% 50.0%
Total 160 34 194
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 2.23]f = 1; p-value = .13



Table D5 (continued)

Job Quality (Paid Holiday Benefits) and Receipt oChildcare Assistance

Childcare Assistance

216

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Paid Holidays Yes 74 19 93
48.7% 61.3%
No 78 12 90
51.3% 38.7%
Total 152 31 183
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.63]f = 1; p-value = .20
Wave 11
Yes 76 8 84
36.5% 66.7%
No 132 4 136
63.5% 33.3%
Total 208 12 220
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 4.36jf = 1; p-value = .03*



Table D6

Job Quality (Retirement Benefits) and Receipt of Cidcare Assistance

Retirement Benefits
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Wave 3
Childcare Assistance
Yes No Total
Retirement Benefits Yes 58 12 70
23.7% 31.6%
No 187 26 213
76.3% 68.4%
Total 245 38 283
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.1Qdf = 1; p-value = .29
Wave 5
Yes 39 15 54
24.4% 44.1%
No 121 19 140
75.6% 55.9%
Total 160 34 194
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 5.44jf = 1; p-value = .02*



Table D6 (continued)

Job Quality (Retirement Benefits) and Receipt of Cidcare Assistance

Chitde Assistance

218

Wave 8 Yes No Tota
Retirement Benefits Yes 52 14 66
34.2% 45.2%
No 100 17 117
65.8% 54.8%
Total 152 31 183
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.33]f = 1; p-value = .24
Wave 11
Yes 57 6 63
27.4% 50.0%
No 151 6 157
72.6% 50.0%
Total 208 12 220
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 2.80df = 1; p-value = .09



Table D7

Job Quality (Healthcare Benefits) and Receipt of Cidcare Assistance

Health Insurance

219

Wave 3
Childcare Assistance
Yes No Total
Health Insurance  Yes 76 16 92
31.0% 42.1%
No 169 22 191
69.0% 57.9%
Total 245 38 283
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 1.84df = 1;p-value = .17
Wave 5
Yes 61 17 78
38.1% 50.0%
No 99 17 116
61.9% 50.0%
Total 160 34 194
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 1.64df = 1; p-value = .20



Table D7 (continued)

Job Quality (Healthcare Benefits) and Receipt of Cidcare Assistance

Childcare Assistance

220

Wave 8 Yes No Total
;'liﬁlrtgnce Yes 68 20 88
44.7% 64.5%
No 84 11 95
55.3% 35.5%
Total 152 31 183
100.0% 100.0%
x-square = 4.03jf = 1; p-value = .04*
Wave 11
Yes 69 7 76
33.2% 58.3%
No 139 5 144
66.8% 41.7%
Total 208 12 220
100.0% 100.0%

x-square = 3.17f = 1; p-value = .07



Table D8

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Economic Wellding
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Childcare Assistance

Wave 3

Wave 5

Wave 8

Wave 11

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

WTWB
In-Crisis At-Risk Safe Thriving
200 32 6 2
% 83.3% 13.3% 2.5% .8%
32 3 1 1
% 86.5% 8.1% 2.7% 2.7%
125 21 4 3
% 81.7% 13.7% 2.6% 2.0%
22 7 1 3
% 66.7% 21.2% 3.0% 9.1%
115 28 5 1
% 77.2% 18.8% 3.4% 1%
20 3 2 4
% 69.0% 10.3% 6.9% 13.8%
153 37 7 8
% 74.6% 18.0% 3.4% 3.9%
6 1 2 1
60.0% 10.0% 20.0% 10.0%




Table D9

Relationship between Receipt of Childcare Assigt@amd Economic Well-Being

222

Correlation t-score p-value df
Wave 3 No -.08 .93 275
Wave 5 No -1.74 .08 37
Wave 8 No -1.79 .08 30
Wave 11 No 19 .66 74




TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE

APPENDIX E
Crosstabs — Urban/Rural Status and Dependent Varidbs

223

-Ig?nb;lleosrient Status (Employed or Not) and Receipt of ransportation Assistance —
Urban/Rural
Currently Employed
Transportation Assistance
Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban  Currently Employed Yes 151 299 450
33.1% 29.7%
No 305 709 1014
66.9% 70.3%
Total 456 1008 1464
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 34 54 88
39.5% 25.2%
No 52 160 212
60.5% 74.8%
Total 86 214 300
100.0% 100.0%

Urban x-square = 1.75(f = 1; p-value = .

