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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Full family sanctions were one of the most
controversial measures included in the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) in 1996.
Some raised concerns about their potential
harmful effects on families and children, but
others argued that such severe penalties
were necessary to get clients’ attention and
help them take the new rules of a reformed
welfare program seriously.

In today’s current economic and policy cli-
mate, sanctions for non-compliance with
welfare program rules remain of particular
concern. The Deficit Reduction Act (DRA)
increases pressure on states to get and
keep clients engaged in work activities and
expands the definition of which clients are
counted in work participation rate calcula-
tions. At the same time, the number of jobs
lost nationally each month is in the six fig-
ures and the unemployment rate hovers
near 10 percent. The harsh reality is that
when one in ten Americans are unem-
ployed, it is almost certainly more difficult for
those leaving welfare rolls — whether volun-
tarily or through a full-family sanction — to
find and keep jobs.

Thus, for policy makers, program managers,
and advocates, the families affected by full
family sanctions rightfully remain a popula-
tion of concern. Previous studies indicate
that, among other things, their outcomes
are—at least initially—less positive than
those of clients whose cases close for other
reasons. The question remains, however,
as to how these families fare over the long
term. That is, it is important to examine what
happens to them over time. Do they return
to welfare? If they return, are they able to
exit again? And, last but not least, do sanc-
tioned adults eventually “catch up” with oth-
er exiters in terms of employment and earn-
ings? Such questions are critical not only for
the well-being of families but also for our
state as it attempts to maintain a solid and
effective welfare program in the midst of
great economic uncertainty.

This report, part of our Life after Welfare
series, fills in some gaps in our knowledge
about full family sanctions. Using a wealth
of administrative data, including up to nine
years of follow up data on employment and
earnings, we present information on the
characteristics and outcomes of 15,259
families that exited Maryland’s welfare rolls
between April 1998 and March 2008. We
compare the characteristics and outcomes
of those whose cases were closed because
of a full family sanction for non-compliance
with work (n = 2,770) to those who exited
for other reasons (n = 12,094). We also
present data separately for families whose
cases closed because of a full-family sanc-
tion for non-cooperation with child support
(n = 395). Our research findings are briefly
summarized in the following bullets:

Demographics

e Three in five (61.1%) work-sanctioned
cases were located in Baltimore City at
the time of case closure, compared to
one-half (51.6%) of non-sanctioned
cases and just less than one-half of
child support sanctioned cases (45.2%).
Thus, work-sanctioned caseheads and
cases were more likely to reflect the
population and general caseload of the
City. That is, they were younger, more
likely to be African-American, and more
likely to have never married, compared
to other leavers.

Core Caseload Designation

o In terms of core caseload designation,
nearly all (90.4%) of work-sanctioned
cases were in the “core” caseload at the
time of case closure, which includes
cases with a more traditional welfare
case profile (i.e. a single, work-ready
mother). In contrast, less than half of
child support-sanctioned (42.8%) or
non-sanctioned (47.3%) cases had this
profile; instead, they were more likely to
be “non-core” cases, including child-only
cases and those with other various ex-
emptions that set them apart from the
traditional case profile.



SSI Applications

Work-sanctioned leavers were nearly
three times as likely to apply for SSI
benefits after their TCA case closure
(19.8%) than before (7.2%). This pattern
was not observed among either of the
other two groups of leavers, suggesting
that perhaps the work sanction itself
served to bring to light a disability that
was interfering with the ability to work
and otherwise may have gone unnoticed
or untreated. The difference in SSI ap-
plication rates before and after case clo-
sure was much less dramatic for child-
support sanctioned (11.9% before vs.
13.2% after) and non-sanctioned (14.4%
before vs. 17.6% after) leavers.

TANF History

In terms of welfare participation history,
sanctioned exiters had shorter recent
continuous welfare spells (approximate-
ly 10 months) compared to non-
sanctioned exiters (approximately 16
months). In terms of cumulative benefits
in the preceding five years, however,
child support-sanctioned exiters had re-
ceived fewer months of assistance (22
months), on average, than work-
sanctioned (31 months) and non-
sanctioned leavers (28 months).

Employment History

Although caseheads in all three groups
of leavers had similar pre-exit employ-
ment rates, those who were employed
among the work-sanctioned group
tended to have less work stability
(measured in average number of quar-
ters worked) and lower average earn-
ings (approximately $1,700 per quarter)
than employed caseheads in either the
child support-sanctioned (approximately
$2,800 per quarter) or non-sanctioned
group (approximately $2,500 per quar-
ter).

Employment Outcomes

During the first nine years after exiting,
employment rates for caseheads in
each of the three groups hovered
around forty percent, though employ-

ment was always most likely for case-
heads of non-sanctioned closed cases.
Although work-sanctioned caseheads
start out with the lowest employment
rate overall, by the ninth follow-up year,
child support-sanctioned caseheads ac-
tually are the least likely to have Mary-
land Ul wages (33%, compared to 36%
among work-sanctioned caseheads and
41% among non-sanctioned case-
heads).

Among those with any Maryland Ul
wages during the nine-year follow-up
period, work-sanctioned caseheads had
the lowest initial earnings (on average,
$1,883 quarterly) and child support-
sanctioned caseheads had the highest
initial earnings (on average, $3,510).
Over time, average quarterly earnings
increased steadily among both non-
sanctioned (from $3,032 to $5,472) and
work-sanctioned leavers (from $1,883 to
$4,559) but only slightly for child sup-
port-sanctioned leavers (from $3,510 to
$4,287). The same pattern was evident
when looking at average annual earn-
ings.

TANF Recidivism

In general, sanctioned clients (both work
and child support-sanctioned) have
higher rates of recidivism than other
leavers, and work-sanctioned clients
have higher recidivism rates than those
who were sanctioned for non-
cooperation with child support. Specifi-
cally, after excluding churning (imme-
diate returns to TANF the month after
case closure), two-fifths (40%) of work-
sanctioned clients received at least one
additional month of assistance by the
end of the first post-closure year, com-
pared to one-third (35%) of child sup-
port-sanctioned clients and one-fourth
(27%) of those whose cases had closed
for another reason.

Combined TANF & Employment Out-
comes

Over time, leavers in all three study
groups were more likely to have Mary-
land Ul wages and less likely to receive



TCA. However, the trends are some-
what more positive for work-sanctioned
and non-sanctioned leavers than for
child support-sanctioned leavers. That
is, by the ninth follow-up year, approx-
imately one-half of work-sanctioned
(47%) and non-sanctioned (48%) leav-
ers had Ul wages, regardless of whether
they also received some TCA, com-
pared to only two-fifths (38%) of child
support-sanctioned leavers. In addition,
while disconnection from both TCA and
Maryland Ul wages need not necessari-
ly be negative (if, for instance, an indi-
vidual had another source of reliable in-
come that is not reported in the Ul wage
system, or became employed in another
state), child support-sanctioned leavers
were slightly more likely to be in this
strata (50%) by the ninth follow-up year
than either work-sanctioned (43%) or
non-sanctioned leavers (45%).

Child Support Outcomes

By the ninth follow-up year, two-fifths of
work-sanctioned (41%) and non-
sanctioned (39%) leavers have an ac-
tive child support case with money (ei-
ther current support or arrears) due,
compared to one in five (23%) child
support-sanctioned leavers. Also, over-
all, we find that if a child support order is
not in place at the time of TANF case
closure (regardless of closure reason), it
is not likely that a case or support order
will be established in the months and
years following the exit.

Overall, child support receipt during the
follow-up period was not typical for any
group of leavers. That is, during the first
full post-welfare year and each year the-
reafter, only roughly three in ten work-
sanctioned and non-sanctioned leavers
received any child support, and only one
in five of those who had been child sup-
port-sanctioned.

Among the minority of leavers who did
receive child support income during the
follow-up period, average annual
amounts of child support received did
increase over time for all three groups.
Among work-sanctioned leavers, to illu-

strate, the total amount of support re-
ceived was, on average, $1,336 in the
first post-welfare year and $2,144 in the
ninth post-welfare year. For the other
two groups, the comparable figures
were: $1,337 and $2,438 (child support-
sanctioned cases) and $1,628 and
$2,462 (other leavers).

Other Work Supports

e Participation in the Food Supplement
(FS) program remained high among
former welfare leavers in all three of our
study groups, even through the ninth fol-
low-up year. Among those with nine full
years of follow-up data available, more
than two-fifths of exiters received at
least one month of FS benefits, regard-
less of the reason for their original TCA
case closure. As in each of the nine fol-
low-up years, however, work-sanctioned
leavers were more likely than leavers in
the other two groups to receive FS ben-
efits (59% among work-sanctioned
leavers, 48% among child support-
sanctioned leavers, and 47% among
non-sanctioned leavers).

e Overall, Medical Assistance (MA) par-
ticipation is high — upwards of 90% for at
least one family member — for all groups
during the first two years after exiting.
Participation tended to drop off over
time such that by the ninth year after ex-
iting, only two-thirds of former TCA as-
sistance units have at least one member
who is receiving MA. Additionally, in
general, work-sanctioned leavers had
the highest rates of MA participation, fol-
lowed by child support-sanctioned leav-
ers and then cases that closed for other
reasons.

Our findings confirm the trends evident in
earlier studies and are cause both for optim-
ism and some concern. First, the fact that
work-sanctioned leavers had the lowest ini-
tial earnings and never quite caught up to
their peers suggests they may lack the skill
sets needed to obtain employment and/or
advance on a career ladder. Future re-
search should include separate analyses for
those who were sanctioned and remained



off welfare compared to those who returned,
presumably complying with their work activi-
ty requirement, and then subsequently ex-
ited.

Second, the combined welfare and work
outcome data present a more encouraging
post-exit picture of work-sanctioned leavers.
In particular, over time, this group tends to
more closely resemble other leavers. Most
importantly perhaps, they do not appear to
be at greater risk of being disconnected
from work and welfare than their non-
sanctioned peers.

Finally, unique to our analyses is the inclu-
sion of child support-sanctioned cases. Par-
ticularly noteworthy among these leavers is
that, over time, they are the least likely to
have an active child support case with sup-
port due and the least likely to receive any
income from the formal child support sys-
tem. Over time, they are also more likely to
become disconnected from both TCA and
child support, with only sporadic increases
in Maryland Ul wages.

