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Summary

Welfarereformlegidation, signedintolaw in 1996 asthe Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) (P.L. 104-193), replaced the
61 year-old Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, a federal
entitlement program for low-income families with children. In place of AFDC, the
law created the Temporary Assistancefor Needy Families(TANF) program, afedera
block grant program providing resources to the states. TANF eliminated the federal
entitlement to assistancethat existed under AFDC and gave statesincreased flexibility
to run programs to assist needy familieswith children. A maor purpose of TANF is
to end dependence of needy families on government assistance by promoting job
preparation, work, and marriage.

Thisreport examinestrendsinwelfare, work and economic well-being of femae-
headed families with children, the principal group affected by the replacement of
AFDC with TANF. The report presents analysis of 14 years of U.S. Census Bureau
Current Population Survey (CPS) data, the principal source of information for U.S.
family income and poverty statistics. The beginning of the analysis period precedes
the Family Support Act of 1988, the last major nationwidewelfarereform law passed
by Congress before TANF. The analysis spans the run-up in welfare casel oads that
began in 1989 and the historic casel oad declinesthat have followed since reaching an
al-time high in early 1994. Over the period studied, a variety of economic,
demographic, and public policy and program changes, besides TANF, are likely to
have affected welfare, work and the economic well-being of single-mother families.
This report does not attempt to untangle these possible effects.

The analysis shows that there has been adramatic transformation with regard to
welfare, work and poverty status of single mothers over the past 14 years. Many of
these changes began before the passage and implementation of TANF, but have
continued, perhaps to an even greater extent, since. The analysis shows that single
mothers are more likely to be working in recent than in past years, and that they are
lesslikely to receive cash welfare or to be poor. However, reductionsin poverty have
not been aslarge asthe large declinesin welfare and the increased rates of work that
have occurred. The analysisindicates that welfare receipt rates among poor families
headed by single mothers have dropped considerably. Among single motherswhose
incomes place them in the bottom fifth of al such mothers, income from earnings
supplemented by the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) has grown markedly since
1993, but not until 2000 have these gains been sufficient to offset losses in cash
welfare and food stamps that have occurred in each year since 1994. The report
suggests that full-time full-year work may be necessary, but not sufficient, to raise
single mothers' family incomes above poverty. U.S. income support policy will
continue to be challenged to promote economic self-support through work and to
reduce poverty and welfare dependency among families headed by single mothers.
This may be especially true given the weakened state of the current economy.
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Trends in Welfare, Work and the Economic
Well-Being of Female-Headed Families
with Children: 1987 - 2000

Introduction

Wefare reform legidation, signed into law in 1996, as the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) (P.L. 104-193),
replaced the 61 year-old Aid to Familieswith Dependent Children (AFDC) program,
a federa entitlement program to low-income families with children. In place of
AFDC, the law created the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
program, a federa block grant program to states. The AFDC program principally
assisted low-income single-parent families, mostly headed by women. Federal law
established the rules by which families might be determined dligible for assistance
under AFDC, although states set their own benefit standards. TANF eliminated the
federa entitlement to assistance that existed under AFDC, and gave statesincreased
flexibility to design programsto assist needy familieswith children. A major purpose
of TANF is to end dependence of needy families on government assistance by
promoting job preparation, work, and marriage. Among its provisions, the federal
welfare reform law imposes a maximum 5-year lifetime limit on receipt of federally-
funded assistance (states may impose shorter limits than the federal maximum), and
work participation requirements. A variety of groups are monitoring state programs
under TANF, and the possible effects on vulnerable popul ations of TANF and other
welfare policy changes enacted in PRWORA.

Thisreport examinestrendsinwelfare, work and economic well-being of femae-
headed families with children, the principal group affected by the replacement of
AFDC with TANF. The report presents data from Congressiona Research Service
(CRS) andysis of U.S. Bureau of the Census March Current Population Survey
(CPS), the principal source of information for U.S. family income and poverty
statistics. The analysisis based on CPS data collected from March 1988 to March
2001. The earliest year’s data precedes the passage of the Family Support Act of
1988 (P.L. 00-485), the last major nationwide reform to the AFDC program prior to
itsrepeal under TANF. The data series begins before the most recent run-up in cash
welfare caseloads that occurred under AFDC in the late-1980s and early 1990s,
continues through the period in which casel oads peaked (March 1994), and follows
through to 2000 when casel oads were till falling.

Over the period examined in thisreport, avariety of economic and demographic
factors, and policy interventions are generally thought to have affected cash welfare
caseloads. Increased numbers of single-mother families, especially never-married
mothers who are prone to poverty and receipt of welfare, as well as the economic
recession (July 1990 to March 1991) are generadly thought to have contributed to the
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increase in the AFDC caseload from mid-1989 to March 1994. The 10-year long
economic expansion (from March 1991 to March 2001), thelongest in U.S. history,
presented a most favorable economic climate to provide jobs to mothers who
otherwise might rely on welfare, and is considered to have contributed to declinesin
welfare casdloads. CPS data are not yet available to capture possible effects of the
economic recession that began in March 2001, so from these datait istoo early to tell
how severely the recent economic decline will impact families headed by single
mothers.

A variety of welfare policy interventions are likely to have affected welfare
casel oads by conditioning benefitson new behaviora requirements. For example, the
1988 Family Support Act extended work requirements (which could include work
preparation activities, such as education and training) from mothers with child as
young as 6 to mothers with a child as young as 3. (Under the law, states had the
option of extending work requirementsto motherswith achildasyoungas1.) Inthe
years immediately preceding passage of the 1996 welfare law, states experimented
with changesto welfare policy under waiver authority granted to the Secretary of the
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).> Among the features of state
programs tested under waiver authority granted by the Secretary were efforts to
strengthen work requirements, experiments requiring a“work first” approach rather
than “training first, followed by work”, time limits, strengthened sanctions for
noncompliance with welfare rules, and capping of welfare benefits for a new baby
conceived or born while a mother was receiving welfare. After the passage of the
1996 welfarereform law, many states adopted these and many other approachesfirst
tried under welfare waivers.

In addition, anumber of other policy interventions are generally thought to have
promoted work compared to welfare over the period examined in this report.
Expanded digibility and funding for child care has helped made work possible for
mothers who otherwise might have difficulty finding child care. For example, the
1988 Family Support Act expanded digibility for child care assistance in the form of
transitional child care assistance for families working their way off AFDC. 1n 1990,
federally funded child care assistance was extended to low-income families deemed
to beat risk of receiving welfare under the Child Care and Development Block Grant
(CCDBG).? Expansionsto the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) in 1990 (phased-in
1991 and 1992) and in 1993 (phased-in 1994 through 1996) expanded the credit’s
“work bonus’ to families with children, anounting to as much as 40 cents on each

See for example, CRS Report 93-7, Demographic Trends Affecting Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) Caseload Growth, by Thomas Gabe; and, Peskin, Janice.
Forecasting AFDC Caseloads, with an Emphasis on Economic Factors. Congressional
Budget Office Staff Memorandum, July 1993.

2Section 1115 of the Social Security Act grants the Secretary authority to waive compliance
of states with certain sections of the Social Security Act for state experiments or
demonstrations which the Secretary judges to promote specific objectives of the Act.

3See: CRS Report RL30785, The Child Care and Development Block Grant: Background
and Funding, by Alice Butler and Melinda Gish.
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dollar earned for alow-income family with two children.* Over the period examined
in this report, the minimum wage was increased 4 times.®> Additionally, most states
allowed inflation to substantially erode the real value of welfare benefits over this
period, diminishing the value of welfare relative to work.® Furthermore, since the
passage of TANF, most states have increased financia work incentives for families
recelving cash assistance by alowing families to keep more of their cash welfare
benefit as their earnings increase.’

Untangling the effects of demographic factors, the economy, welfare policy and
other policy interventionson single-mothers’ work behavior, welfarereceipt, income,
and poverty status, is beyond the scope of this report. Others have attempted to
parcel out these effectswith mixed success and differing conclusionsasto therelative
impacts of each.®? In contrast to these efforts, this report is intended to simply
describe changes in single mothers' welfare, work, income and poverty status that
have occurred over the past 14 years. The analysiswhich followsrelies on datafrom
the U.S. Bureau of the Census March CPS data. Over the period examined, the
March CPS data provides a comparatively consi stent approach for assessing changes
in the economic status of single-mothers and their families. The March CPS asks
guestions about family composition in March, family members labor force and

“For adescription of the EITC, see: CRS Report RL30991, The Earned Income Tax Credit:
Current Issues and Benefit Amounts, by MelindaGish. For an analysisof the possible effects
of the EITC on wefare receipt and mothers work, see: Meyer, Bruce D., and Dan T.
Rosenbaum. Welfare, the Earned Income Tax Credit, and the Labor Supply of Single
Mothers. NBER Working Paper No. 7363, September 1999. (Hereafter cited asMeyer and
Rosenbaum. Welfare, the Earned Income Tax Credit)

*The federal minimum wage increased from $3.35 per hour to $3.80 per hour, effective April
1990, to $4.25 per hour, effective April 1991, to $4.75 per hour, effective October 1996, and
$5.15 per hour, effective September 1997. For an analysis of possible effects of minimum
wage increases on welfare participation, see: Turner, Mark. The Effects of Minimum Wages
on Welfare Recipiency. Paper presented at the National Association for Welfare Research
and Statistics, August 1998.