Rurat-square = 6.05Jf = 1; p-value = .01*



Table E1 (continued)
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Employment Status (Employed or Not) and Receipt of ransportation Assistance —

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban  Currently Employed Yes 96 232 328
22.9% 29.1%
No 323 566 889
77.1% 70.9%
Total 419 798 1217
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 27 31 58
39.1% 23.7%
No 42 100 142
60.9% 76.3%
Total 69 131 200
100.0% 100.0%

Urban x-square = 5.29f = 1; p-value = .

02*

Rurak-square = 5.25]f = 1; p-value = .02*



Table E1 (continued)

Employment Status (Employed or Not) and Receipt of ransportation Assistance —

225

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban  Currently Employed Yes 107 172 279
35.4% 28.3%
No 195 435 630
64.6% 71.7%
Total 302 607 909
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 12 31 43
32.4% 31.0%
No 25 69 94
67.6% 69.0%
Total 37 100 137
100.0% 100.0%

Urban x-square = 4.774f = 1; p-value = .

02* Rurak-square = .02¢f = 1; p-value = .87



Table E1 (continued)

Employment Status (Employed or Not) and Receipt of ransportation Assistance —

226

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban  Currently Employed Yes 148 149 297
47.1% 51.6%
No 166 140 306
52.9% 48.4%
Total 314 289 603
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 17 19 36
58.6% 38.0%
No 12 31 43
41.4% 62.0%
Total 29 50 79
100.0% 100.0%
Urbanx-square = 1.17f = 1, p-value = .27 Rurak-square = 3.14df = 1; p-value = .07
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-Ig?nb;lleosrient Status (Full- or Part-Time) and Receiptof Transportation Assistance —
Urban/Rural
Full or Part-Time Employment
Transportation Assistance
Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban Full or Part Time  Full 57 138 195
37.7% 46.2%
Part 94 161 255
62.3% 53.8%
Total 151 299 450
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Full 15 21 36
44.1% 38.9%
Part 19 33 52
55.9% 61.1%
Total 34 54 88
100.0% 100.0%
Urbanx-square = 2.88]f = 1, p-value = .08 Rurak-square = 2.36Gjf = 1; p-value = .62



Table E2 (continued)

Employment Status (Full- or Part-Time) and Receiptof Transportation Assistance —

228

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban Full or Part Time  Full 39 119 158
40.6% 51.3%
Part 57 113 170
59.4% 48.7%
Total 96 232 328
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Full 11 16 27
40.7% 51.6%
Part 16 15 31
59.3% 48.4%
Total 27 31 58
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 3.0%f = 1; p-value = .07

Rurak-square = .68f = 1; p-value = .40



Table E2 (continued)

Employment Status (Full- or Part-Time) and Receiptof Transportation Assistance —

229

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Full or Part Time  Full 47 95 142
43.9% 55.2%
Part 60 77 137
56.1% 44.8%
Total 107 172 279
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Full 6 15 21
50.0% 48.4%
Part 6 16 22
50.0% 51.6%
Total 12 31 43
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 3.37f = 1; p-value = .06

Ruralk-square = .00gf = 1; p-value = .92



Table E2 (continued)

Employment Status (Full- or Part-Time) and Receiptof Transportation Assistance —

230

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban Full or Part Time Full 59 73 132
39.9% 49.0%
Part 89 76 165
60.1% 51.0%
Total 148 149 297
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Full 6 10 16
35.3% 52.6%
Part 11 9 20
64.7% 47.4%
Total 17 19 36
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 2.50jf = 1; p-value = .