Despite these less-than-stellar outcomes for
child support-sanctioned leavers, it may not
be feasible to relax the child support en-
forcement requirements or sanctions. How-
ever, it may be worth investigating incenti-
vizing compliance with the child support re-
quirements in addition to sanctioning. Roff
(2010), for example, found that states with
higher child support income disregards tend
to have higher rates of formal child support
orders than states with lower disregards. In
addition, Cook & Caspar (2006) found some
evidence that non-custodial parents paid
more when there was a switch from partial
to a full pass-through of child support for
current welfare recipients.

The DRA included some provisions to allow
more flexibility and reduce the overall cost
of experimenting with these types of incen-
tives. Importantly, the DRA reduces the cost
to states of “passing through” a portion of
child support collections to TCA families.
Thus, now may be the opportune time for
Maryland to revisit its (then cost-driven)

mid-1990s decision not to adopt the pass
through.

Overall, the goal of full-family sanctioning in
Maryland has always been to help clients
and not to hurt them. Today’s findings sug-
gest that while that may be the case for
work-sanctioned payees, more or different
approaches may be needed to encourage
child support compliance in the long term.



INTRODUCTION

Full family sanctions were one of the most
controversial measures included in the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) in 1996. Some
raised concerns about their potential harmful
effects on families and children, but others
argued that such severe penalties were ne-
cessary to get clients’ attention and help
clients take the new rules of a reformed wel-
fare program seriously.

In today’s current economic and policy cli-
mate, sanctions for non-compliance with wel-
fare program rules remain a concern. The
Deficit Reduction Act (DRA) increases pres-
sure on states to get and keep clients en-
gaged in work activities and expands the defi-
nition of which clients are counted in work
participation rate calculations. At the same
time, the number of jobs lost nationally each
month is in the six figures and the unemploy-
ment rate hovers near 10 percent. The harsh
reality is that today, when one out of ten
Americans are unemployed, it is almost cer-
tainly more difficult for those leaving the wel-
fare rolls — whether voluntarily or through a
full-family sanction — to find and keep jobs.

Early studies of the use and effects of sanc-
tions found great variability across states.
Sanctioning rates, to illustrate, ranged from
5% to 45% over a one year period. When the
observation period is 18 to 24 months, sanc-
tion rates range from 31% to 52% (Meyers,
Harper, Klawitter, & Lindhorst, 2006; Pavetti,
Derr, Kirby, Wood, & Clark, 2004).

The available empirical data also indicate that
those who are sanctioned differ from other
welfare recipients in several ways. Most nota-
bly, they are more likely to belong to a racial
minority, have less education, and have more
barriers to employment, including physical
and/or mental health problems (Goldberg &
Schott, 2000). Studies also documented that
sanctioned adults tend to have poorer initial
employment outcomes than their non-
sanctioned counterparts (Bloom & Winstead
2002; Born, Caudill, & Cordero, 1999; Meyers
et al. 2006, Pavetti et al. 2004).

Moreover, while not unexpected, it is also true
that sanction rates tend to increase over time,
as has been the case in Maryland. In the first
year of welfare reform, 8.3% of all exits oc-
curred because of a full family sanction. By
the seventh year of reform, however, the
sanction rate had doubled to 16.8% (Ovwig-
ho, Saunders, Kolupanowich, & Born, 2005).
Most recently, our October 2009 Life after
Welfare report shows that sanctions account
for about three of every 10 case closures.
This is nearly six percentage points higher
than in the preceding year and about double
the rate between 1996 and 2007 (Born, Ov-
wigho, Kolupanowich and Patterson, 2009).

For policy makers, program managers, and
advocates, the families affected by full family
sanctions rightfully remain a population of
concern. Previous studies indicate that,
among other things, their outcomes are—at
least initially—less positive than those of
clients whose cases close for other reasons.
The question remains, however, as to how
these families fare over the long term. That is,
it is important to examine what happens to
them over time. Do they return to welfare? If
they do return, are they able to exit again?
And, last but not least, do sanctioned adults
eventually “catch up” with other exiters in
terms of employment and earnings? Such
guestions are critical not only for the well-
being of families, but also for our state as it
attempts to maintain a solid and effective wel-
fare program in the midst of great economic
uncertainty.

This report, part of our Life after Welfare se-
ries, fills in some gaps in our knowledge about
full family sanctions. Using a wealth of admin-
istrative data, including up to nine years of
follow up data on employment and earnings,
we present information on the characteristics
and outcomes of 15,259 families that exited
Maryland’'s welfare rolls between April 1998
and March 2008. We compare the characte-
ristics and outcomes of those whose cases
were closed because of a full family sanction
for non-compliance with work (n = 2,770) to
those who exited for other reasons (n =
12,094). We also present data separately for



families whose cases closed because of a
full-family sanction for non-cooperation with
child support (n = 395). Our essential re-
search questions are:

1) What are the demographic and case cha-
racteristics of sanctioned families versus
other welfare leavers?

2) What are the TANF and employment his-
tories of sanctioned families versus other
welfare leavers?

3) What are the outcomes of sanctioned fam-
ilies versus other welfare leavers regard-
ing employment and recidivism?

4) What are the outcomes of sanctioned fam-
ilies versus other welfare leavers in terms
of child support and other work supports?



BACKGROUND

In today's extraordinarily difficult economic
climate, it would be reasonable to assume
that transitions from welfare to work are more
challenging. According to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, the national unemployment rate
rose to 9.5% by the summer of 2009 and
reached 10% several months later (BLS,
2010). Maryland’'s unemployment rate re-
mains lower than the national average, but its
June 2009 rate (7.1%) was significantly higher
than the 4.2% rate in June 2008 (BLS, n.d.).
These rates are undoubtedly higher among
the low-wage and low-skilled working popula-
tion, many of whom are former welfare reci-
pients. Moreover, Food Supplement (formerly
Food Stamp) caseloads are at their highest
recorded levels and many new entrants have
little or no history of prior assistance use (Ov-
wigho, Kolupanowich & Born, 2008).

The stress of a faltering and uncertain econ-
omy has compounded what is already a chal-
lenging environment for welfare program
managers. In order to meet more stringent
federal work participation rate requirements
and avoid fiscal penalties, states must ensure
that every client who can participate in work
activities is doing so. In such an environment,
one could expect that sanctioning rates might
increase. This is because sanctioning in some
form is the required program response to cer-
tain types of client behavior or lack thereof.

Specifically, to encourage recipients to coope-
rate with program requirements, states can
impose either partial or full-family sanctions.
With partial sanctions, a family’'s assistance
grant is reduced, either by a percentage or flat
amount, if noncompliance or non-cooperation
occurs. With a full-family sanction, the entire
welfare grant is terminated. Some states use
a combined approach, where a partial sanc-
tion is used for the first instance of noncom-
pliance, escalating to a full sanction if non-
compliance continues. In 2008, five states
plus the District of Columbia were using par-
tial sanctions for both initial and subsequent
instances of noncompliance, 22 (including
Maryland) used full-family sanctions for both,

and 23 used a combination of the two (Urban
Institute, n.d.).

Although the subject of heated debate at the
time, Maryland elected to adopt a full family
sanction at the onset of welfare reform, which
terminates the family’s entire assistance pay-
ment upon the first instance of noncoopera-
tion with work or child support requirements.
This choice was motivated not by a desire to
artificially reduce caseloads but rather by a
desire to bring families into compliance. In
addition, it was presumed that if sanctioned
families returned to assistance (i.e. came into
compliance) this would present a good oppor-
tunity for more thorough assessment of em-
ployment barriers and service needs.

Given the potentially severe consequences of
a full family sanction, it is not surprising that
several studies conducted in the early years
of welfare reform focused on who is sanc-
tioned and what happens to them (see, for
example: Goldberg & Schott, 2000; Lee,
Slack & Lewis, 2004; and Pavetti, Derr &
Hesketh, 2003). One study of sanctioned
cases in four states found that sanctioned
TANF recipients were more likely to have cha-
racteristics that are associated with longer
welfare stays and lower rates of employment.
The study noted that, all else equal, those
who are younger, less educated, or have
never been married are significantly more
likely to experience an initial sanction-related
grant reduction or to be fully sanctioned and,
further, that African-Americans were more
likely to be sanctioned than were clients of
other ethnic backgrounds (Pavetti et al. 2004).

Maryland was among the first states to empir-
ically report on the topic of full family sanc-
tions. Our first report on the subject, com-
pleted in 1997, looked at the first fully sanc-
tioned families in our state (Born & Caudill,
1997). The second, issued in 1999, found that
full family sanctions accounted for seven per-
cent of all case closings in the first 18 months
(October 1996 through March 1998) of wel-
fare reform. At that time, key risk factors for
sanctioning included non-Baltimore City resi-
dence, early childbearing, and being a Cau-
casian casehead (Born, Caudill & Cordero,



1999). In the quarter following case closure,
sanctioned adults were less likely to be em-
ployed and, on average, those who did work
earned less than non-sanctioned exiters. We
also found, not surprisingly, that sanctioned
cases had high rates of early returns to wel-
fare. One in three returned within 90 days
suggesting that, as intended by advocates of
the full family sanction policy, the adult had
come into compliance with program require-
ments.

As in many other states, however, Maryland’s
implementation of welfare reform moved at a
slower pace in its major city (Baltimore) than it
did in the rest of the state. Thus, the earliest
sanction cases were disproportionately from
Maryland’s 23 counties; this largely accounts
for the higher initial sanctioning risk and rate
among Caucasians.

In sum, the early literature on sanctioned cas-
es raised a number of concerns. Among these
was the possibility that sanctioned families’
characteristics or circumstances might im-
pede the successful transition from welfare to
work. Another was that these families might
face one or more perhaps hidden barriers
that, under the old, open-ended welfare sys-
tem, might never have surfaced. Although
early research reports generally found that
most sanctioned adults either complied with
program rules and returned to the welfare
rolls or found employment, concerns about
their long-term prospects remain valid.