®Maximum TANF benefits available for afamily of threein the median state in January 2000
were nearly 22% below the maximum level available to a family under AFDC in January
1987, after adjusting for the effects of priceinflation. Inonly one state, Hawaii, were TANF
benefitsin January 2000 equal to the January 1987 AFDC benefit level, and in one state, New
Mexico, higher, after adjusting for price inflation. In all other states, maximum price
adjusted TANF benefits were lower in January 2000 than January 1987 AFDC benefits.

"For adiscussion of changes in work incentives under TANF compared to AFDC see: CRS
Report RL30579, Welfare Reform: Financial Eligibility Rules and Cash Assistance Amounts
under TANF, by Craig Abbey.

8See, for example: Council of Economic Advisors. Technical Report: Explaining the Decline
in Welfare Receipt, 1993-1996." A Report by the Council of Economic Advisers,
Washington, D.C. April 1997; Ziliak, James P., Figlio, David N., Davis, Elizabeth E., and
Connolly, LauraS. “Accounting for the Declinein AFDC Casdloads, Welfare Reform or the
Economy? The Journal of Human Resources, v. XXXV, no. 3, p. 570-586. Moffitt, Robert
A. TheEffect of Pre-PRWORA Waiverson AFDC Casel oadsand Female Earnings, Income,
and L abor Force Behavior, in Economic Conditions and Welfare Reform. Danziger, Sheldon
(ed.), Kalamazoo, Mich. W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, 1999.
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employment status in the month, and retrospective accounting of income and |abor
force participation during the prior year. The data presented in this report capture
family composition from March 1988 to March 2001, and family income and poverty
statusfrom 1987 to 2000, providing arepresentative cross-section of families headed
by single mothers in each year.®

Overview

CPS data show an increase in cash welfare receipt (AFDC, TANF, or other
assistance) among single mothers during the late 1980s and early 1990s and a
decreaseinthe mid-to-late 1990s. The CPSdatagenerally correspond to the casel oad
rise and fal documented by administrative program data, but underestimates the
caseload statistics to some extent.” Figure 1 shows that the total number of single
mothersincreased from 8.4 million in 1989, to about 9.9 million in 1993, an increase
of 1.5 million, or 17%. From 1993 to 1998, the number of single mothers has
remained fairly stable, between 9.8 and apeak 10.1 million (in 1996). Since 1998, the
number of single mothers has dropped from 9.9 million to 9.4 million, in 2000.

Thenumber of single mothersinfamiliesreporting receipt of cash welfare on the
CPS increased from 2.5 million in 1989, to 3.4 million in 1993, an increase of
900,000, or 36% over the 4-year period. Since 1993, the number of single mothers
reporting cash welfare has falen to 1.2 million in 2000, (a two-thirds decline) (the
bottom-shaded portion in Figure 1).** Over the same period, the number of poor
single mothers who reported receiving no cash welfare increased by 378,000, from
1.721 million in 1993 to 2.1 million in 2000 (the middle-shaded areain Figure 1).

Figure 2 provides an overview of single mothers welfare, work and poverty
status from 1987 to 2000. The figure shows that since 1993, the share of single
mothers who worked at some time during the year has increased markedly and that
the share who recelved cash welfare (AFDC and, post-1996 TANF) has declined
significantly, ashasthe sharewho are poor under the official poverty definition.*? The
figure illustrates that while both cash welfare recipiency rates and poverty rates for
single mothers have falen, sngle mothers’ welfare recipiency rates have falen faster
than poverty rates.

® Unlike longitudinal surveys, the CPS does not follow the same families from year to year.
Longitudinal surveys alow for the study of how individual families' circumstances change
over time.

19See Appendix A, which compares CPS estimates to AFDC/TANF caseload counts.

1A dministrative casel oad stati stics show the casel oad as peaking in March 1994, with nearly
5.1 million cases. By June 2001, the caseload had dropped to 2.1 million cases; a 59%
decline from its March 1994 peak.

2The“official” U.S. Census Bureau definition counts cash, pre-tax, income against poverty
thresholds that vary by family size and composition. In 2000, for example, a single mother
with one child would be considered poor if her income were below $11,869, and if shehad two
children, below $13,874.



CRS5

Figure 1. Single Mothers: Poverty and Cash Welfare Receipt,

Number (in millions)
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9
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7 Neither poor nor receiving cash
welfare
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Poor, but not receiving cash

4 welfare
Receiving cash welfare,
including those who are no

Year

Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of
U.S. Census Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

Figure 2 showsthat during the 1987 to 1993 period, the share of single mothers
who worked at any time during the year hovered just below 70% in most years; since
1993, the share working has increased each year, reaching 84% in 2000. During the
1987 to 1993 period, roughly one-out-of -three single mothersreceived cash welfare.
In 1993, the most recent peak year of welfarerecel pt on the CPS, about 35% of single
mothers received cash welfare; since then the cash welfare receipt rate has declined
each year, faling to 12.5% in 2000—-about one-third the 1993 rate. Thefigure shows
that the poverty rate among single mothers which from 1987 to 1993 ranged from
44% to 45% (except in 1989), has fallen from about 45% in 1993 to about 31% in
2000—about two-thirds the 1993 rate.
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Figure 2. Welfare, Work and Poverty Status Among
Single Mothers, 1987 to 2000

Percent Percent
100% - - 100%
90% - 90%
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any time during the yean
70% — > - 70%
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y
10% - 10%
Worked and received cash
welfare during year

T T 0%

Year

Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of
U.S. Census Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

Single Mothers’ Employment Rates

Whilewelfarerecei pt hasdeclined, dramatic gainsin singlemothers employment
have occurred since 1993. Figure 3 shows employment rates of single and married
mothers by age of youngest childin March, from 1988 to 2001. The chart showsthat
gapsthat had existed between singleand married mothers' employment havevirtually
been diminated in recent years, with single mothers now being more likely than their
married counterparts to be working.

Theincreasein employment among single motherswith young children has been
most dramatic. Among mothers with a child under the age of 3, their employment
rate increased from a recent low of 35.1% in March 1993 to a high of 59.1% in
March 2000, a 24 percentage point increase over the period. Their employment rate
dropped dightly to 56.1% in March 2001. Single motherswith ayoungest child age
3-5 also experienced marked employment gains over the mid-to-late 1990s. Their
employment rate grew from a recent low of 54.1% in March 1992, to 74.4% by
March 2001, a 20.3 percentage point increase over the period. In March 2001, the
employment rate of single mothers with a youngest child age 3-5 surpassed that of
their married counterparts by 9.7 percentage points. Single motherswhose youngest
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childwas of school age (age 6-17) had employment rates about equal to those of their
married counterparts over the 1988-2001 period.

Figure 3. Employment Rates of Single and Married Mothers,
by Age of Youngest Child, March 1998 to March 2001

Percent employed Percent employed
100% 100%

90% 90%
80% 1 80%

(i Age 610 17

LN
T0%  {omme “Age3tos 70%
e

60% 60%

Under age 3
50% 50%
40% 40%
30% 30%

Married mothers
Single mothers
20% 20%
10% 10%
0% } | | | | | | | } | | } } 0%
> ) Q Y 2 > ] ) 0 N\ N > O »
N N ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) O O
N S S S S N I 2 - - - M S

Year

Source:Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census Bureau
March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

The hedthy economy, combined with a transformed welfare system,
improvements to the EITC, and increases in the minimum wage, are among factors
thought to have encouraged work among singlemothersin recent years. TANF, and
the AFDC waivers that preceded it, transformed cash assistance from a needs-based
entitlement to a program of temporary assistance, encouraging work and persona
responsibility. Imposition of work requirements, time limits, and sanctions, and in
most states, more generous earnings disregards, all serve to encourage work, either
inlieu of welfare or, for atemporary period, in conjunction with welfare. The EITC,
whichisconditioned on earnings, isthought to encourage work among most groups,
especially single parents who were not working, or who were marginaly attached to
the labor market. Increasesin the EITC, passed by Congressin 1993 and phased in
between 1994 and 1996, have increased the financia incentive for single mothersto
work.® Other factors, such as increased funding for child care subsidies, may also
have contributed to making work possible for more single mothers.

BMeyer and Rosenbaum, (Hereafter cited as Meyer and Rosenbaum. Welfare, the Earned
Income Tax Credit), attribute 60% of the increase in single mothers weekly and annual
employment between 1984 and 1996 to the EITC.
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Welfare Receipt Among Single Mothers

Figure 4 showsthat cash welfarerecipiency ratesamong single mothersoveral,
and among poor single mothers based on their pre-transfer income (i.e., cashincome
excluding cash welfare), remained fairly steady during the 1987-93 period, but have
falen considerably since. Among single mothers overal, about one-third received
cash welfare during the late-1980s and early 1990s, with alow of about 30% in 1989
and a peak of about 35% in 1993. Cash welfare recipiency rates among single
mothers began to fal after 1993, fadling to 12.5% in 2000 — about a two-thirds drop
in the rate from 7 years earlier.

Figure 4. Single Mothers: Cash Welfare Recipiency Rates,
1987 to 2000

Percent Percent
100% 100%
90% 90%
80% 80%
70% o 70%
Cash welfare recipiency rate among

J / single mothers with pre-transfer

60% T ~— income* below poverty 60%

50% 50%

40% 40%

30% 30%

20% Cash welfare recipiency rate 20%

all single mothers

10% 10%

| | | | | | | |
\ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ 0%

> S o N % S ™ % © A ® ) o
S S S ) S S o S q S S S S
N >3 >3 >3 N N & PP

Year

Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S.
Census Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
* Pre-transfer income is cash income other than cash welfare payments.