11 Rurak-square = 1.09]f = 1; p-value = .29
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Table E3
Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Job Qualt (Promotions) — Urban/Rural

Promotions
Transportation Assistance
Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban  Received Promotion  Yes 11 22 33
13.4% 12.4%
No 71 154 225
86.6% 87.0%
Missing 0 1 1
.0% .6%
Total 82 177 259
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 2 4 6
10.5% 19.0%
No 17 17 34
89.5% 81.0%
Total 19 21 40
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.50¢f = 2; p-value = .77 Rurak-square =.56¢f = 1; p-value = .45



Table E3 (continued)

Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Job Qualt (Promotions) — Urban/Rural

232

Transportation Assistance

Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban  Received Promotion  Yes 5 15 20
10.0% 11.9%
No 44 111 155
88.0% 88.1%
Missing 1 0 1
2.0% .0%
Total 50 126 176
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 1 1 2
9.1% 6.3%
No 10 15 25
90.9% 93.8%
Total 11 16 27
100.0% 100.0%

Urban x-square =2.63]f = 2; p-value = .26

Rurak-square =.07¢f = 1; p-value = .78
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Table E3 (continued)
Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Job Qualt (Promotions) — Urban/Rural

Transportation Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban  Received Promotion Yes 10 13 23
16.9% 13.5%
No 49 83 132
83.1% 86.5%
Total 59 96 155
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 0 3 3
.0% 16.7%
No 5 15 20
100.0% 83.3%
Total 5 18 23
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.33¢f = 1; p-value = .56
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Table E3 (continued)
Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Job Qualt (Promotions) — Urban/Rural

Transportation Assistance

Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban  Received Promotion Yes 9 8 17
9.4% 10.3%
No 87 70 157
90.6% 89.7%
Total 96 78 174
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 2 1 3
22.2% 10.0%
No 7 9 16
77.8% 90.0%
Total 9 10 19
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.03¢f = 1; p-value = .84



Table E4

235

Job Quality (Sick Leave Benefits) and Receipt of Tansportation Assistance — Urban/Rural

Transportation Assistance

Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban  Paid Sick Leave  Yes 39 72 111
25.8% 24.1%
No 112 227 339
74.2% 75.9%
Total 151 299 450
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 6 7 13
17.6% 13.0%
No 28 47 75
82.4% 87.0%
Total 34 54 88
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.16¢f = 1; p-value = .

68 Rurak-square =.36¢f = 1; p-value = .54



Table E4 (continued)

236

Job Quality (Sick Leave Benefits) and Receipt of Tansportation Assistance —Urban/Rural

Transportation Assistance

Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Sick Leave Yes 24 66 90
25.0% 28.4%
No 72 166 238
75.0% 71.6%
Total 96 232 328
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 3 5 8
11.1% 16.1%
No 24 26 50
88.9% 83.9%
Total 27 31 58
100.0% 100.0%

Urban x-square =.40q¢f = 1;p-value =.

52

Ruralx-square =.30¢lf = 1; p-value = .58



Table E4 (continued)

237

Job Quality (Sick Leave Benefits) and Receipt of Tansportation Assistance —Urban/Rural

Transportation Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Sick Leave Yes 35 58 93
32.7% 33.7%
No 72 114 186
67.3% 66.3%
Total 107 172 279
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 3 4 7
25.0% 12.9%
No 9 27 36
75.0% 87.1%
Total 12 31 43
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.03¢f = 1; p-value =.

86

Rurak-square =.92df = 1; p-value = .33



Table E4 (continued)

238

Job Quality (Sick Leave Benefits) and Receipt of Tansportation Assistance —Urban/Rural

Transportation Assistance

Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Sick Leave Yes 35 32 67
23.6% 21.5%
No 113 117 230
76.4% 78.5%
Total 148 149 297
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 4 7 11
23.5% 36.8%
No 13 12 25
76.5% 63.2%
Total 17 19 36
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.20¢f = 1; p-value = .

65 Rurak-square =.74¢f = 1; p-value = .38
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:]r(?t?l(egfaSIity (Paid Holiday Benefits) and Receipt off ransportation Assistance —
Urban/Rural
Paid Holidays
Transportation Assistance
Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Holidays Yes 42 96 138
27.8% 32.1%
No 109 203 312
72.2% 67.9%
Total 151 299 450
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 11 6 17
32.4% 11.1%
No 23 48 71
67.6% 88.9%
Total 34 54 88
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.86¢f = 1; p-value =.