Today’s report presents an updated look at
the phenomenon of full family sanctioning in
our state and provides extensive longitudinal
information. Our essential goal is to describe
who is being sanctioned and what happens to
them after that event occurs. By including up
to nine years of follow up data, we are able to
speak to how sanctioned families fare over
the long term and how their outcomes com-
pare to the outcomes of families who left wel-
fare for other reasons. Moreover, because our
study includes families sanctioned up to and
through March 2008, our findings supply criti-
cal information about how they survive during
a recession. Study results also provide a solid
empirical basis for policy makers and program
managers as they strive to cope with rising
caseloads, persistently elevated unemploy-
ment rates, and incrementally escalating rates
of full family sanctions.



METHODS

In this chapter, we present a description of the
sample for our study. Our data sources are
also discussed.

Sample

The cases analyzed in this study are a subset
of the Life after Welfare sample.! Specifically,
in this report we limit our analyses to families
whose TCA cases closed during the 10 year
period between April 1, 1998 and March 31,
2008. The sample of 15,259 cases is divided
into three groups based on the administrative
case closing code:

1) Full family sanction for non-compliance
with work activities (n=2,770);

2) Full-family sanction for non-cooperation
with child support (n=395); and

3) All other closing reasons (n=12,094).

The study sample includes cases regardless
of how long they remained closed. That is,
unlike our annual Life after Welfare analyses,
today’s analyses include “churners,” or cases
that closed for only a short period of time (at
least one day but less than one month). Be-
cause many sanctioned families return to the
welfare rolls very quickly, it is important to in-
clude them in this study to give the most
complete picture of who is sanctioned and
what happens to them in both the short and
long term.

Data Sources

Study findings are based on analyses of ad-
ministrative data retrieved from computerized
management information systems maintained
by the State of Maryland. Demographic and
program participation data in the study month
and later were extracted from the Client Au-
tomated Resources and Eligibility System
(CARES). Historical data on welfare program

! For a full description of the Life After Welfare
study methodology please see Born, Ovwigho,
Kolupanowich, & Patterson, 2009.

participation prior to April 1998 were extracted
from the predecessor of CARES, the Auto-
mated Information = Management  Sys-
tem/Automated Master File (AIMS/AMF). Data
regarding former recipients’ child support re-
ceipt are from Maryland’s Child Support En-
forcement System (CSES). Finally, employ-
ment and earnings data were obtained from
the Maryland Automated Benefits System
(MABS).

CARES

CARES became the statewide automated da-
ta system for certain DHR programs in March
1998. Similar to its predecessor AIMS/AMF,
CARES provides individual and case level
program participation data for cash assistance
(AFDC or TCA), Food Supplement benefits,
and Medical Assistance. Demographic data
are provided, as well as information about the
type of program, application and disposition
(denial or closure) date for each service epi-
sode, and codes indicating the relationship of
each individual to the head of the assistance
unit.

CSES

The Child Support Enforcement System
(CSES) contains child support data for the
state. Maryland counties converted to this
system beginning in August 1993 with Balti-
more City completing the statewide conver-
sion in March 1998. The system includes
identifying information and demographic data
on children, noncustodial parents and cus-
todial parents receiving services from the IV-D
agency. Data on child support cases and
court orders including paternity status and
payment receipt are also available. CSES
supports the intake, establishment, location,
and enforcement functions of the Child Sup-
port Enforcement Administration.



MABS

Quarterly employment and earnings data are
from the Maryland Automated Benefits Sys-
tem (MABS) which includes all employers
covered by the state’s Unemployment Insur-
ance (Ul) law (approximately 93% of Mary-
land jobs). Independent contractors, sales
people on commission only, some farm work-
ers, federal government employees (civilian
and military), some student interns, most reli-
gious organization employees, and self-
employed persons who employ no paid indi-
viduals are not covered. “Off the books” or
“under the table” jobs are not included, nor
are jobs located in other states.

Maryland shares borders with Delaware,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia and the
District of Columbia and most Maryland coun-
ties border at least one other state. Thus, out
of state employment is quite common. Ac-
cording to the 2000 census, in some Maryland
counties, more than one of every three em-
ployed residents worked outside the state
and, overall, the rate of out-of-state employ-
ment by Maryland residents (17.4%) is rough-
ly five times greater than the national average
(3.6%)%. Such employment is especially
common among residents of two very popul-
ous jurisdictions (Montgomery, 31.3% and
Prince George’'s Counties, 43.8%), which
have the 5™ and 2" largest welfare caseloads
in the state. Also notable is the fact that there
are roughly 150,000 federal jobs in Maryland
(Maryland Department of Planning, 2010) and
the majority of state residents live within
commuting distance of Washington, D.C.,
where federal jobs are even more numerous.
Thus, readers are reminded that our lack of
data on federal civilian and military employ-
ment continues to depress our employment
findings to an unknown extent.

? Data obtained from U.S. Census Bureau website
http://www.factfinder.census.gov using the Census
2000 Summary File 3 Sample Data Table QT-P25:
Class of Worker by Sex, Place of Work and Veter-
an Status, 2000.

Finally, because Ul earnings data are re-
ported on an aggregated, quarterly basis, we
do not know, for any given quarter, how much
of that time period the individual was em-
ployed (e.g. how many months, weeks or
hours). Thus, it is not possible to compute or
infer hourly wages or weekly or monthly sala-
ry from these data. It is also important to re-
member that the earnings figures reported do
not necessarily equal total household income.
For example, we have no information on earn-
ings of other household members, if any, or
data about any other income (e.g. Supple-
mental Security Income) available to the fami-

ly.
Data Analysis

This study is intended to provide an empirical
description of the characteristics and circums-
tances of those who left welfare due to a full-
family sanction between 1998 and 2008. In
addition, the study makes comparisons be-
tween those who were sanctioned and those
who experience case closure for other rea-
sons. Chi-square and ANOVA were used to
test for differences between the groups.



FINDINGS:
BASELINE CHARACTERISTICS

In this chapter, we explore the characteristics
of sanctioned families compared to other wel-
fare leavers. The first section describes their
demographic and case characteristics, fol-
lowed by a summary of families’ utilization of
Supplemental Security Income (SSI), and
their historical employment and welfare par-
ticipation. Subsequent chapters examine
families’ post-exit outcomes.

Demographic and Case Characteristics

The demographic and case characteristics of
our sample, divided into three groups based
on their exit reason, appear in Table 1, follow-
ing this discussion. Overall, the typical payee
exiting Maryland’s welfare rolls was a never-
married, African-American woman in her early
30s at the time of the case closure that
brought her into our study sample. This de-
scription generally fits for all three of our study
groups, although there are statistically
(though perhaps not practically) significant
differences on all variables examined. The
most notable differences are in the average
age of payees, place of residence, percent of
child-only cases, and the percent of cases
with at least one child under three years of
age.

On average, non-sanctioned payees are older
than sanctioned payees. The average age
among non-sanctioned payees is roughly 34
(mean=33.9) compared to an average of 31
years among those who were sanctioned for
child support (mean=31.3) or work non-
compliance (mean=30.6).

Consistent with the ethnic composition of the
state’s active TCA caseload, Table 1 shows
that, regardless of exit reason, the majority of
caseheads are African-American. Although
the absolute differences are relatively small,
we nevertheless find that work-sanctioned
caseheads are significantly more likely to be
African-American (83.0%) than are those who
exit because of a child support sanction
(77.7%) or other reason (74.7%). This is un-

doubtedly related to the fact that work-
sanctioned leavers were more likely to have
cases in Baltimore City (61.1%), which has a
more concentrated African-American popula-
tion in general, compared to those who were
sanctioned for child support noncompliance
(45.2%) or left for other reasons (51.6%).

Outside Baltimore City, Prince George’s
County and Baltimore County accounted for
the next largest shares of cases in all three
groups, but again, the percentages varied by
exit group. Considering these three jurisdic-
tions together (Baltimore City, Baltimore
County, and Prince George’s County), we find
that they accounted for four-fifths (80.6%) of
all work sanctions, three-fourths (75.9%) of all
child support sanctions, and almost three-
fourths of all other exits (73.7%).

The three exit groups are similar, also, in that
the large majority of payees in each group—at
least three of every four—had never been
married. Even so, sanctioned payees are
more likely to be never married than payees
whose cases closed for other reasons
(74.6%) and work-sanctioned payees are
more likely to never have married (84.3%)
than payees who experienced a child support
sanction (80.4%).

Regardless of case closing reason, the typical
exiting case has two or three persons in the
assistance unit. One statistically significant
and program-related difference among the
exit groups in this area concerns the propor-
tion of child-only cases. There are virtually no
child-only cases among those who were work-
sanctioned (0.4%), whereas among child
support-sanctioned cases (21.9%) and cases
closed for all other reasons (22.1%), child-
only cases account for roughly one of every
five families.® This finding no doubt largely

% Child-only cases are not typically closed due to a
work sanction. Upon review of electronic case
narratives, the few child-only cases in our sample
that were work sanctioned seem to have been
closed in error. The benefits were either restored
or the closing code was later updated to reflect the
correct administrative reason for case closure. We
based our groups on the case closing reason code
provided in the month of case closure.



reflects the fact that adults in child-only cases
are not subject to work requirements and
thus, in general, are not subject to work sanc-
tioning.

The last notable and statistically significant
differences displayed in Table 1 concern the
ages of children in the assistance units. Here
we see that, on both variables examined,
child support sanction cases are significantly
different than the other two groups. That is, on
average, the youngest child in a child support
sanction case is about 4.4 years of age,
roughly one year younger than in work sanc-
tion (5.4 years) or other cases (5.8 years).
Notably, too, almost three in five (57.2%) child
support-sanctioned cases include at least one
child under the age of three. This compares to
about two in five among work-sanctioned
(42.0%) and other exiters (41.1%).

In sum, we find that both types of sanctioned
cases are likely to be headed by a younger
payee who has never married. For child sup-
port-sanctioned cases, the most obvious ‘risk’
factors relate to having relatively young chil-
dren in the home, especially having a child
younger than three years of age. Work-
sanctioned cases, in contrast, are more likely
to be in Baltimore City. This particular finding,
however, largely reflects the reality that Mary-
land’s work-mandatory clients (those subject
to work sanctioning) are disproportionately
concentrated in Baltimore City.



Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Exiting Payees and Cases

Work Child Support Other Leavers
Sanctioned Sanctioned (N =12,094)
(N =2,770) (N = 395)

Payee’s Gender (% female)*

96.4% (2,665)

97.0% (382)

95.2% (11,449)

Payee's Age***
Mean (Standard deviation)

30.56 (7.88)

31.27 (11.01)

33.94 (11.90)

Payee’s Racial/Ethnic Background***

African American

83.0% (2,300)

77.7% (307)

74.7% (9,035)

Caucasian 13.5% (374) 14.7% (58) 19.5% (2,363)
Other 3.2% (91) 7.3% (29) 5.1% (627)
Region**+

Baltimore City
Prince George's County
Baltimore County

61.1% (1,692)
7.2% (198)
12.3% (339)

45.2% (178)
15.0% (59)
15.7% (62)

51.6% (6,230)
11.9% (1,438)
10.2% (1,228)

Metro Region 3.6% (100) 6.1% (24) 5.7% (684)
Anne Arundel County 3.9% (108) 6.6% (26) 5.4% (650)
Montgomery County 3.3% (92) 3.6% (14) 3.5% (428)
Upper Eastern Shore Region 3.5% (97) 3.0% (12) 3.5% (426)
Western Maryland Region 1.8% (49) 1.0% (4) 2.7% (331)
Lower Eastern Shore Region 2.2% (62) 2.3% (9) 2.7% (323)
Southern Maryland Region 1.1% (30) 1.5% (6) 2.8% (340)
Marital Status***

Married 3.4% (92) 6.1% (23) 7.6% (883)

Never Married
Divorced/Separated/Widowed

84.3% (2,301)
12.3% (337)

80.4% (304)
13.5% (51)

74.6% (8,623)
17.8% (2,053)

Assistance Unit Size***

Mean (Standard deviation) 3.04 (1.22) 2.58 (1.36) 2.55 (1.25)
% child-only cases*** 0.4% (12) 21.9% (86) 22.1% (2,662)
Number of Children***

Mean (Standard deviation) 2.02 (1.20) 1.79 (1.26) 1.74 (1.11)
Age of Youngest Child***

Mean (Standard deviation) 5.35 (4.49) 4.43 (4.79) 5.79 (4.95)

% with a child under 3***

42.0% (1,150)

57.2% (210)

41.1% (4,740)

Note: Due to missing data for some variables, counts may not sum to the total number of cases. Valid
percentages are reported. *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

* The regions are as follows: Metro (Carroll, Harford, Howard, and Frederick); Western (Allegany, Garrett,
and Washington); Southern (Calvert, Charles, and St. Mary’s); Upper Shore (Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne’s,
Caroline, Talbot, and Dorchester); and Lower Shore (Worcester, Wicomico, and Somerset).
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Core Caseload Designations

From the outset, Maryland’'s TANF/TCA
program has been empirically-based, client-
focused and outcome-oriented. Consistent
with this mindset, targeted efforts were
made early on to help work-ready clients
transition from welfare to work, so that re-
sulting savings could be directed at clients
with more barriers or impediments. This
orientation, along with consideration of the
now more stringent DRA work participation
rules and requirements, is reflected in the
state’s routine empirical analysis of the size
and distribution of its so-called ‘core case-
load'.

The ‘core caseload’, broadly defined, is the
subset of all TCA cases which, in general,
are subject to federal work requirements
and included in work participation rate cal-
culations. More specifically, core cases can
be identified by what they are not. In Mary-
land, with few exceptions, core cases do not
have earnings; are not headed by a dis-
abled adult, caretaker relative or someone
caring for a disabled household member; do
not have a domestic violence waiver; and
have no child under the age of one year.
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The core caseload construct is an important
program guidance tool, and Table 2 shows
how our three leavers groups are distributed
across the core caseload categories. Nearly
all (90.4%) work-sanctioned cases were
coded in the automated system as part of
the core caseload and nearly all of the re-
maining cases (5.4%) were earnings cases
where the adult was working but perhaps
not enough hours to meet the TANF re-
guirement.

Not surprisingly, the distributions of child
support sanctioned cases and other leavers
across the caseload groupings are quite
different. A significant proportion of cases in
both groups were core cases: 42.8% (child
support) and 47.3% (other leavers). Next
most common in both groups were child-
only cases—23.5% and 24.4% for child
support and other leavers, respectively.
Notably, roughly one in five (19.3%) child
support sanctioned cases are in the “Child
under 1" category, indicating that the adult
payee is exempt from TANF work require-
ments because she is caring for an infant
but was sanctioned for non-cooperation with
child support. Other leavers (7.1%) and
work-sanctioned cases (0.8%) have much
lower proportions of such cases.



Table 2. Core Caseload Designations***

Work-sanctioned nggcfi%%%?t Other Leavers
(N = 1,065) (N = 166) (N =3,614)
Core Cases 90.4% (963) 42.8% (71) 47.3% (1,709)
Child-only Cases 0.3% (3) 23.5% (39) 24.4% (883)
Earnings Cases 5.4% (57) 3.6% (6) 12.1% (436)
Child Under 1 Cases 0.8% (8) 19.3% (32) 7.1% (258)
Long-term Disabled Cases 1.5% (16) 3.0% (5) 5.0% (179)
Paid Relative Caretaker Cases 0.3% (3) 3.0% (5) 2.2% (79)
Temporary Disabled Cases 0.2% (2) 1.8% (3) 0.8% (30)
Domestic Violence Cases 0.9% (10) 0.6% (1) 0.9% (31)
g:;igsg for Disabled Household Member 0.3% (3) 2.4% (4) 0.2% (9)

Note: The percentage of cases designated as child-only in the core caseload analysis may differ slightly
from the percentage of child-only cases presented in Figure 1 because they are based on two different
data sources, at two different time points. Table 1 is based on the number of adults included in the grant
amount paid at the beginning of the month of exit. Table 2 is based on the core caseload calculations per-
formed at the end of the month. In addition, the records included in Table 2 are a subset of the total sam-
ple described in Table 1 because core caseload data are not available prior to April 2004. *p<.05 **p<.01

k<. 001

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Ap-
plications

A significant body of literature documents
that families are often burdened by barriers
that keep them on welfare or out of work.
Among work-sanctioned cases, concerns
have been raised that hidden barriers (those
that have not yet been acknowledged by the
client or recognized by the welfare agency)
may impede clients’ ability to comply with
program requirements. Because physical
health problems and disabilities are among
the most common barriers, we use data on
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) appli-
cations as a crude proxy to assess whether
serious health barriers, actual or perceived,
may be more common among work-
sanctioned cases.

In Figure 1, following this discussion, we
present SSI application rates for caseheads
both before and after the TANF exit that
brought them into our sample. As pre-
sented, across all groups, approximately
three in ten caseheads applied for SSI
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overall, including applications most recently
made both before and after case closure.
However, the timing of the most recent ap-
plication is quite telling. Among work-
sanctioned cases, the SSI application rate
after exiting is more than double the SSI
application rate before exiting (19.8% vs.
7.25%). In both of the other two groups of
leavers, the rates after case closure in-
creased only slightly (by 1.3 percentage
points and 3.2 percentage points for child
support-sanctioned cases and other leav-
ers, respectively).

It should be noted that our data do not per-
mit us to determine how many of the adults
and children who made application for SSI
benefits were ever approved for payment.
National data on hearing dispositions for all
SSA cases (including SSI and SS disability
claims) suggests, however, that the approv-
al rate is less than 40 percent overall (SSA,
2010).

Regardless of outcome, these application
data are informative because they suggest



that a significant minority of adults in our ty benefits, and that work-sanctioned indi-
sample—at least one in four—perceived viduals were more likely to apply for these
their own health status as being poor benefits after case closure.

enough to prompt an application for disabili-

Figure 1. Timing of Most Recent SSI Application
25% ~

19.8%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%
Work Sanctioned Child Support Sanctioned Other Leavers

m Before Exit*** m After Exit**

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.000
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Welfare and Employment Histories

This last section of our baseline findings
chapter describes clients’ experiences with
cash assistance and Ul-covered employ-
ment leading up to their welfare exit. We
begin with a discussion of welfare utilization.

Welfare Utilization

Table 3, which follows this discussion, dis-
plays data on two measures of welfare utili-
zation. The first is the number of consecu-
tive months of welfare receipt since the
most recent application that culminated in
the case closure or sanction that brought
the case into our sample. The second
measure expresses the cumulative, though
not necessarily consecutive, months of TCA
receipt during the five years immediately
preceding the closure or sanction.

The top section of Table 3 shows that most
families, regardless of exit group, received
assistance continuously for one year or less
since last applying for TCA. Roughly eight in
ten work-sanctioned (78.4%) and child sup-
port-sanctioned (81.0%) cases had exiting
spells of 12 or fewer months, compared to
seven in ten (70.2%) of those who left wel-
fare for other reasons. For all three groups,
the next most common situation was having
received TCA for between 13 and 24
months. The percentages were 13.9%,
12.2%, and 15.2% for work sanctioned,
child support sanctioned, and other leavers,
respectively.

Considering both the percentage of cases
with 12 or fewer months of continuous re-
ceipt and the data on mean (average) spell
length, the general point from this section of
Table 3 is that, compared to other welfare
leavers, sanctioned exiters have had short-
er, recent, continuous welfare spells. No
doubt this finding is influenced, at least in
part, by the fact that prior research has
shown that sanctions tend to be imposed
within the first few months after a welfare
spell begins (Pavetti, Derr & Hesketh,
2003).

13

The bottom half of Table 3 shows that when
we consider cumulative TCA receipt (re-
gardless of the number of spells) in the five
years prior to exit, a very different story
emerges. There was a much more diffuse
pattern in terms of the total number of
months of aid. Diffusion was particularly
evident within the work-sanctioned cohort,
where roughly one-fifth of clients fell into
each category. That is, one in five (20.0%)
had 12 or fewer months of total welfare use
in the past 60 months and 21.2%, 18.8%,
16.9% and 23.0% had 13-24 months, 25-36
months, 37-48 months, and 49-60 months
of aid, respectively. In general, child support
sanction cases and other exiters tended to
have been less reliant on cash assistance in
the preceding five vyears. Nearly half
(48.5%) of child support-sanctioned cases
and not quite one in three (31.6%) of all
other cases had one year or less of cumula-
tive aid.

These differences are statistically significant
and, not surprisingly, so are the differences
in average number of cumulative months of
aid. Child support-sanctioned cases had the
lowest average (21.9 months), followed by
non-sanctioned leavers (28.0 months), and
work-sanctioned cases (31.0 months).