Recent declines in cash welfare recipiency rates have not simply been due to
diminished need for assistance, as recipiency rates have falen even among mothers
who would appear to bein economic need, based on their pre-transfer incomerelative
to poverty. For example, Figure 4 showsthat among single mothers who were poor
based ontheir pre-transfer cashincome, the sharewho received cash welfaregenerally
hovered around 63% over the 1987-93 period. Since 1993, the cash welfare
recipiency rate among single mothers with pre-transfer income below poverty has
fallen each year, reaching alow of 31% in 2000.
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Figure 5 shows cash welfare recipiency ratesin greater detail by families leve
of financia need, as measured by families levels of pre-transfer income relative to
poverty. Thefigure showsthat cash welfare recipiency rates havefallen considerably
in recent years even among single motherswho might be considered especialy needy
by having very low levelsof pre-transfer incomerelativeto poverty. For example, the
top line of Figure 5 shows that nearly 90% of single mothers with no pre-transfer
income reported receiving cash assistance from 1987 to 1990. However, since 1990,
the reported rate of cash welfare recipiency among this group drifted downwards, to
77% in 1996, and afterwards fell abruptly, to about 52% by 2000. Similarly, for
single mothers with very low pre-transfer income relative to poverty (below 25% of
poverty), and for familieswith pre-transfer incomes between 25 and 50% of poverty,
cash welfare recipiency rates also show dramatic declines after 1996: for the former
group from 72% in 1996 to 44% in 2000, and for the latter group from 60% in 1995
to 37% in 2000.

Figure 5. Cash Welfare Recipiency Rates Among Single-Mother
Families, by Pre-transfer Income*Poverty Status, 1987 to 2000

Percent receiving cash welfare
100%

90% |
80%
70%

60%

0 in pre-transfer income
50% $oinp

Pre-transfer income > $0
40% but below 25% of poverty
Pre-transfer income between
50% of poverty

30%

20% Pre-transfer income between
50% and 100% of poverty

| | | | |
l l l l |
A Sol > O Y v > > o) \) A\ D > QO
> N} N ) o) o) o) ) O ) o) ) ) N
I R $ S CIRC

Year

Source:Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S.
Census Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

* Cash income excluding cash welfare relative to poverty.

Likewise, food stamp recipiency rates among low-income househol ds have a so
faleninrecent years, although the declines have not been as dramatic as the declines
in cash welfare recipiency rates shown above. Figure 6 showsthat in 1994, 71% of
single-mother families with household income below 130% of poverty (the Food
Stamp Program’s gross income qualifying limit) reported receiving food stamp
benefits; by 2000 the share had fallen to about 50%. Among those with household
incomes below 50% of the low-household income threshold, in 1994, 80% reported
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food stamp receipt; in 1999 just 63% reported food stamp receipt. The food stamp
recipiency rate for this group increased dightly in 2000, to 66%.

Figure 6. Food Stamp Recipiency Rates Among Single Mothers,
by Household Income Relative to Household Low-Income
Threshold, 1987to 2000
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Source:Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S.
Census Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

To at least some extent, the declining cash welfare and food stamp recipiency
rates shown in Figures 4 through 6 are likely due to increased under-reporting of
welfare receipt on the CPS. Worsened reporting of cash welfare on the CPS makes
it difficult to gauge how much of the drop in welfare receipt among femal e-headed
familieswith children represents digiblefamilieswho do not receive assistancerather
than familieswho do not report actual welfare aid on the CPS. See Appendix A for
abrief analysis of the possible extent of under-reporting of cash welfare on the CPS.
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Poor Single Mothers’ Work and Welfare Status

Although poverty ratesamong singlemothershavedeclined inrecent years, there
is a greater likelihood today, than in years past that a poor single mother will be
working, rather than receiving welfare. Asshown above, poor single mothersareless
likely to be receiving cash welfare in recent than in earlier years (Figures 4 and 5).
Similarly, like dl single mothers, poor single mothers are also now more likdly to be
working than not. Changesin poor mothers' participationin work and welfare status
first became evident in the early-to-mid 1990s, with rates of employment increasing
after 1992 and rates of welfare receipt declining after 1993 (see Figure 7, 2 darkest
lines). A crossover point wasreached between 1995 and 1996, when the chancesthat
a poor single mother would be working exceeded the chances that she would be
receiving welfare.

Figure 7. Poor Single Mothers: Work and Welfare Status
During the Year, 1987 to 2000
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Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of
U.S. Census Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

Figure 7 showsthat the share of poor single motherswho received cash welfare
at any time during the year fdl from just over 60% in the 1987-93 period, to about
28% in 2000 — a decline of over two-thirds. The rate of decline in welfare receipt
among poor singlemothers hasbeen greatest since 1996, aperiod coinciding with the
passage and implementation of national welfare reform legidation. Similarly, the
share of poor single mothers who were working at any time during the year increased
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from around 44% in 1992, to about 64% in 1999 and 2000, regardless of whether
they were receiving cash welfare.

The share of poor single mothers who relied on cash welfare without working
dropped from apeak of 43% in 1991, to about 14% in 2000 (a two-thirds drop from
the 1991 rate). Theshareof poor single motherswho worked without relying on cash
welfare has increased from a recent low of about 25% in 1993, to 50% in 2000
(double the 1993 rate). The share of poor single mothers who combined work and
welfare over theyear which had remained relatively constant over the prior 13 years,
at around 20%, fell to about 13% in 2000. While the share of poor mothers who
worked remained unchanged between 1999 and 2000, the share of working poor
mothers receiving cash welfare declined.

The share of poor single mothers who reported that they neither worked nor
received cash welfare during the year (the dashed linein Figure 7) hasincreased from
alow of about 12% in 1991 to around 22% in 2000. Thissurprising combination may
reflect amix of circumstances, including income or support from other sources such
asfamily members, support from unrelated household members (whichisnot included
in the officia poverty measure), and other means of support from outside the
household not captured on the CPS. It may a so reflect income reporting problems
onthe CPS, especialy with regard to welfareincome.** Finally, welfarediversionand
sanction policies may have contributed to the increased number of poor mothers
neither working nor receiving welfare.

Effects of Earnings, Transfers, and Taxes on
Single Mothers’ Poverty Status

Asshownearlier, inFigure 2, singlemothers’ poverty status hasimproved since
1993. Changes in the economy and changes in welfare policy and other programs,
such as the EITC, have both direct and indirect effects on income and poverty.
However, the official U.S. poverty measure counts only family cash income
(excluding capital gains and lump sum or one-time payments) against a family’s
poverty threshold (which varies by family sizeand composition) to determinewhether
a family is counted as poor. The definition does not include the value of in-kind
benefits, such as food stamps, school lunches, or public housing subsidies, nor does
it include the effects of taxes or tax credits such asthe EITC. Inclusion of in-kind
benefits and the EITC provides a more comprehensive income definition than the
officid definition. Additionally, other unrelated household members may contribute
to the family’s economic well-being, but determining the extent to which resources
are shared among unrelated household membersis often difficult.

Figure 8 shows the effects of income from these other sources on poverty
among al single mothers. Components of family income are sequentially added and
measured against families' poverty thresholds, as one moves from the top line of the
chart to subsequent lines below:

1See Appendix A on CPS under-reporting.
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® Line 1: The top line shows the percent of single mothers who would be
counted as poor if only family earnings were counted against the poverty line.

® Line 2: The second line down includes other sources of cash income, in
addition to earnings, that were aready counted above (e.g., socia security
payments, unemployment compensation, workers compensation, interest and
dividends, inter-family transfers). However, this line does not include cash
welfare.

e Line 3: Thethird line down adds cash welfare to the other sources already
mentioned, and with those sources, representstheincomedefinition used inthe
official poverty measure.

Figure 8. Effects of Earnings, Transfers and Taxes on Family
Poverty and Household Low-Income Status of Single
Mothers, 1987 to 2000
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Source:Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S.
Census Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

Lines4 through 6 include food stamps, taxes (including the effects of the EITC)
and income of other unrelated household members that are not included under the
“officia” U.S. Bureau of the Census poverty definition:

® Line 4: The fourth line down shows the market value of food stamps when
added to cash income and compared to the family poverty threshold.

e Line5: Thefifth line down showsthe effect of adding the value of the EITC,
less federa and state income taxes and payroll taxes, to line 4.

® Line 6: The bottom (dashed) line shows the effects of counting all incomein
the household in which the single mother lives, not just that of her related
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family members, and comparing it to an unofficia “household low-income
threshold.” The household low-income threshold used here applies family
poverty income thresholds, which are based on family size and composition,
to households, based on household size and composition. It must be noted
that official poverty measurement is based on afamily concept, which assumes
that family members share income and economies of scale that result from
shared living arrangements. It is generally agreed among researchers that
assumptions regarding income sharing and shared economies of scale among
related family members, who havetiesbased on blood, marriage, and adoption,
do not apply to the same extent among unrelated household members.
Consequently, these estimatesof household low-incomestatuslikely overstate
the effect of household income on reducing poverty among familiesheaded by
single mothers.

In viewing Figure 8, note that the trend in earnings is the principal factor
affecting the declining trend in poverty, whereas the other income sources, with the
exception of the EITC, affect the level of poverty, more than its trend over time.
Evidence of thiseffectisthat most linesin the chart, with the exception of the EITC,
roughly run parallel to the ones above.