35 Rurak-square =6.04df = 1; p-value = .01**
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:]r(?tk))l(egfaSIity (Paid Holiday Benefits) and Receipt off ransportation Assistance --
Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Holidays Yes 35 83 118
36.5% 35.8%
No 61 149 210
63.5% 64.2%
Total 96 232 328
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 4 12 16
14.8% 38.7%
No 23 19 42
85.2% 61.3%
Total 27 31 58
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.01¢lf = 1; p-value = .

90 Rurat-square =4.1Zjf = 1; p-value = .04*
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:]r(?tk))l(egfaSIity (Paid Holiday Benefits) and Receipt off ransportation Assistance --
Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Holidays Yes 36 63 99
33.6% 36.6%
No 71 109 180
66.4% 63.4%
Total 107 172 279
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 4 8 12
33.3% 25.8%
No 8 23 31
66.7% 74.2%
Total 12 31 43
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.25¢f = 1; p-value = .

61

Rurak-square =.24¢f = 1; p-value = .62



Table E5 (continued)

Job Quality (Paid Holiday Benefits) and Receipt off ransportation Assistance —

242

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Holidays Yes 49 49 98
33.1% 32.9%
No 99 100 199
66.9% 67.1%
Total 148 149 297
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 4 7 11
23.5% 36.8%
No 13 12 25
76.5% 63.2%
Total 17 19 36
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.00¢f = 1; p-value = .96

Rurax-square =.74¢f = 1; p-value = .38



Table E6

Job Quality (Retirement) and Receipt of Transportaton Assistance — Urban/Rural

Retirement Benefits

243

Transportation Assistance

Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban  Retirement Benefits Yes 32 62 94
21.2% 20.7%
No 119 237 356
78.8% 79.3%
Total 151 299 450
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 9 3 12
26.5% 5.6%
No 25 51 76
73.5% 94.4%
Total 34 54 88
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.01¢lf = 1; p-value = .91

Rurat-square =7.75df = 1; p-value = .00**



Table E6 (continued)

Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Job Qualt (Retirement) — Urban/Rural

244

Transportation Assistance

Wave 5 Yes No Total

Urban  Retirement Benefits Yes 22 55 77
22.9% 23.7%

No 74 177 251
77.1% 76.3%

Total 96 232 328
100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 2 9 11
7.4% 29.0%

No 25 22 47
92.6% 71.0%

Total 27 31 58
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.02¢f = 1; p-value = .87

Rurat-square =4.3%f = 1; p-value = .03*



Table E6 (continued)
Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Job Qualt (Retirement) — Urban/Rural

245

Transportation Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban  Retirement Benefits Yes 28 42 70
26.2% 24.4%
No 79 130 209
73.8% 75.6%
Total 107 172 279
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 2 6 8
16.7% 19.4%
No 10 25 35
83.3% 80.6%
Total 12 31 43
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.10q¢f = 1; p-value = .74

Ruradsquare =.04df = 1; p-value = .83



Table E6 (continued)

Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Job Qualt (Retirement) — Urban/Rural

246

Transportation Assistance

Wave 11 Yes No Total

Urban  Retirement Benefits Yes 38 32 70
25.7% 21.5%

No 110 117 227
74.3% 78.5%

Total 148 149 297
100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 3 5 8
17.6% 26.3%

No 14 14 28
82.4% 73.7%

Total 17 19 36
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.72¢f = 1; p-value = .39



Table E7

247

Job Quality (Health Insurance Benefits) and Receipbf Transportation Assistance —

Urban/Rural Status

Health Insurance

Transportation Assistance

Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban Health Insurance Yes 48 94 142
31.8% 31.4%
No 103 205 308
68.2% 68.6%
Total 151 299 450
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 11 7 18
32.4% 13.0%
No 23 47 70
67.6% 87.0%
Total 34 54 88
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.00¢If = 1; p-value =.