These findings confirm the wisdom of not
relying on current spell length as a sole in-
dicator of welfare dependency. Table 3
shows that doing so leads to a misleading
picture of actual welfare use over time. This
is especially important to keep in mind with
regard to work-sanctioned clients. Life after
Welfare and other studies consistently show
that work-sanctioned clients have high rates
of returning to assistance, usually within a
few months of the sanction. When returning
sanctioned clients are assessed, the case
review and planning process for future
compliance with and success in welfare-to-
work efforts should take into account the
adult's long-term welfare use, not just the
length of the welfare spell immediately pre-
ceding a sanction.



Table 3. Welfare History

Work-sanctioned
(N =2,770)

Child support-
sanctioned
(N = 395)

Other Leavers
(N =12,094)

Length of Exiting Spell***
12 months or less

13 - 24 months

25 - 36 months

37 - 48 months

49 - 60 months

More than 60 months
Mean***

Median

Standard Deviation

78.4% (2,172)
13.9% (385)
2.8% (78)
1.8% (50)
0.7% (20)
2.3% (65)
10.61
5.54
18.40

81.0% (320)
12.2% (48)
2.0% (8)
1.5% (6)
1.5% (6)
1.8% (7)
9.72
5.23
15.56

70.2% (8,494)
15.2% (1,840)
5.4% (654)
2.7% (328)
1.5% (185)
4.9% (593)
15.80
8.68
25.41

TCA Receipt in 5 Yrs Prior to Exit***

12 months or less
13 - 24 months

25 - 36 months

37 - 48 months

49 - 60 months
Mean***

Median

Standard Deviation

20.0% (555)
21.2% (586)
18.8% (522)
16.9% (469)
23.0% (638)
30.97
30.00
18.03

48.5% (191)
14.2% (56)
11.9% (47)
9.9% (39)
15.5% (61)

21.93
14.00
19.14

31.6% (3,815)
18.8% (2,277)
14.5% (1,758)
12.4% (1,498)
22.7% (2,743)
28.07
24.00
19.52

Note: Due to missing data for some variables, counts may not sum up to the total number of cases. Valid

percentages are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Employment Experiences

The prior discussion revealed that all three
groups of leavers were exiting from relative-
ly short welfare spells, but also that work-
sanctioned leavers tended to have been
more welfare dependent in the preceding
five years than other clients. Here we ex-
amine historical employment data to see if
there are also differences among our three
groups of exiting cases on these variables.

Figure 2, following, shows that about seven
of every 10 adults in each group worked in a
Ul-covered job at some point in the eight
guarters (two years) that preceded their wel-
fare spell entry. Differences among our
three groups on this measure are statistical-
ly significant, but the absolute differences
are actually fairly small and probably of little
practical significance. Probably more note-

Figure 2. Employment History
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worthy is the finding, shown in the right-
most set of bars on Figure 2, that there are
no significant differences across groups in
the percentage of adults that had worked at
some point in the eight quarters preceding
the spell exit (i.e. the case closure or sanc-
tion that brought them into our study sam-

ple).

In sum, a similar proportion of caseheads in
all three groups had some Ul-covered em-
ployment both leading up to their most re-
cent TCA application and leading up to their
case closure. The next several analyses
focus in on those with at least some re-
ported earnings, and provides more detail
on their work stability (in terms of average
number of quarters worked over time) and
earnings leading up to their welfare exit.

Working at some point in 8 gtrs preceding  Working at some point in the 8 gtrs preceding

spell entry*

spell exit

E Work Sanction = Child Support Sanction = Other Leavers

Note: Employment preceding spell entry excludes anyone whose welfare spell began before April 1,
1987, and those without a unique identifier. Valid percentages are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001



Despite the similarities in the percent of
caseheads working before their TCA exit,
when we look at measures of work stability
and earnings, we find that work-sanctioned
clients do not fare as well as clients in the
other two groups on measures of work sta-
bility and earnings. First, as shown in Table
4, work-sanctioned leavers who were em-
ployed in the two years leading up to their
exit worked, on average, in 3.6 of the 8
guarters. Child support-sanctioned leavers,
in contrast, worked in 4.7 of 8 quarters and
other leavers worked in 4.3 of 8 quarters.

Average quarterly earnings among work-
sanctioned adults ($1,673) were also signif-
icantly lower than those for child support-

sanctioned adults ($2,772) and those who
left welfare for all other reasons ($2,460).

Total average earnings among those who
worked at any point during the two year pe-
riod exhibited the same, albeit more dramat-
ic, pattern. On average, an adult who had
been sanctioned for non-cooperation with
child support and who worked at some point
during the two year period earned $16,978.
Total average earnings were lower among
non-sanctioned exiters ($13,611), but low-
est of all for work-sanctioned leavers
($7,638). These findings may suggest that
work-sanctioned adults, on average, may
not only work less (i.e. fewer quarters in a
year), but may also earn less when they are
employed.

Table 4. Quarters Worked and Average Earnings: Eight Quarters before Exit

Work-sanctioned nggc?opnpec:jrt- Other Leavers
(N=1,923) (N = 267) (N = 8,365)

Number of Quarters Worked

Mean*** 3.62 4.69 4.26

Median (3.00) (5.00) (4.00)
Quarterly Earnings

Mean*** $1,672.73 $2,772.21 $2,459.55

Median $1,192.81 $1,681.97 $1,670.39
Total Earnings

Mean*** $7,638.28 $16,977.52 $13,611.43

Median $3,635.73 $6,737.17 $6,224.69

Note: Wages are standardized to 2009 dollars. Mean values only include those with some earnings in at

least one quarter. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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FINDINGS:
POST-EXIT EMPLOYMENT &
WELFARE OUTCOMES

Thus far, our analysis has revealed certain
demographic differences between sanc-
tioned cases (work and child support) and
those that exit welfare for other reasons. In
particular, sanctioned payees are slightly
younger on average and are more likely to
have never been married. Work-sanctioned
payees specifically are more likely to reside
in Baltimore City and to have larger assis-
tance units. Employment rates in the two
years immediately preceding the case clo-
sure are similar across all three groups, but
work-sanctioned payees who were em-
ployed at some point during that period
worked in significantly fewer quarters and
had significantly lower average quarterly
and total earnings than employed adults in
the other exit groups.

The ultimate questions of interest, of
course, concern clients’ employment and
earnings patterns after a voluntary or invo-
luntary welfare case closure. This chapter
addresses these questions, along with the
companion question of returns to welfare
(recidivism). We begin our examination of
outcomes by considering how many leavers
find employment in Ul-covered jobs, how
much they earn, and what earnings and
employment patterns emerge over time.
Following that, we consider how many fami-
lies return to the cash assistance rolls and
the timing of those returns.

Employment Outcomes

The first post-exit outcome we examine is
the percentage of former payees with a Ul-
covered job at various post-exit points in
time. Figure 3, following, displays this infor-
mation separately for our three groups. We
examined the quarter of welfare exit, each
of the first four post-exit quarters, and quar-
ters up to and through the end of the ninth
year—the 36" quarter—after case closure.
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Two general observations are immediately
evident in Figure 3. First, between 30% and
50% of payees in each group were working
at every measuring point. Second, Figure 3
shows that at the time of case closure and
every point thereafter, clients with voluntary
welfare exits (not due to either sanction
type) were significantly more likely to be
working than adults with involuntary clo-
sures. At all post-exit observation points,
between 40% and 50% of all voluntary
leavers had Ul-covered employment.

Although these general observations do
hold true over time, there are a few varia-
tions by group. For both sanctioned groups,
the quarter of case closure saw the fewest
former payees working (29% work-
sanctioned and 32% child support-
sanctioned).®> Also, among both sanctioned
groups, work effort increased incrementally
over the next few quarters and years such
that by the end of the fourth post-sanction
year (the 16" quarter), about four in ten
sanctioned payees were working.

Although beyond the power of this descrip-
tive study to explain, it is also interesting to
note that among work-sanctioned adults,
work effort over time increased more than
among those whose cases were closed for
non-cooperation with child support. As Fig-
ure 3 shows, in the quarter of case closure
and at all measuring points through the end
of the fourth year, a greater percentage of
child support than work-sanctioned cases
had Ul-covered employment. However, the
opposite situation prevails for the fifth
through ninth follow-up years. That is, in
each of these latter periods, the percent of
work-sanctioned adults who were employed
was greater than the percentage among
adults whose sanction was for non-
cooperation with child support.

® The low employment rates in the quarter of
case closure could be related to the timing of the
TCA exit. Case closures occur on a monthly ba-
sis, but wage data are reported quarterly. Thus,
we do not know which month within the quarter
an individual was receiving TCA benefits, but we
know for at least the quarter of exit, she received
benefits in at least one month.
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Next we examine the amount of earnings
obtained by working adults in our three
study groups. As always, this is an impor-
tant variable to assess. Knowing that a for-
mer payee is employed is an important
post-welfare outcome, but knowing how
much they earned from that employment
provides potentially far better insight into
how the adult and her family may be faring
economically. Figure 4 displays information
about the average (mean) quarterly earn-
ings for our three groups at various points in
time. Figure 4 begins with earnings in the
quarter of welfare case closure and, for all
three exit groups, goes up to and through
the end of the ninth post-exit year.

A few general points are obvious. First and
guite positively, we see that quarterly earn-
ings increase over time for all three groups
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such that by the end of the observation pe-
riod, average quarterly earnings were be-
tween $800 (child support sanction) and
roughly $2,500 (work sanction and all other)
higher than they had been in the quarter of
welfare case closure. Second, work-
sanctioned adults have the lowest initial av-
erage quarterly earnings ($1,883) and lag
child support-sanctioned adults ($3,032)
and all other leavers ($3,510) on this meas-
ure by $1,149 and $1,627, respectively.
Over time, however, work-sanctioned
payees catch up so that the gap in average
quarterly earnings is smaller by the end of
the observation period. In fact, by the end of
the ninth year, work-sanctioned leavers
earned more than child support-sanctioned
leavers by $272 and lagged other leavers
by an average of only $900.