Effect of Earnings and Other Nonwelfare Cash Income on
Poverty

Figure 8 showsthat between 1993 and 2000, single mothers' poverty, based on
family earningsaone, fell from 56.2% to 40.1% (line 1). Adding other cash income,
except cash welfare, to family earnings (line 2), reduces poverty in 1993 from 56.2%
to 47.4%, and in 2000 from 40.1% to 32.1%.

Effect of Cash Welfare on Poverty

When added to other income, cash welfare benefits have only asmal impact on
the poverty rate, as these benefits generally are not sufficient, even when combined
with other cash income, to lift families above the federa poverty threshold. In the
vast mgjority of statesthelevel of earningsor other cash income at which states’ cash
welfare benefits under TANF become unavailable for a family are well below the
poverty line for example. In January 2000, in only 10 states could a single mother
with two children have earnings above the poverty line and still continue to receive
TANF cash assistance.”® Consequently, cash welfare benefitshavelittleimpact onthe
poverty rate. The addition of cash welfare (line 3, representing the official income
definition for measuring poverty) reduces poverty only dightly: from 47.4% (line 2)
to 45.2% (line 3) in 1993, and from 32.1% to 30.9% in 2000. Nonetheless, cash
welfare benefits can have a significant impact on the level of poor families incomes,
affecting the degree to which their incomes fall below the poverty income standard.
Thisimpact isnot captured by changesin the poverty rate as shown above in Figure
8.

> See: U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Waysand Means. 2000 Green
Book. Table 7-13 (Breakeven Points), p. 398-400. Washington, D.C. Oct. 6, 2000.
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Effect on Poverty of Counting Selected Income Sources Not
Included in the “Official” Poverty Measure

The following three measures include income from sources not included under
the “official” U.S. Bureau of the Census poverty definition (i.e., food stamps, taxes
(including theeffectsof the EI TC) and income of other unrel ated household members.

Effect of Food Stamps on Poverty. ThefourthlinefromthetopinFigure
8 showsthe effect on the poverty rate of single mothers by counting the value of food
stamps. The line shows that food stamps reduce the poverty rate of single mothers
from about 2 to 3 percentage points over the period. The anti-poverty effectiveness
of food stamps seems to have lessened somewhat in recent years. In 1995, food
stamps reduced the poverty rate from 40.2% (its official measure) to 36.9%, a 3.3
percentage point (8.1%) reduction in poverty. In 2000, food stamps reduced the
poverty rate fromitsofficial rate of 30.9%, to 29.3%, a 1.6 percentage point (5.2%)
reduction.

Effect of the EITC and Taxes on Poverty. Asnoted above, the net effect
of the EITC™ (after counting the effect of reductionsinincome from federal and state
income taxes and FICA taxes) (line 5), when added to total family cash income and
food stamps (line 4), causes a divergence in trend from the lines above. Thisis
especially notable after 1993. A mgor expansion of the EITC, passed by Congress
in 1993 and phased in between 1994 and 1996, increased the amount of the EITC
work bonus families might receive. The anti-poverty effectiveness of the EITC was
approximately three times greater in 2000 than in 1993. In 1993, the EITC reduced
the poverty rate (counting food stamps) among single mothers from 42.7% (line 4),
to 40.7% (line 5), a 2.0 percentage point (4.6%) reduction. In 2000, the EITC
reduced poverty from 29.3% to 24.2%, a 5.1 percentage point (17.4%) reduction.

As receipt of the EITC is conditioned on earnings, the growing impact of the
EITC in part reflectsthe risein work rates among single mothers. Among those who
are working and poor (before counting the EITC), the EITC helpslift the income of
some above the poverty line. Although the EITC expansion provided additional
income to low-income families who were aready working, it may also have helped
induce increased employment among family heads with low to moderate earnings
potential, and thus contributed to the declinein poverty based on earned income only
that has occurred since 1993 (shown as the top line in the chart).

Notetoo, that to the extent that changesin cash welfare programsinrecent years
have encouraged work (such as work requirements and increased earnings
disregards), these changes may have had an indirect effect on poverty by increasing
earnings and, through earnings, making the EITC available to a greater number of
families.

*Note that the value of the EITC onthe CPS is based on Census Bureau imputations, rather
than actual reported tax credits. Also, the EITC isdifferent from most sources of income, as
most families receive the EITC as alump sum refund.
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Effect of Unrelated Household Member’s Income on Poverty. The
household low-income line (bottom line) shows that if all household members
income were shared equaly among household members, the poverty rate among
single motherswould drop by at most 3 to 4 percentage points over the 1987 to 2000
period. Adding other non-family members' income, and counting them asthoughthey
were family members who shared income equally, reduced the post in-kind transfer,
post-tax, poverty rate in 1993 from 40.7% to 36.8%; in 2000 the post-in-kind
transfer, post-tax, poverty rate would have dropped from 24.2% to 20.3%. Again,
thisismost likely an overstatement of the possible effect that shared household living
arrangements might have on single mothers' poverty status, because of uncertainty
about the extent to which such income is actually shared.

Degree of Poverty Among Poor Single Mothers

As noted above, the poverty rate measures only the percent of families whose
incomes fal below their respective poverty thresholds, based on family size and
composition. Although the poverty rate provides an overall indication of thelevel of
need in the population, it does not measure the extent of need among poor families.
Figures 9 and 10 show two different measures of the “poverty gap” among poor
families headed by single mothers-that is, the degree to which poor familiesincomes
fadl below the poverty income level. In these figures the poverty gap is depicted as
family income asapercent of poverty among poor families. Figure 9 isbased on the
cash income poverty measure, whereas Figure 10 is based on cash income plus the
value of food assistance and taxes (including the EITC). Note that the families
depicted in Ffigure 10 are asubset of those included in Figure 9, asthey arefamilies
who remain poor after considering food stamps and taxes (including the EITC)-the
effects of which are not counted in Figure 9. In each figure the extent of poverty
among poor familiesis depicted at various percentiles, based on families ranked by
family income as a percent of poverty.

Figures 9 and 10 show that the median family income asa percent of need (i.e.,
poverty) among poor families has remained relatively steady over the past 14 years.
Based on “officid” cash income, for purposes of measuring poverty, the median
family income as apercent of need among poor families headed by singlemothers has
ranged from alow of 48%, in 1988 and 1992, to as high as 55% of poverty in 2000
(Figure 9). Looking at just the subset of single-mother familieswho were poor based
on a more comprehensive income definition that includes food stamps and taxes
(including the EITC), the median family income as a percent of need was somewhat
higher over the period, ranging from a high of 65% of poverty, as recently as 1995,
to alow of 62% of poverty, in 1998 and 1999, and 63% in 2000 (Figure 10).

Both Figures 9 and 10 show recent declinesinincomerelativeto poverty for the
poorest familiesheaded by singlemothers. For example, Figure 9, showsthat for the
bottom 5™ of poor single mothers, family incomerelative to poverty fell from arecent
high of 28% of poverty in 1996, to alow of 22% of poverty thefollowingyear. Since
1997 the income of the poorest 5 of families head by single mothers has increased
only dightly, to about 24% of poverty in 2000. Looking at the subset of single-
mother families that were poor based on the more comprehensive income definition
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(cash, food stamps, and taxes (including the EITC)), the bottom 5" have seen a
declinein relative economic well-being from a high of 43% of poverty, in 1994, to a
low of 30% of poverty in 2000 (Figure 10).

Figure 9. Poverty Gap*Percentiles Based on Cash Income for
Poor Single-Mother Families, 1987 to 2000
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Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census
Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
* Poor families' cash income as a percent of families' poverty thresholds.

Figure 10. Poverty Gap*Percentiles Based on Net After-Tax Cash
Income (including the EITC) and the Value of Food Stamps, for
Poor Single-Mother Families, 1987 to 2000
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Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S.
Census Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
* Poor families' based on cash after-tax income and the market value of food stamps as a percent of families' poverty thresholds.
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Sources and Level of Income Among Lower-Income Single
Mothers

The composition and level of income among the single-mother families at the
bottom of the income distribution has changed markedly in recent years, reflecting
increased earnings supplemented by increased EITC and reductions in cash welfare
and food stamps. For single mothersin the bottom fifth (bottom quintile), increased
earningsand EITC had not been sufficient, until 2000, to offset lossesin cash welfare
and food stamps that had occurred since 1994, the previous peak incomeyear for this
group. Familiesin the bottom 20% to 40% (second quintile) also received less cash
welfare and food stamps and increased earnings supplemented by the EITC in recent
years. Total income for this group reached a new high in 2000.

Figures 11 and 12 examine sources of income among the bottom quintile
(bottom 20%) and the second lowest quintile (bottom 20% to 40%) of single-mother
families, respectively, based on their pre-tax cash income relative to poverty. The
income to poverty ratios demarcating the break points at which afamily qualifies as
being in the bottom and second from the bottom quintiles are shown in Appendix B.
The charts show the average annua income, in 2000 dollars, from the following
sources. cash public assistance (AFDC, TANF, and General Assistance (GA));
Supplemental Security Income (SSl); food stamps (market value); child support and
alimony; other cash income other than earnings; net earnings (earnings net of the
employee share of FICA payroll taxesand any federal or state income taxes); and the
EITC. Theemployeeshareof FICA payroll taxes, and any federal or stateincometax
payments are also shown as negative values. Note that these estimates are based on
year-to-year income comparisons of cross-sectional survey data, rather than a
comparison of incomes for the same families over time.