94 Ruralsquare =.4.82jf = 1; p-value = .02*



Table E7 (continued)

Job Quality (Health Insurance Benefits) and Receipbf Transportation Assistance —

248

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban Health Insurance Yes 33 79 112
34.4% 34.1%
No 63 153 216
65.6% 65.9%
Total 96 232 328
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 3 9 12
11.1% 29.0%
No 24 22 46
88.9% 71.0%
Total 27 31 58
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.00¢f = 1; p-value =.

95 Ruratsquare =.2.82]f = 1; p-value = .09



Table E7 (continued)

Job Quality (Health Insurance Benefits) and Receipbf Transportation Assistance —

249

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Health Insurance Yes 40 57 97
37.4% 33.1%
No 67 115 182
62.6% 66.9%
Total 107 172 279
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 2 9 11
16.7% 29.0%
No 10 22 32
83.3% 71.0%
Total 12 31 43
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.52¢f = 1; p-value = .

46 Rurglsquare =..69f = 1; p-value = .40



Table E7 (continued)

Job Quality (Health Insurance Benefits) and Receipbf Transportation Assistance —

250

Urban/Rural
Transportation Assistance
Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban Health Insurance Yes 46 44 90
31.1% 29.5%
No 102 105 207
68.9% 70.5%
Total 148 149 297
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 3 8 11
17.6% 42.1%
No 14 11 25
82.4% 57.9%
Total 17 19 36
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.08g¢f = 1; p-value =.

77 Rurglsquare =.,25f = 1; p-value = .11



Table E8

Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Economic llbeing —Urban/Rural

251

Wave 3
Urban

Rural

Wave 5

Urban

Rural

Transportation

Assistance

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

In-Crisis At-Risk
129 12
34.1% 33.3%
249 24
65.9% 66.7%
30 2
39.0% 33.3%
47 4
61.0% 66.7%
81 5
30.8% 15.6%
182 27
69.2% 84.4%
26
46.4% -----
30

WTWB
Safe Thriving
2 1
33.3% 12.5%
4 7
66.7% 87.5%
1 1
50.0% 100.0%
1 0
50.0% 0.0%
0 2
0.0% 28.6%
10 5
100.0% 71.4%
0
------ 0.0%
1
------ 100.0%
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Table E8 (continued)
Receipt of Transportation Assistance and Economic \&ll-Being —Urban/Rural

WTWB
Transportation
Assistance
Wave 8 In-Crisis At-Risk Safe Thriving
Urban Yes 91 11 3 1
% 40.8% 37.9% 50.0% 14.3%
No 132 18 3 6
% 59.2% 62.1% 50.0% 85.7
Rural Yes 10 1 0 0
% 27.8% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
No 26 0 3 1
% 72.20% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Wave 11
Urban Yes 119 16 4 5
% 49.4% 47.1% 57.1% 62.5%
No 122 18 3 3
% 50.6% 52.9% 42.9% 37.5%
Rural Yes 17 0 0
% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0%
No 17 1 1

% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% -
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CHILDCARE ASSISTANCE

Table E9
Employment Status (Employed or Not) and Receipt ofhildcare Assistance —Urban/Rural

Employment

Childcare Assistance

Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban Currently Employed Yes 210 29 239
48.8% 55.8% 49.6%

No 220 23 243

51.2% 44.2% 50.4%

Total 430 52 482
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 32 9 41
62.7% 75.0% 65.1%

No 19 3 22

37.3% 25.0% 34.9%

Total 51 12 63
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.8%lf = 1; p-value = .34

Rurglsquare =.64¢lf = 1; p-value = .42
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Table E9 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Employment Stas (Employed or Not) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 5 Yes No Total

Urban Currently Employed Yes 134 27 161
47.9% 61.4%

No 146 17 163
52.1% 38.6%

Total 280 44 324
100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 25 6 31
71.4% 100.0%

No 10 0 10
28.6% .0%

Total 35 6 41
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.2.77f = 1, p-value = .09 Rurglsquare = 2.264f = 1; p-value = .13



Table E9 (continued)