Figure 4.
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In the next section of this chapter, we look
at average annual—rather than average
guarterly—earnings among our three
groups. These findings are presented in
Figure 5, following this discussion. As
shown, the annual trends and patterns are
very similar to those observed for quarterly
earnings. First, average annual earnings
increased over time such that among all
three groups, average annual earnings were
at least $4,000 greater at the last measuring
point than they had been at the outset.

The second consistent finding is that while
their average annual earnings also increase
quite  substantially over time, work-
sanctioned clients continue to lag behind
non-sanctioned clients in terms of earnings
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at the end of the observation period, just as
they did in the first post-exit year. To illu-
strate, Figure 5 shows that mean annual
earnings in year one were $6,593 (work-
sanctioned), $10,269 (child support-
sanctioned) and $11,009 (all other leavers).
At the end of the ninth year, mean annual
earnings for the three groups were $14,486,
$14,872 and $18,005, respectively. Notably,
at this last observation point, there is virtual-
ly no difference between the adults who had
experienced a child support sanction
($14,272) and those who were work-
sanctioned ($14,486) but both groups con-
tinue to lag behind other leavers ($18,005),
albeit for reasons which cannot be deter-
mined in this study.



Figure 5. Mean Earnings by Year after Exit
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Welfare Recidivism

Returns to welfare after an exit are not un-
common, as our annual Life after Welfare
reports and other studies have shown
(Born, et al., 2009). For some families, an
initial exit does not “stick.” Jobs may end, a
working adult gets sick, or some other fami-
ly crisis creates a need for further cash as-
sistance. And, for sanctioned families in par-
ticular, a quick return to TCA is really an
expected outcome: TCA program design
anticipates that many sanctioned adults will
promptly comply with work or child support
program requirements and then be permit-
ted to resume benefits. This is because, in
Maryland, the ultimate purpose of full family
sanctions is to compel compliance so that,
while receiving aid, clients take all steps ne-
cessary to facilitate a successful transition
from dependence on cash assistance to
economic independence. Thus, recidivism
or returns to welfare after an exit or sanction
is a particularly important issue to examine
in today’s study which compares sanctioned
clients to those who leave for other reasons.

Findings with regard to recidivism are pre-
sented in Figure 6. The first set of bars
presents information about the extent of vir-
tually immediate (within one month) returns,
a phenomenon we call ‘churning. We
present these data separately because an
earlier, more extensive study of recidivism
during the early years of welfare reform in
Maryland suggests that ‘churning’ may well
be a distinctly different phenomenon than
other, later returns to assistance, with dif-
ferent client risk factors and agency implica-
tions (Born, Ovwigho & Cordero, 2002).

As shown in Figure 6, roughly one-third of
clients in each exit group have returned to
assistance within one month of case clo-
sure. Further, although the absolute differ-
ences are fairly small, work-sanctioned
(35%) and child support-sanctioned (33%)
cases have higher rates of churning than
other leavers (31%). This is consistent with
our earlier study that found comparable
rates of churning and, further, that the high-
est rates of these immediate returns oc-
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curred among clients who had experienced
a work sanction.

The remaining sets of bars present cumula-
tive recidivism rates for our three groups,
excluding churners, from the third post-exit
month through nine years after the case
closure. The pattern is clear and consistent
over time: sanctioned clients (both work and
child support-sanctioned) have higher rates
of recidivism than other leavers, and work-
sanctioned clients have higher recidivism
rates than those who were sanctioned for
non-cooperation with child support. By the
end of the first post-closure year, to illu-
strate, two-fifths (40%) of work-sanctioned
clients received at least one additional
month of assistance, compared to one-third
(35%) of child support-sanctioned clients
and one-fourth (27%) of those whose cases
had closed for another reason.

Figure 6 also illustrates a point that we have
made in other of our studies: considering
non-churners, when returns to welfare do
occur, they tend to happen within the first
few months or years after case closure. For
all three groups of exiters in this study, we
see that the most recidivism occurred within
the first year, and after the fourth year, few
additional clients in any group returned to
aid.



Figure 6. Cumulative Recidivism Rates***
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Combined Employment & Welfare Out-
comes

In the previous sections, we described post-
welfare outcomes for our three groups of
exiting families, and our results are largely
consistent with those we have reported in
other studies. Most generally, the outcomes
families experience after they leave welfare
differ depending on whether the exit was
involuntary (a work or child support sanc-
tion) or voluntary (all other reasons). Not
surprisingly, employment and earnings in-
itially and over an extended period of time
tend to be better among those who were not
sanctioned. Further, although their average
earnings do increase over time, work-
sanctioned clients tend to lag behind non-
sanctioned leavers at all measuring points
up to and through nine years after the sanc-
tion which brought them into our study sam-
ple. In addition, they are more likely to re-
turn to welfare.

While informative, these topic by topic ana-
lyses provide only a partial and incomplete
picture of what happens to our study fami-
lies vis-a-vis cash assistance and employ-
ment after the case closure. Most particular-
ly, the separate welfare receipt, recidivism,
and employment analyses give us no infor-
mation about the extent to which families
may combine employment and TCA benefit
receipt. Similarly, the separate analyses do
not permit us to describe the extent to
which, in the post-exit period, study families
are lost to follow-up (i.e. have no Ul-covered
earnings and no TCA receipt), are totally
dependent on cash assistance, or appear to
have income only from employment. In this
final section, we combine our work and wel-
fare data to examine how study families
packaged income after the exit that brought
them into our sample and whether packag-
ing varies depending on whether the case
closure was a voluntary or involuntary one.
For purposes of this analysis, we examine
the percentage of leavers in each of our
three groups who fall into one of four in-
come packaging categories, based on their
post-exit work and welfare status. The four
categories are:
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1) Employment only: Ul-covered employ-
ment during the period but no TCA re-
ceipt;

2) Employment and TCA: Ul-covered em-
ployment and at least one month of TCA
receipt during the period;

3) TCA only: No Ul-covered employment in
the period but TCA for at least one
month; and

4) No employment or TCA: Neither Ul-
covered employment nor TCA receipt in
the period.

Results are presented in three separate bar
charts (Figure 7) which follow this discus-
sion. There are both similarities and differ-
ences among our three exit groups, but cer-
tain common trends are evident among all
three. First, Figure 7 shows quite positively
that the proportion of adults in the ‘employ-
ment only’ outcome group increases over
time. Second, in all three groups the propor-
tion of clients who are in the ‘no employ-
ment and no TCA' groups also rises. In fact,
at the end of the ninth post-exit follow up
year, roughly four-fifths of work-sanctioned,
child support-sanctioned, and other leavers
fell into one of these two categories. What
may be most notable here is the fact that
the cases that closed because of a work
sanction appear no more likely to be dis-
connected (without employment or TCA)
than clients whose cases closed for other
reasons.

These findings are not surprising. Virtually
all of our past studies of welfare leavers
have shown that work effort is persistent
among former adult TCA caseheads and
that, for the most part, their earnings do
tend to increase over time. And, even be-
fore the recent Great Recession, several
studies documented the growing presence
of “disconnected” families, those where the
former recipient adult appeared to have nei-
ther earnings from employment nor cash
assistance receipt (see, for example, Acs &
Loprest, 2004; Blank, 2007; Fletcher, Winter



& Shih, 2008). In our own study of discon-
nected Maryland families, we found them to
be a very diverse group (Ovwigho, Kolupa-
nowich & Born, 2009). During that study’'s
five year follow up period, we found that
more than two-fifths of all ‘no employment
or welfare’ families had been child-only TCA
cases and roughly three-fifths had income
from other sources (e.g. another adult’s
earnings, child support, Supplemental Secu-
rity Income).

Figure 7 also shows that, as expected, the
proportion of families who relied only on
cash assistance went down over time
among all three groups of exiters. The pro-
portion of clients who had earnings from
employment and at least some TCA receipt
during the first nine years also went down in
all three groups of exiters.

In terms of differences across our three
study groups, we see from Figure 7 that, in
the first post-exit year, cases that were
work-sanctioned were less likely (24%) to
be in the ‘employment only’ group than
those who experienced a child support
sanction (28%) or those whose exit had
been for some other reason (33%). Over the
entire follow up period, however, we see
that the outcomes for work-sanctioned cas-
es came to more closely resemble the non-
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sanctioned leavers, whereas outcomes for
the child support-sanctioned leavers are
divergent. That is, by the end of the ninth
post-exit year, ‘employment only’ was the
most common outcome for both work-
sanctioned (40%) and non-sanctioned leav-
ers (41%). Among those whose cases
closed because of the imposition of a child
support sanction, however, ‘employment
only’ accounted for 33% of all outcomes,
and ‘no employment or TCA’ was slightly
more prevalent (50%).

As mentioned, our previous study on dis-
connected welfare leavers revealed that
many of those without welfare and without
work were receiving additional supports
such as child support, Food Supplement
benefits, or Medical Assistance. For those
who exited because of a child support sanc-
tion, we would be particularly hopeful that
they subsequently agreed to comply with
child support enforcement and either re-
turned to TCA (if needed) until child support
was in place, or left permanently because of
a steady child support income. The next
findings chapter, then, examines the data
on child support status and receipt, as well
as receipt of several other work supports, to
see whether these hopes bear out in reality
over the nine-year follow-up period.



Figure 7. Work & Welfare Status over Time
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FINDINGS: CHILD SUPPORT
AND OTHER WORK SUPPORTS

The first two findings chapters presented
analyses which revealed several important
differences between our three study groups
in terms of demographic and case characte-
ristics, core caseload designation, timing of
SSI applications, and employment and TCA
histories and outcomes. In sum, we learned
that work-sanctioned payees are more likely
to be younger and never married, part of the
core TCA caseload, located in Baltimore
City, and to have lower earnings leading up
to their case closure compared to the other
two groups.

After exiting, work-sanctioned payees have
the highest TCA recidivism rates (followed
by child support-sanctioned payees), and
the lowest initial earnings. Over time, how-
ever, work-sanctioned payees’ earnings in-
crease steadily, narrowing this gap some-
what between them and the non-sanctioned
leavers.

Child support-sanctioned leavers’ outcomes
are less straightforward. Although they start
out with earnings higher than work-
sanctioned payees, increases over time are
slower and more sporadic. By the end of the
ninth follow up year, they are only on par
with work-sanctioned payees despite having
an initial advantage. Furthermore, by the
end of the nine-year follow up period, child
support-sanctioned payees are more likely
to be disconnected from both TCA and em-
ployment, and less likely to be working
without TCA support.