Figure 11 showsdeclining reliance on cash welfare and food stamps since 1994,
andincreased relianceon earnings, supplemented by the EITC, among familiesheaded
by single mothers in the bottom income quintile. However, not until 2000 have
increased earnings, supplemented by the EITC, been sufficient to offset the lossesin
income from cash welfare and food stamps. In 2000, increased earnings and EITC
helped to raise average total income of single mother families in the bottom income
quintile to $7,944, eclipsing the previous high of $7,332 in 1994.

Average cash welfare and food stamp benefits reported by single mothersin the
bottom quintile have fallen since 1994. 1n 1994, combined average AFDC and
General Assistance benefits were $2,605 for this population; by 2000 combined
TANF and General Assistance had falen to $1,005, 39% of their 1994 vaue.
Similarly, in1994, averagefood stamp benefitsamounted to $2,538; by 2000 they had
fdlen to $1,461, 58% of their 1994 value. In spite of increased earnings,
supplemented by increased EITC benefits, earnings gains were insufficient to offset
reduced cash welfare and food stamp aid until 2000.

The growing importance of the EITC as an earnings supplement, can be
illustrated by comparing the average EITC as a share of average earnings shown in
Figure 11. Legidativeexpansionstothe EITCin 1990 (phased in between 1991 and
1992) and in 1993 (phased in from 1994 through 1996) expanded the credit’ s “work
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bonus’ to familieswith children, amounting to a supplement of as much as 40 cents
on each dollar earned. In 1990, the average EITC depicted in Figure 11 amounted
to about 13% of average earnings of mothersinthe bottom incomequintile. By 1993,
the EITC “work bonus’ increased to 18% of earnings, and then doubled to 37% of
earnings by 1996, once legidative expansions had completely phased in. 1n 2000, the
average EITC ($1,039) received by families headed by single mothers in the bottom
income quintile dlightly exceeds the average cash assistance ($1,005) familiesin this
income category receive. In addition to providing needed income to low-income
working families, the EITC has aso likely encouraged work and increased earnings.

Figure 11. Bottom Income Quintile of Single-Mother Families:
Average Annual Income by Source, 1987 to 2000
(in 2000 dollars)
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Source:Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census Bureau
March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
* Quintiles based on ranking of ratios of family cash, pre-tax income, relative to poverty. Taxes include federal
and state income taxes and FICA taxes.

Figure 12 issmilar to Figure 11, but shows average income by source for the
second quintile of single-mother families, ranked by their incomerelative to poverty.
The chart shows comparatively large gains in average total income from 1993 to
1995, duelargedly to increased earningsand EITC. Over thisperiod, averagetotal net
incomeincreased from $11,941 to $15,123, again of nearly 27%. With the exception
of 1996, average earningsfor single mothersin the second quintile continued to grow;
however, earningsand the EI TC were insufficient to offset declinesin cash assistance
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and food stamps in 1996 and 1997. From 1995 to 1997, combined earnings and
EITC gains ($833 offset only 62% of the loss in combined cash assistance and food
stamp benefits ($1,350) over the period.

By 2000, average total income among single mothers in the second quintile
reached anew high. In 2000, earningsin combination with the EI'TC morethan offset
the lossin combined cash assistance and food stamps that occurred over the 1995 to
2000 period. Over the period, the gain in average net earnings, in combination with
EITC ($5,133), morethan offset the $2,970 | ossin combined cash assistance and food
stamps. By 2000, average net earnings ($10,690) accounted for 60% of these
families' incomes ($17,692) and cash assistance ($679) accounted for just under 4%.
In contrast, in 1987, earnings accounted for about 28% of this group’s income
($3,524 inearningsout of atotal net income of $12,587) and cash assistance ($4,356)
comprised about 35%. In 2000, average total income for families in the second
quintile ($17,692) was 41% above that in 1987 ($12,587).

Figure 12. Second Income Quintile*of Single-Mother Families:
Annual Average Income by Source, 1987 to 2000
(in 2000 dollars)
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Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census
Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

* Quintiles based on ranking of ratios of family cash, pre-tax income, relative to poverty. Taxes include
federal and state income taxes and FICA taxes.
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Conclusions and Policy Implications

CRS analysis of 14 years of U.S. Census Bureau CPS data shows a dramatic
transformation in single mothers' welfare, work, and poverty status over the period.
CPS data generdly follow the upsurge in the AFDC caseload evidenced by
administrative/program statisticsthat occurredin thelate-1980s and early 1990s, and
the historic declines that followed. Increases in the number of families headed by
single mothers during the late-1980s and early 1990s are likely to have contributed
to therapid growth in cash welfare casel oads under the AFDC program that occurred
over the period. The number of single mothers increased from about 8.2 million in
1987 to apeak of just over 10 million in 1996; falling to about 9.4 million in 2000.
Weéelfare casel oads have dropped dramatically since their most recent peak in March
1994. Economic conditions certainly contributed to the welfare caseload increase
that began in the late 1980s and the historic declinessince 1994. A number of policy
interventions have helped to increase the economic returns to work and to encourage
work over welfare. Increases to the EITC and the minimum wage, and erosion of
most states welfare benefit levels due to inflation, have helped to increase the
economic returns to work compared to welfarein recent years. States extension of
work requirements to mothers with younger children, increased welfare sanction
authority, and adoption of time-limits on welfare receipt, first experimented with
under AFDC walver authority, and now widely adopted by states under TANF, have
helped to transform the welfare system from an entitlement program to aprogram that
emphasizes self-support, primarily through work, and personal responsibility.

The CPS data shows that single mothers are considerably more likely to be
working, and lesslikely to be poor or receiving welfare in most recent than in earlier
years (Figure 2). Although many of these changes precede passage of the 1996
welfare law, reductions in welfare receipt have since been especidly large. Since
1996, poor single mothers are more likely to work during the year than to receive
welfare (Figure 7). However, reductionsin poverty among single mothers have not
been as large as the concurrent declines in cash welfare receipt and increased work
among single mothers in recent years. Moreover, CPS data indicate that welfare
receipt rates among very poor families based on their pre-transfer (i.e., other than
welfare) income have dropped considerably in recent years (Figure 5).

Among single-mother families whose incomes are lowest (the bottom 20% of
single-mothersbased on family incomerelativeto poverty), incomefrom earningshas
grown markedly since 1993 (Figure 10). However, not until 2000 have earnings
gains, supplemented by the EITC, been sufficient to offset the losses in cash welfare
and food stamp benefits that have occurred since 1994 for this group, so as to
increase their total income.

The CPS data show that although welfare receipt and poverty among single
mothers has declined in recent years, mothers receiving welfare are now more likely
to beworking, and poor mothersare now lesslikely to be receiving welfare and more
likely to be working than in past years. Prospects of single mothers working their
way off welfareand out of poverty hingeinlarge part on their findingfull-time, stable
employment at a sufficient wage.
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CPS data show that most single mothers work full-time schedules (35 or more
hours per week) when they work (See Figure 13). Among single mothers who
combined welfare and work during the year, 57% worked full-time schedules. In
comparison, 64% of working single mothers who were poor but did not receive
welfare worked full-time schedules. Poor single mothers not receiving cash welfare
were a'so more likely to have worked full-year (50 to 52 weeks) (45%) than their
counterparts who received cash welfare (29%).

Figure 13. Working Single Mothers’ Job Attachment,
by Welfare and Poverty Status: 2000

Percent
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Source:Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census Bureau
March 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
NOTE: Detail may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

One policy challenge to reduce poverty and welfare dependency among single
mothers may be to assist mothers in moving to full-time, full-year work. However,
full-timefull-year work islikely necessary, but not sufficient, for some single mothers
to have incomes above poverty and not rely on cash welfare. Nearly one-fifth (19%)
of single mothers who combined work and welfare worked full-time, full-year and
35% of poor single mothers who did not receive welfare worked full-time full-year.
(SeeFigure 13). For these mothers, full-time attachment to ajob was insufficient to
move them off of welfare or out of poverty. Single motherswith incomes somewhat
abovepoverty (100% to 150% of poverty) were nearly twiceaslikely to haveworked
full-timefull-year (66%) than working poor mothersnot receiving welfare (35%) and
over three-timesas|likely as mothers who combined work and welfare during the year
(19%).
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In March 2001, most working single mothers who are poor or receive cash
welfare earned more than the federal statutory minimum wage of $5.15 per hour.
Figure 14 shows that in March 2001, there was no difference in the median hourly
earnings of single mothers who received welfare during the prior year ($8.00 per
hour), and those who were poor but did not receive welfare” Median hourly
earnings of working single mothers with incomesjust above poverty, $8.10 per hour,
were not much different than working mothers who were poor or received cash
welfare. Although there is not much difference in the median hourly wage of near
poor single mothers, poor single mothers, and mothers who received welfare, near
poor singlemothersare substantially morelikely to work full-time, full-year than their
counterparts who received cash welfare or were poor. Clearly, full-time full-year
work lessensthe chancesthat asingle mother and her children will be poor or receive
cashwelfare, but doesnot completely eliminatethose chances. Among singlemothers
who did not work full-time full-year, 58% were poor or received cash welfare in
2000, compared to only 13% who worked full-time full-year (not shown in figures).