255

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Employment Stas (Employed or Not) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban  Currently Employed Yes 133 24 157
62.7% 80.0%
No 79 6 85
37.3% 20.0%
Total 212 30 242
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 14 5 19
66.7% 100.0%
No 7 0 7
33.3% .0%
Total 21 5 26
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.3.43]f = 1, p-value = .
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Table E9 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Employment Stas (Employed or Not) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 11 Yes No Total

Urban Currently Employed Yes 188 10 198
77.7% 71.4%

No 54 4 58
22.3% 28.6%

Total 242 14 256
100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 17 2 19
68.0% 33.3%

No 8 4 12
32.0% 66.7%

Total 25 6 31
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.2%if = 1; p-value = .58
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Table E10
Employment Status (Full- or Part-Time and Receipt ® Childcare Assistance —
Urban/Rural
Childcare Assistance
Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban Full or Part Time Full 104 12 116
49.5% 41.4%
Part 106 17 123
50.5% 58.6%
Total 210 29 239
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Full 19 5 24
59.4% 55.6%
Part 13 4 17
40.6% 44.4%
Total 32 9 41
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.67¢lf = 1; p-value =.

41 Ruradsquare = .04q¢f = 1; p-value = .83



Table E10 (continued)

Employment Status (Full- or Part-Time) and Receiptof Childcare Assistance —

258

Urban/Rural
Childcare Assistance
Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban Full or Part Time Full 70 18 88
52.2% 66.7%
Part 64 9 73
47.8% 33.3%
Total 134 27 161
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Full 18 1 19
72.0% 16.7%
Part 7 5 12
28.0% 83.3%
Total 25 6 31
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.1.88]f = 1; p-value = .16



Table E10 (continued)

Employment Status (Full- or Part-Time) and Receiptof Childcare Assistance —

259

Urban/Rural
Childcare Assistance
Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Full or Part Time Full 84 18 102
63.2% 75.0%
Part 49 6 55
36.8% 25.0%
Total 133 24 157
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Full 9 3 12
64.3% 60.0%
Part 5 2 7
35.7% 40.0%
Total 14 5 19
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.1.25]f = 1, p-value = .26



Table E10 (continued)
Employment Status (Full- or Part-Time) and Receiptof Childcare Assistance —

260

Urban/Rural
Childcare Assistance
Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban Full or Part Time Full 93 7 100
49.5% 70.0%
Part 95 3 98
50.5% 30.0%
Total 188 10 198
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Full 7 2 9
41.2% 100.0%
Part 10 0 10
58.8% .0%
Total 17 2 19
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.1.604f = 1; p-value = .20



Table E11
Job Quality (Promotions) and Receipt of Childcare Asistance — Urban/Rural

261

Promotions
Childcare Assistance
Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban Received Promotion Yes 20 3 23
15.4% 15.0%
No 110 16 126
84.6% 80.0%
Missing 0 1 1
.0% 5.0%
Total 130 20 150
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 4 1 5
23.5% 20.0%
No 13 4 17
76.5% 80.0%
Total 17 5 22
100.0% 100.0%




Table E11 (continued)

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Rmotions) — Urban/Rural

262

Childcare Assistance

Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban Received Promotion Yes 10 4 14
13.9% 23.5% 15.7%

No 62 12 74

86.1% 70.6% 83.1%

Missing 0 1 1

.0% 5.9% 1.1%

Total 72 17 89
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 2 0 2
16.7% .0% 13.3%

No 10 3 13

83.3% 100.0% 86.7%

Total 12 3 15

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table E11 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Rmotions) — Urban/Rural

263

Childcare Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Received Promotion Yes 15 5 20
17.0% 33.3% 19.4%
No 73 10 83
83.0% 66.7% 80.6%
Total 88 15 103
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Rural Received Promotion No 5 1 6
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total 5 1 6
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table E11 (continued)

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Rmotions) — Urban/Rural

264

Childcare Assistance

Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban Received Promotion Yes 16 1 17
13.8% 14.3% 13.8%

No 100 6 106

86.2% 85.7% 86.2%

Total 116 7 123
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 1 0 1
14.3% .0% 12.5%

No 6 1 7

85.7% 100.0% 87.5%

Total 7 1 8

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Table E12
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (8k Leave Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Paid Sick Leave

Childcare Assistance

Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Sick Leave Yes 54 11 65
25.7% 37.9%
No 156 18 174
74.3% 62.1%
Total 210 29 239
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 7 1 8
21.9% 11.1%
No 25 8 33
78.1% 88.9%
Total 32 9 41
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =1.92]f = 1; p-value = .