As mentioned previously, the intent of using
full family sanctions to enforce work and
child support rules of the TANF program is
to encourage compliance. Thus, the hope is
that child support-sanctioned leavers sub-
sequently cooperate with the child support
requirements and either return to TCA until
child support is in place or are self sufficient
with child support and without TCA.
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There are also other possible scenarios for
families that are without welfare and without
TCA at some point after exiting, including
other income sources such as SSI or other
family arrangements such as income from a
new spouse or an informal child support
agreement. Unfortunately, data is not avail-
able to allow us to investigate all of these
scenarios, but this final findings chapter
presents the information we do have to
supplement what we have already learned
about sanctioned leavers’ post-exit expe-
riences versus other welfare leavers. Spe-
cifically, we include information on IV-D
child support case status and receipt, Food
Supplement (FS) benefits, and Medical As-
sistance (MA) coverage. We begin with a
discussion of child support case status.

Child Support Case Status

Child support is a critical but often over-
looked benefit that can provide direct and
immediate income support for families who
leave welfare to help them remain off the
rolls. Former recipients’ earnings are often
low and regular child support, even in small
amounts, can make a large difference in the
family’s ability to remain off welfare (Srivas-
tava, Ovwigho & Born, 2001). For low-
income single mothers in particular, child
support can account for a significant propor-
tion of total family income (Sorenson & Zib-
man, 2000). Thus, in this section of the re-
port we look at child support case status
and trends over time for our three groups of
leavers to get a sense of the extent to which
child support is a potential source of post-
welfare income support for families, espe-
cially for those who were sanctioned.

Figure 8, following, presents child support
case status trends for our three groups over
a nine year follow-up period. For the pur-
poses of this analysis, cases are classified
into one of three groups, where the former
TCA casehead is the custodial parent or
custodian and her recorded status in the
Maryland automated child support informa-
tion system is:



1) Custodian on an active IV-D child sup-
port case and money is owed (including
current support, arrears, or both);

2) Custodian on an active IV-D child sup-
port case, but no money is owed; and

3) Not a custodian on any active IV-D child
support case in Maryland.

There is a wealth of information contained in
the Figure 8 bar charts, but a few key points
stand out. All else equal, the general trends
observed for all three groups of leavers
shows that the current role of child support
as a reliable—or even an intermittent—
source of supplemental income for study
families appears limited. This unfortunate
reality is most starkly illustrated by the fact
that at no point during the nine follow-up
years does the percentage of families to
whom money is due exceed 49% (work-
sanctioned cases, 2" and 3" years).

Although the trends across the three exit
groups are similar, there are some statisti-
cally significant differences. Roughly speak-
ing, about two-fifths of work-sanctioned and
other leavers are due money (current sup-
port and/or arrears) at each measuring point
(meaning, of course, that three-fifths are
not). Because their TCA cases were closed
for failure to cooperate with child support (to
establish paternity, locate the absent parent,
or establish and enforce a support order), it
is not surprising that the situation is even
more dire among child support-sanctioned
cases. Here, no more than approximately
one in three clients is owed money at any
given point in the follow-up period. These
cases are significantly less likely to be owed
money in the first few months after sanction-
ing, and over time, these are significantly
less likely to have an active child support
case at all.

For policy makers and program managers,
the most important implication from the find-
ings presented in Figure 8 is that, as dis-
cussed elsewhere (Born, Ovwigho, Kolupa-
nowich, & Patterson, 2009), if a TANF reci-
pient does not have a child support order in
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place by the time her welfare case closes,
the chances are slim that one will be ob-
tained in the future. It would behoove us to
make certain that all available actions are
vigorously pursued while families are on
welfare. To increase the likelihood that fami-
lies may receive child support and to im-
prove their odds of remaining off welfare,
one possible initiative might be to make
sure there is a final “check” to ensure that
all possible agency actions have been or
are being pursued to establish or enforce a
child support order before welfare case clo-
sure.

Of course, this type of initiative would be of
little help when cases exit because of a full
family child support sanction. Our data sug-
gest that children in these cases are the
ones least likely to ever have a support or-
der established. The available data do not
allow us to speak definitively about why this
is so, though likely explanations include a
continuing relationship between the parents,
an informal child support arrangement, or
the custodian’s wish, for whatever reason,
to not pursue child support.

Prior research has also demonstrated po-
tential systemic disincentives for TANF reci-
pients to establish formal child support or-
ders such as the lack of a child support
pass-through or disregard (Cook & Caspar,
2006; Kaplan & Mayer, 2006; Meyer & Can-
cian, 2002; Roff, 2010). The DRA included
several provisions that allow states more
flexibility in minimizing some of these disin-
centives and reduce the overall cost of
doing so, and that may be an avenue worth
pursuing in Maryland. Although child sup-
port sanctions account for only 2% of all
cases in this study (and 15% of all sanc-
tioned cases), the important financial and
other benefits to children of having a legal
father and to receive parental financial sup-
port suggest that further empirical study of
this population might be worthwhile to con-
sider.



Figure 8. Child Support Status over Time
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Note: Different amounts of follow-up data are available, depending on the date of case closure. Valid
percents are reported. Please see Appendix A for a detailed account of data availability.
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Child Support Receipt

As just discussed, we find that less than half
of our sample cases have either current
support or arrears due at any time up to and
through nine years after welfare case clo-
sure. This result may be viewed positively or
negatively, depending on one’s perspective
about what is realistic to expect from the
child support program vis-a-vis former
TANF recipient families. Even with a posi-
tive view, however, one would have to re-
member that merely having support due
does not guarantee that money will be re-
ceived. Thus, we examine child support re-
ceipt in this section.

As shown in Table 5, following, our analysis
of child support receipt among our three
groups of exiters reveals that regardless of
the reason for welfare case closure, non-
receipt of child support is much more com-
mon than receipt at all measuring points in
the first nine post-welfare years. Moreover,
among the minority of families in which at
least one support payment was made, the
annual amounts received tend to be small.
Contrary to hopes that child support-
sanctioned payees would come quickly into
compliance and subsequently progress In
terms of child support enforcement, these
cases were significantly less likely than oth-
er cases to receive any support paid
through the IV-D program. However, in the
small number of such cases where any for-
mal support is received, the annual amounts
received tend to be larger than for cases in
the other two exit groups (work-sanctioned
and all other leavers).

It is important to point out that the findings
presented in Table 5 are for all leavers in
our study, not just for those who had an ac-
tive child support case with current support
due at the time of the welfare exit. This cer-
tainly has a depressing effect on study find-
ings. It was the appropriate analytic choice,

31

however, given that our purpose here is to
assess the role that child support income
actually plays in the economic lives of for-
mer TANF families. The reality, at present,
is that formal child support income plays no
role whatsoever for the large majority of
these families. Specifically, at no point over
the first nine post-welfare years did more
than 30% of cases in any exit group receive
any child support. This means, of course,
that some 70% of former TANF families re-
ceived nothing at all over this extended pe-
riod of time.

The ‘bright’ spots in Table 5 are that the
proportion of families receiving support does
increase over time in all three groups, as do
the annual amounts of support received.
Roughly one in five work-sanctioned
(18.3%) and other (17.2%) leavers received
child support during the first three months
after TANF case closure, as did roughly one
in ten (10.1%) child support-sanctioned fam-
ilies. Total average amounts of support re-
ceived during the first three exit months
were relatively low across all three groups
but were significantly higher for other leav-
ers ($425) than for work-sanctioned ($352)
and child support-sanctioned ($337) exiters.

During the first full post-welfare year and
each year thereafter, roughly three in ten
work-sanctioned and non-sanctioned leav-
ers received at least some support, as did
roughly one in five of those who had been
sanctioned for non-compliance with child
support. Average annual amounts of child
support received also increased over time
for all three groups. Among work-sanctioned
leavers, to illustrate, average annual sup-
port received was $1,336 in the first post-
welfare year and $2,144 for the ninth post-
welfare year. For the other two groups, the
comparable figures were: $1,337 and
$2,438 (child support-sanctioned cases)
and $1,628 and $2,462 (other leavers).



Table 5. Amount of Child Support Received

Work-sanctioned

Child Support
Sanctioned

Other Leavers

3 Months
% Receiving Child Support***
Mean** (Median)

18.3%
$352 ($265)

10.1%
$337 ($310)

17.2%
$425 ($328)

1 Year
% Receiving Child Support***
Mean*** (Median)

28.1%
$1,336  ($875)

17.7%
$1,337  ($938)

26.1%
$1,628  ($975)

2 Years
% Receiving Child Support*
Mean** (Median)

27.6%
$1,627  ($1,175)

21.0%
$1,942  ($1,112)

26.8%
$1,901  ($1,290)

3 Years
% Receiving Child Support**
Mean*** (Median)

29.8%
$1,735  ($1,192)

24.6%
$2,243  ($1,314)

27.0%
$2,070  ($1,413)

4 Years
% Receiving Child Support*
Mean (Median)

30.5%
$2,021  ($1,316)

24.0%
$2,457  ($1,905)

28.3%
$2,076  ($1,500)

5 Years
% Receiving Child Support*
Mean (Median)

29.4%
$2,088  ($1,369)

21.1%
$2,670  ($1,916)

27.8%
$2,212  ($1,599)

6 Years
% Receiving Child Support**
Mean (Median)

30.7%
$2,153  ($1,538)

21.0%
$2,683  ($2,106)

27.4%
$2,274  ($1,628)

7 Years
% Receiving Child Support**
Mean* (Median)

31.7%
$1,972  ($1,309)

23.0%
$2,565  ($1,702)

27.3%
$2,270  ($1,665)

8 Years
% Receiving Child Support
Mean* (Median)

28.9%
$2,044  ($1,513)

20.1%
$2,059  ($1,486)

26.6%
$2,385  ($1,783)

9 Years
% Receiving Child Support*
Mean (Median)

29.4%
$2,144  ($1,506)

17.1%
$2,438 ($2,206)

26.4%
$2,462  ($1,823)

Note: Means are provided for cases receiving any support. Different amounts of follow-up data are avail-
able, depending on the date of case closure. Valid percents are reported. Please see Appendix A for a

detailed account of data availability. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Other Work Supports

Having reviewed the status of child support
due and received following a TCA exit, we
now turn to the use of two additional work
supports during the post-exit follow up pe-
riod: Food Supplement (FS) and Medical
Assistance (MA). In general, our studies
consistently find that for most former reci-
pients, work effort persists and earnings do
increase somewhat over time (Born, Ovwig-
ho, Kolupanowich, & Patterson, 2009).
However, low-income women, including
those transitioning from welfare to work, of-
ten find jobs where wages are relatively low,
benefits may be few, or opportunities for
advancement are limited. Undoubtedly, the
availability and use of post-welfare benefits,
in particular the Food Supplement Program
(FS, formerly Food Stamps) and Medical
Assistance/M-CHP (MA), can contribute
mightily to successful post-welfare out-
comes for women. Thus, in this section, we
take a look at FS and MA utilization rates
among our three groups of exiting cases.