"The CPS asks questions about hourly wage rates of hourly workers for only about one
fourth of the CPS sample who are leaving the survey—a group technically referred to as the
“outgoing rotation group.” (The CPSinterviews householdsfor 8 months. After 4 months of
interviews, a household leaves the survey for 4 months, and afterwardsis interviewed for an
additional 4 months, after which the household leaves the survey permanently. In March,
selected questions, such as hourly wage rates, are asked only of households who have been
inthe survey for 4 or 8 months, and will be leaving the survey in the following month (either
temporarily or permanently)). Theestimatesof hourly earningsshownin Figure 14 are based
on hourly wages of hourly workers, and for other workers, estimated hourly earnings based
on reported gross weekly earnings divided by usua hours worked.
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Figure 14. Median Hourly Wage*of Working Single Mothers in
March 2001, by Welfare and Poverty Status in 2000

Percent
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Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census Bureau March 2001
Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

* Hourly wage for hourly wage workers, and estimated hourly wage equivalent, based on reported gross weekly earnings
divided by usual weekly hours worked, for CPS outgoing rotation group (approximately 1/4th of CPS sample).

Absent significant increasesinsinglemothers’ job attachment or hourly earnings,
income supports in the form of child support, earnings supplements, such as the
EITC, food, housing, and medical assistance, as well as cash welfare, are likely to
continueto play important roles in addressing the needs of single-mother families. A
challenge for these and other approaches will be to reduce basic unmet need and at
the same time promote economic self-sufficiency. Income support may become all
the more important given the weakened state of the current economy.
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Appendix A: Cash Welfare Under-reporting
on the CPS

A comparison of AFDC/TANF administrative statistics and CPS-estimated
caseload counts suggests that the CPS undercounts actual cases and that the CPS
undercount hasworsened inrecent years. Figure A-1 showsthat from 1987 to 1991,
the CPS accounted for roughly 80% of the AFDC administrative caseload count, but
in 2000 the CPS was capturing only about 60%."® Worsened reporting of cash
welfare on the CPS makes it difficult to gauge how much of the drop in welfare
receipt among single mothers represents digible families who do not receive
assistance, rather than families who do not report actual welfare aid on the CPS.

Figure 15A-1. AFDC/TANF Cases: CPS versus Administrative
Caseload Counts (Annual Monthly Average), 1987 to 2000

Number (in millions) Percent
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Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census Bureau
March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data and Department of Health and Human Services
(DHHS) caseload data.

¥The CPS estimates are for all adults reporting receipt of AFDC or TANF during the year,
converted to an estimate of an annual monthly average, based on the number of months over
the year recipients reported receiving assistance. For a detailed discussion of cash welfare
under-reporting on the CPS and other surveys see.  Bavier, Richard. Accounting for
increases in failure to report AFDC/TANF receipt. Unpublished manuscript. Washington,
D.C. Office of Management and Budget. 2000.
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Figure A-1. Support Table 1. AFDC/TANF Cases: CPS versus
Administrative Caseload Counts, Annual Monthly Average,

1987 to 2000
(numbers in millions)

Persons reporting | AFDC and TANF
AFDC or TANF cases based on CPS as a percent of
Year receipt on the CPS? | administrative data® administrative total
1987 3.039 3.719 81.7
1988 3.056 3.691 82.8
1989 2.901 3.738 77.6
1990 3.226 3.995 80.8
1991 3.554 4.434 80.2
1992 3.596 4.765 75.5
1993 3.844 4.949 77.7
1994 3.551 4.974 714
1995 3.193 4.741 67.3
1996 3.022 4.387 68.9
1997 2.355 3.690 63.8
1998 1.892 3.000 63.1
1999 1.464 2.496 58.7
2000 1.320 2.186 60.4

Source: Congressiona Research Service (CRS) estimates based on U.S. Bureau of
the Census March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data and U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services(DHHS) AFDC and TANF casel oad data.

®Estimated average monthly number based on number of months CPS respondents
indicated they received AFDC or TANF during the year.

*Average monthly number of AFDC cases in the 50 states and the District of
Columbia.
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Appendix B: Family Income to Poverty
Ratios—Cutoffs for Income Quintiles

Figure B-1 shows the income relative to poverty cutoffs for defining the first
and second income quintilesdepicted in Figures 11 and 12. The dark lines represent
the level of family cash income (i.e., the income definition for measuring poverty
under the officia U.S. Bureau of the Census poverty definition) as a percent of
poverty which defines the bottom fifth and bottom two-fifths of single-mother
families, ranked by family relative to poverty. The lighter-shaded lines show other
incomepercentilesrelativeto poverty. Thefigureshows, for examplethat the bottom
fifth of single-mother families ranked by officia cash income relative to poverty had
family income below 42% of poverty in 1992; by 2000, the relative income of the
bottom fifth (20" percentile) of single-mother families increased to having family
income below 70% of the poverty line. Similarly, the second-fifth (between the 20"
and 40™ percentiles) of single-mother families had family income above 42% of
poverty but below 85% of poverty in 1992; by 2000, the second-fifth of single mother
families had family incomes above 70% of poverty but below 126% of poverty. The
figure shows that the bottom 10% of single-mother families has shown only dight
improvement in family income relative to poverty over the 14 year period, ranging
from alow of 27% of poverty in 1992, to a high of 37% of poverty in 2000.

Figure 16B-1. Income to Poverty Percentiles of Mother-Only
Families, Based on Ranking of Families by Family Cash Income
Relative to Poverty Income Thresholds, 1987 to 2000
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Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census
Bureau March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
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Figures B-2 and B-3 are smilar to Figure B-1, but depict single-mother
families income rankings based on alternative definitions of income relative to
poverty. Figure B-2, for example, ranks families based on family after-tax income
(including the EITC) plusfood stamps, whereas Figure B-3 ranks families based on
household after-tax income plusfood stamps, relative to ahousehold poverty income
threshold based on household size and composition. In both cases, Figures B-2 and
B-3 show comparatively better income position relative to poverty than does Figure
B-1, which uses the official poverty income definition. For example, in 2000, the
bottom fifth of single-mother families had incomes below 70% of poverty under the
officid poverty income definition, shown in Figure B-1. When taxes, including the
EITC, andfood stamps are considered the bottom fifth of single-mother families had
incomes below 89% of poverty (shown in Figure B-2), and if household after-tax
income and food stamps are counted against a revised household poverty threshold,
the bottom 20% of single-mother families have incomes below poverty (100% of the
poverty threshold) (showninFigure B-3). Although the alternateincome definitions
also result in improved income standing relative to poverty for the bottom 10% of
single-mother families compared to the officia poverty income measure, thetrend in
relative economic well-being for this group is only dightly improved in 2000
compared to its 1992 low under these alternative measures.

Figure 17B-2. Income to Poverty Percentiles of Mother-Only
Families
Based on Ranking Families After-Tax Income Plus Food Stamps
Relative to Family Poverty Income Thresholds, 1987 to 1999

Income as a percent of poverty

200%
190%
180%
170%

160% 50th percentile
150%

LA QY _
/40th percentile

130%
120% /
110% o~ - 30th percentile
100% 7ﬁ/ Poverty Line
90% /20th percentile
80% — /

70% N

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

10th percentile

I I I I I |
A > (%) Q N 2 > 3 o) © A QO ) Q
o) o) o) %) ) ) ) ) O ) ) ) ) \)
FF F S &S S

Year

Source:Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census Bureau
March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
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Figure 18B-3. Income to Poverty Percentiles of Mother-Only Families
Based on Families Ranked by Household After-Tax Income Plus
Food Stamps Relative to Household Poverty Income Thresholds,
1987 to 2000
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Source: Prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). Based on analysis of U.S. Census Bureau
March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

Figure B-1 Support Table 2. Income Poverty Percentiles of
Mother-Only Families Based Families Ranked by Cash
Income Relative to Family Poverty Income Thresholds,

1987 to 2000

Income as a percent of poverty defined at each percentile

Year 10"%tile | 20"%tile 30"%%0tile 40M%%0tile 50"%%tile
1987 29.3 46.7 65.6 87.2 116.5
1988 27.8 445 65.0 86.2 121.7
1989 29.6 49.3 69.5 94.2 126.8
1990 29.6 47.3 66.5 88.8 120.7
1991 27.3 44.9 63.4 85.3 114.2
1992 26.5 425 62.0 84.7 113.5
1993 28.2 44.4 61.0 84.2 114.6
1994 30.1 48.2 67.9 91.8 122.9
1995 31.9 53.2 74.3 99.8 130.0
1996 31.9 50.6 72.8 100.5 130.0
1997 29.3 51.4 73.9 100.2 130.3
1998 29.5 545 82.0 106.9 138.3
1999 321 61.0 87.2 119.0 148.0
2000 37.2 70.5 96.7 125.7 155.0

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the
Census March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
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Figure B-2. Support Table 3 Income to Poverty Percentiles of
Mother-Only Families Based on Families Ranked by
Family After-Tax Income Plus Food Stamps Relative to
Family Poverty Income Thresholds,
1987 to 1999

Income as a percent of poverty defined at each percentile

Year 10th %tile | 20th 9%otile | 30th %tile | 40th %tile 50th %tile
1987 47.2 65.3 80.6 97.5 119.3
1988 43.8 61.8 79.6 97.1 123.7
1989 47.4 66.2 83.5 102.7 127.8
1990 46.7 65.1 81.7 100.2 122.8
1991 46.9 64.5 80.1 97.6 121.3
1992 43.8 61.5 78.4 98.7 121.7
1993 45.7 62.9 78.7 98.2 122.4
1994 50.0 68.2 85.8 108.8 132.6
1995 515 72.6 93.3 117.4 139.1
1996 51.8 71.3 92.2 118.1 139.6
1997 45.4 714 94.3 117.7 139.7
1998 48.2 75.0 101.1 124.6 148.1
1999 50.1 80.1 105.9 131.2 153.7
2000 55.3 89.4 112.6 135.7 157.8