16 Rura¢square = .51¢lf = 1; p-value = .47



Table E12 (continued)

266

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (8k Leave Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Sick Leave Yes 38 10 48
28.4% 37.0% 29.8%
No 96 17 113
71.6% 63.0% 70.2%
Total 134 27 161
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 3 1 4
12.0% 16.7% 12.9%
No 22 5 27
88.0% 83.3% 87.1%
Total 25 6 31
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.80¢f = 1; p-value = .36

Rura¢square = .09f = 1; p-value = .75
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Table E12 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (8k Leave Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Sick Leave Yes 57 14 71
42.9% 58.3% 45.2%

No 76 10 86

57.1% 41.7% 54.8%

Total 133 24 157

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 1 1 2
7.1% 20.0% 10.5%

No 13 4 17

92.9% 80.0% 89.5%

Total 14 5 19

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =1.96qf = 1; p-value = .16



Table E12 (continued)

268

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (8k Leave Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Sick Leave Yes 59 6 65
31.4% 60.0% 32.8%

No 129 4 133

68.6% 40.0% 67.2%

Total 188 10 198

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 2 1 3
11.8% 50.0% 15.8%

No 15 1 16

88.2% 50.0% 84.2%

Total 17 2 19

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =3.52]f = 1; p-value = .



Table E13

269

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Rd Holiday Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Paid Holidays

Childcare Assistance

Wave 3 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Holidays Yes 71 12 83
33.8% 41.4% 34.7%

No 139 17 156

66.2% 58.6% 65.3%

Total 210 29 239

100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Rural Yes 10 3 13
31.3% 33.3% 31.7%

No 22 6 28

68.8% 66.7% 68.3%

Total 32 9 41

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square =.64¢lf = 1; p-value = .

42 Rurglsquare = .01¢f = 1; p-value = .90



Table E13 (continued)

270

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Rd Holiday Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Holidays Yes 47 13 60
35.1% 48.1%
No 87 14 101
64.9% 51.9%
Total 134 27 161
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 11 3 14
44.0% 50.0%
No 14 3 17
56.0% 50.0%
Total 25 6 31
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 1.64df = 1; p-value = .

20 Rurglsquare = .07¢f = 1; p-value = .79



Table E13 (continued)

271

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Rd Holiday Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Holidays Yes 64 16 80
48.1% 66.7% 51.0%

No Yes 8 77
51.9% 33.3% 49.0%

Total 133 24 157
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 6 2 8
42.9% 40.0% 42.1%

No 8 3 11
57.1% 60.0% 57.9%

Total 14 5 19
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 2.79f = 1, p-value = .



Table E13 (continued)

272

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Rd Holiday Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 11 Yes No Total
Urban Paid Holidays Yes 72 7 79
38.3% 70.0% 39.9%
No 116 3 119
61.7% 30.0% 60.1%
Total 188 10 198
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 4 1 5
23.5% 50.0% 26.3%
No 13 1 14
76.5% 50.0% 73.7%
Total 17 2 19
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table E14

273

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Reement Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Retirement Benefits

Childcare Assistance

Wave 3 Yes No Total

Urban Retirement Benefits Yes 51 10 61
24.3% 34.5%

No 159 19 178
75.7% 65.5%

Total 210 29 239
100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 7 2 9
21.9% 22.2%

No 25 7 32
78.1% 77.8%

Total 32 9 41
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 1.3%f = 1;p-value = .23

Rurglsquare = .00¢f = 1; p-value = .98
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Table E14 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Reement Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 5 Yes No Total

Urban Retirement Benefits Yes 33 13 46
24.6% 48.1%

No 101 14 115
75.4% 51.9%

Total 134 27 161
100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 6 1 7
24.0% 16.7%