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRYS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the

Census March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

Figure B-3. Support Table 4. Income to Poverty Percentiles
of Mother-Only Families Based on Families Ranked by
Household After-Tax Income Plus Food Stamps Relative to
Household Poverty Income Thresholds, 1987 to 1999

Income as a percent of poverty defined at each percentile

Year 10th %tile] 20th %tile | 30th %tile | 40th %tile 50th %tile
1987 511 69.3 85.6 104.5 130.1
1988 49.1 67.5 85.0 105.1 132.2
1989 52.1 719 89.1 111.9 138.3
1990 52.8 70.2 87.8 108.7 134.0
1991 52.3 70.1 86.3 108.2 134.7
1992 49.4 67.6 86.3 108.1 132.7
1993 50.9 68.7 84.9 107.6 132.6
1994 545 74.0 94.7 119.9 143.6
1995 57.2 79.7 102.4 126.7 149.8
1996 57.2 78.7 102.0 126.3 149.8
1997 54.0 79.4 104.4 128.7 152.3
1998 56.4 83.2 109.8 135.3 160.2
1999 58.6 90.2 117.1 143.0 168.9
2000 65.4 99.5 122.8 148.6 171.4

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the

Census March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
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Appendix C: Support Tables

Figure 1. Support Table 5. Single Mothers: Poverty and Cash
Welfare Receipt, 1987 to 2000

(in thousands)

Number of Poor but not Neither poor nor

mother only |Number receiving receiving receiving
Year families AFDC/TANF AFDC/TANF AFDC/TANF
1987 8,193 2,719 1,399 4,076
1988 8,321 2,737 1,380 4,204
1989 8,400 2,537 1,452 4,411
1990 8,745 2,901 1,456 4,387
1991 9,031 3,101 1,554 4,375
1992 9,567 3,300 1,691 4,575
1993 9,860 3,439 1,722 4,700
1994 9,837 3,166 1,754 4,916
1995 9,887 2,862 1,818 5,207
1996 10,052 2,669 1,946 5,437
1997 9,874 2,225 2,211 5,438
1998 9,881 1,872 2,253 5,756
1999 9,741 1,543 2,216 5,981
2000 9,425 1174 2,100 6,151

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the
Census March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

Figure 2. Support Table 6. Welfare, Work and Poverty Status
Among Single Mothers, 1987 to 2000

Percent who received AFDC/TANF during the
year
Percent who Percent poor
worked during (“official Did not work Worked

Year year definition”) Total during year during year
1987 67.3 447 33.2 21.8 114
1988 68.9 439 32.9 211 11.8
1989 70.1 41.7 30.2 201 10.1
1990 69.8 43.7 33.2 20.9 12.3
1991 68.7 454 34.3 22.0 12.3
1992 67.2 454 34.5 222 12.3
1993 68.1 45.2 34.9 21.8 131
1994 714 42.7 32.2 18.8 134
1995 73.0 40.2 28.9 16.5 124
1996 75.1 39.8 26.6 14.6 12.0
1997 77.3 40.0 225 114 111
1998 79.6 37.3 189 8.2 10.7
1999 82.0 34.0 15.8 6.5 9.3
2000 834 30.9 12.5 5.6 6.9

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the
Census March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
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Figure 3. Support Table 7. Employment Rates in March of Single
Mothers and Married Mothers by Age of Youngest Child,
March 1988 to March 2001
(percent of single mothers employed in March)

Single mothers Married mothers

With a With a | Youngest

child | Youngest | Youngest | Youngest | child child Youngest | Youngest

under |[child under |child age 3| child age | under |under age | child age | child age
Year age 18 age 3 to5 6tol7 age 18 3 3to5 6tol7
1988 57.4 351 52.9 69.1 61.8 50.7 58.1 69.6
1989 58.2 37.9 53.1 70.0 63.0 51.4 60.8 70.6
1990 60.3 38.0 61.0 70.9 63.4 52.7 60.9 70.8
1991 58.1 36.6 55.7 70.2 63.1 52.7 60.5 70.5
1992 57.3 35.2 54.1 69.8 63.9 53.1 59.4 71.9
1993 57.3 351 54.8 70.1 63.9 53.2 59.4 71.9
1994 58.0 37.7 55.2 69.3 65.5 56.0 61.2 72.6
1995 611 43.1 58.5 70.5 67.1 57.4 63.9 734
1996 63.5 447 60.4 72.9 67.6 58.2 63.3 74.2
1997 65.6 51.5 64.3 72.0 68.5 58.3 64.4 75.2
1998 68.8 54.8 63.7 76.4 67.9 58.3 64.1 74.2
1999 70.7 55.8 69.8 771 67.9 57.0 63.1 75.1
2000 728 59.1 727 78.5 68.4 56.8 66.0 75.0
2001 73.0 56.1 74.4 79.8 68.5 57.1 64.7 754

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) estimatesbased on analysisof U.S. CensusBureau March
1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
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Figures 4. and 5. Support Table 8. Single-Mother Family Cash Welfare Recipiency Rates,
by Pre-Transfer Income Poverty Status*, 1987 to 2000

Single-mother families with pre-transfer income below poverty
Pre-transfer income from | Pre-transfer income from
Pre-transfer income below| 25% to below 50% of 50% to below 100% of
All single-mother families Total 0% in pre-transfer income 25% of poverty poverty. poverty.
AFDC/TANF | Number | AFDC/TANF AFDC/TANF | Number | AFDC/TANF | Number | AFDC/TANF AFDC/TANF
Number | recipiency rate (in recipiency rate | Number |[recipiency rate (in recipiency rate (in recipiency rate | Number |[recipiency rate
Year__(in 1,000s) (percent) 1,000s) (percent) (in 1,000s) (percent) 1,000s) (percent) 1,000s) (percent) (in 1,000s) (percent)

1987 8,193 33.2 3,820 63.4 1,020 88.7 1,003 77.0 609 59.9 1,179 318
1988 8,321 32.9 3,816 63.8 1,055 89.5 970 73.8 723 53.3 1,064 36.8
1989 8,400 30.2 3,672 60.5 1,022 85.7 871 72.8 593 55.6 1,183 32.2
1990 8,745 33.2 4,029 63.8 1,142 88.4 909 75.1 677 60.4 1,294 35.9
1991 9,031 34.3 4,276 63.6 1,215 87.3 973 79.2 689 63.6 1,391 324
1992 9,567 345 4,536 62.7 1,159 85.2 1,102 735 819 56.4 1,450 40.1
1993 9,860 34.9 4,679 63.2 1,104 84.7 1,180 78.3 909 60.0 1,477 37.3
1994 9,837 32.2 4,474 60.8 961 82.0 1,058 75.2 835 61.0 1,618 38.7
1995 9,887 28.9 4,181 56.5 753 80.3 941 73.2 862 59.7 1,625 34.2
1996 10,052 26.6 4,168 53.3 776 76.6 838 719 994 52.2 1,560 324
1997 9,874 225 4,119 46.3 685 68.4 846 62.6 843 46.2 1,736 30.0
1998 9,881 18.9 3,834 41.2 554 61.3 778 B55.7 806 45.1 1,682 26.2
1999 9,741 15.8 3,443 35.6 378 56.5 711 46.0 736 37.9 1,617 25.2
2000 9,425 12.5 3,019 30.6 350 51.8 482 43.8 651 36.5 1,536 19.2

Source: Congressiona Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the Census March 1988 to March 2001 Current
Population Survey (CPS) data.

Note: Details may not sum to totals due to rounding.
" Family poverty status based on cash income other than cash welfare.
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Figure 6. Support Table 9. Food Stamp Recipiency Rates Among
Single-Mother Families, by Household Income Relative to

Poverty, 1987 to 2000

Household income below 130% of poverty

All single-mother

Household income less

Household income
from 50% to below

families Total than 50% of poverty 130% of poverty

Food stamp Food stamp Food stamp Food stamp

Number | recipiency | Number | recipiency | Number | recipiency | Number | recipiency
Year__ (in 1,000s) rate (in 1,000s) rate (in 1,000s) rate (in 1,000s) rate
1987 8,193 35.8 4,063 65.7 1,595 76.1 2,469 59.0
1988 8,321 36.3 4,121 65.7 1,706 75.1 2,414 59.0
1989 8,400 33.9 3,917 63.7 1,466 76.9 2,451 55.8
1990 8,745 371 4,265 68.4 1,651 79.4 2,614 61.4
1991 9,031 39.1 4,472 68.8 1,736 79.9 2,736 61.7
1992 9,567 411 4,756 70.9 1,970 79.8 2,787 64.5
1993 9,860 425 4,990 70.8 1,955 80.7 3,034 64.4
1994 9,837 40.2 4,673 70.9 1,786 80.3 2,887 65.1
1995 9,887 37.2 4,494 66.5 1,539 77.3 2,955 60.9
1996 10,052 35.8 4,545 65.0 1,633 76.8 2,912 58.4
1997 9,874 324 4,392 61.5 1,642 731 2,750 54.6
1998 9,881 29.8 4,193 56.7 1,491 69.5 2,703 49.6
1999 9,741 249 3,746 515 1,274 63.3 2,472 454
2000 9,425 22.3 3,420 49.8 1,013 66.3 2,407 42.9