No 19 5 24
76.0% 83.3%

Total 25 6 31
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 6.09f = 1, p-value = .01*
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Table E14 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Reement Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Retirement Benefits Yes 46 12 58
34.6% 50.0%
No 87 12 99
65.4% 50.0%
Total 133 24 157
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 3 1 4
21.4% 20.0%
No 11 4 15
78.6% 80.0%
Total 14 5 19
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 2.07f = 1; p-value = .15
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Table E14 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Reement Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 11 Yes No Total

Urban Retirement Benefits No 133 5 138
70.7% 50.0%

Yes 55 5 60
29.3% 50.0%

Total 188 10 198
100.0% 100.0%

Rural No 15 1 16
88.2% 50.0%

Yes 2 1 3
11.8% 50.0%

Total 17 2 19
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 1.93]f = 1, p-value = .16
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Table E15
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Hethcare Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Health Insurance

Childcare Assistance

Wave 3 Yes No Total

Urban Health Insurance Yes 67 14 81
31.9% 48.3%

No 143 15 158
68.1% 51.7%
Total 210 29 239
100.0%  100.0%
Rural Yes 9 2 11
28.1% 22.2%
No 23 7 30
71.9% 77.8%
Total 32 9 41

100.0%4  100.0%

Urbanx-square = 3.04jf = 1; p-value = .08 Rurglsquare = .12df = 1; p-value = .72
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Table E15 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Hethcare Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 5 Yes No Total
Urban Health Insurance Yes 53 15 68
39.6% 55.6%
No 81 12 93
60.4% 44.4%
Total 134 27 161
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 8 1 9
32.0% 16.7%
No 17 5 22
68.0% 83.3%
Total 25 6 31
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 2.35]f = 1, p-value = .12
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Table E15 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Hethcare Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 8 Yes No Total
Urban Health Insurance Yes 64 17 81
48.1% 70.8%
No 69 7 76
51.9% 29.2%
Total 133 24 157
100.0% 100.0%
Rural Yes 1 1 2
7.1% 20.0%
No 13 4 17
92.9% 80.0%
Total 14 5 19
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 4.20jf = 1; p-value = .04*
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Table E15 (continued)
Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Job Quality (Hethcare Benefits) — Urban/Rural

Childcare Assistance

Wave 11 Yes No Total

Urban Health Insurance Yes 67 6 73
35.6% 60.0%

No 121 4 125
64.4% 40.0%

Total 188 10 198
100.0% 100.0%

Rural Yes 2 1 3
11.8% 50.0%

No 15 1 16
88.2% 50.0%

Total 17 2 19
100.0% 100.0%

Urbanx-square = 2.42jf = 1; p-value = .12



Table E16

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Economic Wellddng — Urban/Rural Status
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Childcare Assistance

Wave 3

Urban

Rural

Wave 5

Urban

Rural

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

In-Crisis

170
82.9%

25
86.2%

27
84.4%

7
87.5%

104
81.9%

17
63.0%

20
80.0%

5
100.0%

At-Risk
28
13.7%

2
6.9%

4
12.5%

1
12.5%

17

13.4%

25.9%

16.0%

0.0%

WTWB
Safe Thriving
5 2
2.4% 1.0%
1 1
3.4% 3.4%
1 0
3.1% 0.0%
0 0
0.0% 0.0%
4 2
3.1% 1.6%
1 2
3.7% 7.4%
1
4.0%
0
0.0%




Table E16 (continued)

Receipt of Childcare Assistance and Economic Wellddng — Urban/Rural Status
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Childcare Assistance

Wave 8

Urban

Rural

Wave 11

Urban

Rural

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

In-Crisis

99
76.2%

15
68.2%

13
92.9%

4
80.0%

137
74.1%

66.7%

13

76.5%

0.0%

At-Risk

26
20.0%

3
13.6%

1
7.1%

0
0.0%

33
17.8%

11.1%

23.5%

0.0%

WTWB
Safe Thriving
4 1
3.1% 0.8%
2 2
9.1% 9.1%
0 0
0.0% 0.0%
0 1
0.0% 20.0%
7 8
3.8% 4.3%
2 0
22.2% 0.0%
0 0
0.0% 0.0%
0 1
0.0% 100.0%
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