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the
Census March 1988 to March 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

Note: Details may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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Figure 7. Support Table 10. Poor Single Mothers: Work and
Welfare Status During the Year, 1987 to 2000

Percent
Received
cash Worked but Neither
Number | Received [welfare but] Combined | Worked did not worked, nor
of poor cash didnot | workand | atany | receive cash received
single welfare work welfare time |welfare at any| welfare
mothers during during over the | during | time during | during the
Year__ (in 1,000s) year year year the year the year year
1987 3,661 61.8 43.3 185 42.2 237 14.5
1988 3,650 62.2 43.0 19.2 435 24.3 135
1989 3,506 58.6 42.7 159 431 272 14.2
1990 3,821 61.9 414 20.5 46.0 255 12.6
1991 4,101 62.1 43.3 18.8 44.3 255 12.5
1992 4,339 61.0 42.1 189 43.6 24.7 14.3
1993 4,456 61.4 415 19.8 44.3 245 141
1994 4,203 58.3 37.8 20.5 47.3 26.8 14.9
1995 3971 54.2 34.2 20.0 49.7 29.7 16.1
1996 4,005 51.4 311 20.3 52.6 32.2 16.4
1997 3,946 44.0 245 19.5 57.8 38.3 17.7
1998 3,685 38.9 19.2 19.7 60.4 40.7 204
1999 3,314 331 154 17.8 64.3 46.5 20.3
2000 2911 27.9 144 13.5 63.8 50.3 21.9

Source: Congressiona Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the Census
March 1988 to March 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
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Figure 8. Support Table 11. Effects of Earnings, Transfers, and
Taxes on Family Poverty and Household Low-Income Status on
Single Mothers, 1987 to 2000

Percent poor based on:

Preceding| Preceding| Preceding| Preceding| Preceding column

column +:f column +:] column +:] column +: +:

family cash household cash

Family| family cash welfare family EITC income

earned income (“official less FICA + food stamps

income| other than poverty| family food| and income| + EITC less FICA

Year only welfare income”) stamps taxes| and income taxes
1987 53.9 46.6 447 42.3 41.1 38.2
1988 53.8 45.9 43.9 42.2 41.3 37.9
1989 52.2 43.7 41.7 39.7 39.2 355
1990 53.8 46.1 43.7 41.5 39.9 36.1
1991 55.2 474 454 42.8 41.3 37.0
1992 55.3 474 454 42,5 40.6 36.5
1993 56.2 474 45.2 2.7 40.7 36.8
1994 53.9 45.5 2.7 39.8 36.5 321
1995 51.0 42.3 40.2 36.9 325 29.2
1996 49.8 41.5 39.8 37.1 329 29.3
1997 50.6 41.7 40.0 37.7 326 28.3
1998 47.9 38.8 37.3 35.2 29.7 26.2
1999 43.6 35.3 34.0 322 275 236
2000 40.1 32.1 30.9 29.3 24.2 20.3

Source: Congressiona Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the Census
March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS) data.

Figure 9. Support Table 12. Poverty Gap Percentiles* Based on
Cash Income for
Poor Single-Mother Families, 1987 to 2000

Median
Year Bottom 20% | Bottom 40% (50™ percentile) Top 40% Top 20%
1987 27.2 434 511 60.0 78.2
1988 26.1 40.7 48.1 571 74.9
1989 25.6 421 50.9 58.9 771
1990 27.4 43.0 50.0 58.9 76.1
1991 25.6 425 50.5 58.6 75.2
1992 24.2 39.3 48.0 56.6 75.1
1993 26.2 41.0 49.0 56.7 73.6
1994 27.6 43.8 50.7 58.7 76.3
1995 27.7 45.8 53.3 60.3 79.7
1996 27.7 435 50.5 58.9 77.7
1997 22.3 429 51.3 60.7 78.6
1998 22.6 425 515 60.3 81.2
1999 23.4 431 52.8 62.0 80.1
2000 23.5 45.5 54.8 66.3 82.9

Source: Congressiona Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysisof U.S. Bureau of the Census
March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS).

"Poor families' cash income as a percent of families’ poverty thresholds.
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Figure 10. Support Table 13. Poverty Gap Percentiles* Based on
Cash Income, Food Stamps, and Net Taxes Including the EITC for
Poor Single-Mother Families, 1987 to 2000

Median
Year Bottom 20% Bottom 40% (50™ percentile) Top 40% Top 20%
1987 431 59.1 66.1 72.7 85.4
1988 37.7 55.9 63.8 711 85.0
1989 40.1 58.6 65.4 72.3 85.4
1990 411 58.9 65.1 71.3 84.8
1991 42.6 59.3 65.6 721 84.8
1992 38.6 56.0 61.9 68.6 83.0
1993 405 56.7 63.4 69.6 82.6
1994 427 59.0 65.1 711 84.3
1995 40.3 58.5 65.2 71.4 85.0
1996 41.2 58.0 64.0 70.8 84.3
1997 34.7 54.3 62.8 70.3 85.0
1998 30.7 53.9 61.5 68.4 84.6
1999 313 53.1 61.6 70.0 84.8
2000 30.2 54.0 62.6 70.2 86.8

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysisof U.S. Bureau of the Census
March 1988 to 2001 Current Population Survey (CPS).

"Poor families' cash income as a percent of families’ poverty thresholds.



CRS-38

Average Annual Income by Source, 1987 to 2000
(in 2000 dollars)

Figure 11. Support Table 14. Bottom Income Quintiles of Single Mother Families:

Federal and AFDC, Food Child Family
state income TANF, Supplemental stamps support earnings Total
taxes and General Security Income (market and Other (net of income net of

Year FICA taxes Assistance (SSh value) alimony income taxes) EITC taxes
1987 -$81 $2,808 $108 $2,306 $232 $416 $907 $104 $6,800
1988 -$87 $2,492 $84 $2,002 $215 $366 $1,071 $118 $6,261
1989 -$73 $2,622 $101 $2,175 $222 $466 $899 $110 $6,523
1990 -$77 $2,781 $93 $2,224 $190 $326 $960 $115 $6,612
1991 -$63 $2,736 $93 $2,434 $162 $292 $785 $115 $6,554
1992 -$61 $2,380 $151 $2,321 $204 $379 $769 $118 $6,262
1993 -$61 $2,503 $157 $2,269 $223 $457 $742 $121 $6,412
1994 -$86 $2,605 $245 $2,538 $257 $393 $1,099 $281 $7,332
1995 -$105 $2,355 $287 $2,193 $296 $460 $1,379 $423 $7,287
1996 -$126 $2,091 $241 $2,151 $330 $427 $1,589 $543 $7,245
1997 -$108 $1,864 $209 $2,027 $267 $622 $1,373 $480 $6,735
1998 -$150 $1,478 $283 $1,792 $226 $601 $1,840 $657 $6,725
1999 -$189 $1,214 $309 $1,547 $351 $624 $2,350 $804 $7,009
2000 -$258 $1,005 $487 $1,461 $528 $568 $3,113 $1,039 $7,944

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the Census March 1988 to 2001 Current Population
Survey (CPS) data.

* Quintiles based on ranking of ratios of family cash pre-tax incomerelative to poverty. Taxesincludefederal and stateincometaxesand FICA taxes.
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Figure 12. Support Table 15. Second Income Quintile of Single Mother Families: Average
Annual Income by Source, 1987 to 2000
(in 2000 dollars)

Federal and AFDC,
state income TANF, Supplemental | Food stamps Child Family Total
taxes and General Security (market |[support and Other | earnings (net income net of

Year FICA taxes | Assistance | Income (SSI) value) alimony income of taxes) EITC taxes
1987 -$293 $4,356 $498 $1,712 $417 $1,692 $3,524 $388 $12,578
1988 -$300 $4,167 $453 $1,711 $367 $1,548 $3,486 $402 $12,133
1989 -$389 $3,873 $574 $1,418 $475 $1,479 $4,489 $494 $12,864
1990 -$395 $3,813 $470 $1,798 $474 $1,498 $4,215 $483 $12,752
1991 -$327 $3,754 $481 $1,883 $399 $1,439 $3,721 $575 $12,253
1992 -$319 $3,414 $463 $1,809 $529 $1,444 $3,609 $570 $11,838
1993 -$296 $3,521 $705 $1,807 $466 $1,512 $3,368 $562 $11,941
1994 -$392 $2,918 $824 $1,698 $595 $1,495 $4,426 $1,120 $13,076
1995 -$553 $2,256 $953 $1,737 $622 $1,853 $5,868 $1,535 $15,123
1996 -$516 $2,181 $814 $1,463 $636 $1,710 $5,536 $1,627 $13,967
1997 -$557 $1,657 $778 $1,286 $766 $1,688 $6,285 $1,948 $14,407
1998 -$702 $1,233 $869 $1,076 $558 $1,731 $7,680 $2,179 $15,325
1999 -$845 $928 $774 $781 $719 $1,557 $8,991 $2,324 $16,074
2000 -$1,201 $679 $589 $644 $863 $1,830 $10,690 $2,399 $17,692

Source: Congressional Research Service (CRS) estimates based on analysis of U.S. Bureau of the Census March 1988 to 2001 Current Population
Survey (CPS) data.

" Quintiles based on ranking of ratios of family cash pre-tax income relative to poverty. Taxesinclude federal and stateincometaxes and FICA taxes.