Food Supplement Participation Rates

Figure 9, following, displays FS participation
rates for our three study groups for the pe-
riod immediately after the case closure or
sanction which brought them into our sam-
ple and for a number of years after that clo-
sure. The general pattern is the same one
we observed with regard to returns to wel-
fare in the previous chapter. That is, while
FS use is high (at least 50% in all three
groups) up to and through the seventh post-
exit year, the rates are significantly higher,
at every measuring point, among those who
were work-sanctioned.
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In considering these particular findings,
however, readers are alerted that some of
the difference in FS participation rates be-
tween work-sanctioned and other leavers is
due to the inclusion of churners (those who
returned to cash assistance within one
month of case closure or sanction) and the
higher rate of such churning among work-
sanctioned cases. That is, upon returning to
welfare, the vast majority of churners would
be categorically eligible to also receive FS.
However, when all churners are excluded
from the analyses, the general findings do
not change: FS utilization rates remain high
across all three groups and the rate is high-
est among cases that had been work-
sanctioned. The FS utilization table without
churning cases included can be found in
Appendix B.



Figure 9. Post-Exit FS Participation Rates
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Medical Assistance Participation Rates

Data describing post-closure MA participa-
tion rates for adults, children and all case
members are displayed in Table 6, sepa-
rately for our two groups of sanctioned
cases and those who left welfare for other
reasons. Overall, MA participation at the
assistance unit level, presented in the bot-
tom third of the table, is high—upwards of
90%—for all groups during the first two
years after exiting. Participation tends to
drop off over time such that by the ninth
year after exiting, only two-thirds of former
TCA assistance units have at least one
member who is receiving MA.

Across all groups, participation rates for MA
are higher for children than for payees, par-
ticularly for the child support-sanctioned
leavers and other non-work-sanctioned
leavers. This is likely related to the pres-
ence of child-only cases among these two
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groups, as the casehead who is excluded
from the TCA grant is also likely ineligible or
excluded from MA.

Additionally, in general, work-sanctioned
leavers had the highest rates of MA partici-
pation, followed by child support-sanctioned
leavers and then cases that closed for other
reasons. As was true with regard to FS par-
ticipation, these rates are influenced to a
small degree by the inclusion of churners.
As shown in Appendix B, however, exclud-
ing churners does not alter the pattern or
the participation rates very much.

Finally, it should be noted that these high
rates of MA participation are not surprising,
given the decoupling of cash assistance and
medical assistance that took place some
years ago and the deliberate expansion of
medical coverage to low-income popula-
tions in the past few years.



Table 6. Medical Assistance/M-CHP Participation Rates by Exit Cohort

Work-sanctioned

Child support-

Other Leavers

sanctioned

Payee received MA
Months 1-3 95.7% 74.9% 78.4%
Months 4-6 93.0% 72.9% 76.4%
Months 7-12 89.5% 74.4% 73.5%
Months 13-24 82.9% 70.6% 66.4%
Months 25-36 74.2% 59.9% 59.1%
Months 37-48 68.5% 58.8% 54.5%
Months 49-60 64.8% 57.5% 51.2%
Months 61-72 60.2% 55.0% 48.9%
Months 73-84 58.3% 53.4% 46.6%
Months 85-96 52.8% 53.0% 45.1%
Months 97-108 48.7% 49.5% 42.5%

Child(ren) received MA
Months 1-3 96.2% 88.9% 88.5%
Months 4-6 95.0% 87.6% 87.7%
Months 7-12 93.1% 87.8% 86.3%
Months 13-24 89.4% 82.0% 80.0%
Months 25-36 85.4% 76.8% 76.2%
Months 37-48 81.4% 71.1% 71.9%
Months 49-60 77.9% 65.8% 68.3%
Months 61-72 74.0% 63.3% 64.6%
Months 73-84 70.6% 62.8% 61.4%
Months 85-96 66.4% 59.7% 58.8%
Months 97-108 60.6% 52.4% 54.6%

Anyone received MA
Months 1-3 97.4% 93.7% 92.2%
Months 4-6 96.4% 92.2% 91.5%
Months 7-12 95.3% 94.2% 90.8%
Months 13-24 92.9% 89.6% 85.6%
Months 25-36 88.7% 83.5% 82.3%
Months 37-48 85.2% 79.5% 78.6%
Months 49-60 82.9% 76.7% 75.7%
Months 61-72 80.1% 75.1% 73.1%
Months 73-84 77.6% 73.3% 70.8%
Months 85-96 74.4% 73.2% 68.9%
Months 97-108 69.6% 65.7% 65.4%

Note: Over time, the sample size for all groups diminishes due to the lack of availability of follow-up data
for later cohorts of leavers. Valid percents are reported.*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001.
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CONCLUSIONS

Despite the initial controversy caused by the
adoption of a full family sanctioning policy in
Maryland and some other states, relatively
little research has been done to examine
the long-term outcomes of those “cut off”
from the welfare rolls for failure to comply
with work or child support program require-
ments. Because of the involuntary nature of
their exits from welfare, families experienc-
ing a full family sanction have also been a
population of some concern to many ob-
servers. That concern should be heightened
in today’s welfare arena characterized by
stiffened work participation requirements, a
still-sputtering economy, national, state and
local government fiscal stress, and persis-
tently higher than normal unemployment
rates.

Notwithstanding the lack of longitudinal re-
search, the sanctioned population has con-
sistently been of interest and concern to
Maryland officials since the policy was first
adopted. This is evidenced by the multiple
empirical studies of the phenomenon that
we have undertaken at the state’s request
and the inclusion of information on sanction-
ing in our annual Life after Welfare reports
and legislative updates. The study de-
scribed in today’s report builds upon and
expands Maryland’'s body of knowledge
about sanctioned families by providing a
long-term picture of employment, earnings,
welfare utilization, child support case status
and receipt, and the use of food and medi-
cal support services during the first nine
years after the case closure or sanction.

In many ways, our findings confirm the
trends evident in earlier studies and are
cause both for optimism and some concern.
First, the fact that work-sanctioned leavers
have the lowest initial earnings and never
quite catch up to their peers suggests that
they may lack the skill sets needed to obtain
employment or advance on a career ladder.
Future research should include separate
analyses for those who were sanctioned
and remained off the rolls compared to
those who returned for further assistance,
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presumably complying with their work activi-
ty requirement, and then subsequently ex-
ited.

Second, the combined welfare and work
outcome data present a more encouraging
picture of life after welfare for work-
sanctioned leavers. In particular, over time,
this group tends to more closely resemble
other leavers. Most importantly perhaps,
they do not appear to be at greater risk of
being disconnected from work and welfare
than their non-sanctioned peers.

Finally, unique to our analyses is the inclu-
sion of child support-sanctioned cases. Par-
ticularly noteworthy among these leavers is
that, over time, they are the least likely to
have an active child support case with sup-
port due and the least likely to receive any
income from the formal child support sys-
tem. In addition, over time, child support-
sanctioned leavers are more likely to be-
come disconnected from both TCA and
child support after their TCA case closure,
with only sporadic increases in Maryland Ul
wages.

Despite these less-than-stellar outcomes for
child support-sanctioned leavers, it may not
be feasible to relax the child support en-
forcement requirements or sanctions. How-
ever, prior research suggests it may be
worth investigating whether there are other
ways to incentivize compliance with the
child support requirements in addition to
sanctioning. Specifically, Roff (2010) found
that states with higher child support income
disregards tend to have higher rates of for-
mal child support orders than states with
lower disregards. In addition, Cook & Cas-
par (2006) found some evidence that non-
custodial parents paid more when there was
a switch from partial to a full pass-through of
child support for current welfare recipients.

The DRA included some provisions to allow
more flexibility and reduce the overall cost
of experimenting with these types of incen-
tives. Importantly, the DRA reduces the cost
to states of “passing through” a portion of
child support collections to TCA families.



Thus, now may be the opportune time for
Maryland to revisit its (then cost-driven)
mid-1990s decision not to adopt the pass
through.

Overall, the goal of full-family sanctioning in
Maryland has always been to help clients
and not to hurt them. Today’s findings sug-
gest that while that may be the case for
work-sanctioned payees, more or different
approaches may be needed to encourage
child support compliance in the long term.
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APPENDIX A. DATA AVAILABILITY AND SAMPLE SIZE BY COHORT

Sample Sizes by Follow-up Period with Churners

Child support-

Follow-up Period | Work-sanctioned . Other Leavers Total
sanctioned
Month of Exit 2,770 395 12,094 15,259
3 Month Follow-up 2,770 395 12,094 15,259
1 year 2,770 395 12,094 15,259
2 years 2,770 395 12,094 15,259
3 years 2,522 357 11,318 14,197
4 years 2,285 308 10,427 13,020
5 years 1,986 266 9,457 11,709
6 years 1,705 229 8,467 10,401
7 years 1,400 191 7,471 9,062
8 years 1,080 149 6,395 7,624
9 years 797 105 5,226 6,128
Sample Sizes by Follow-up Period without Churners
Follow-up Period | Work-sanctioned Child support- Other Leavers Total
sanctioned
Month of Exit 1,806 266 8,315 10,387
3 Month Follow-up 1,806 266 8,315 10,387
1 year 1,806 266 8,315 10,387
2 years 1,806 266 8,315 10,387
3 years 1,624 238 7,725 9,587
4 years 1,467 203 7,083 8,753
5 years 1,270 173 6,358 7,801
6 years 1,071 144 5,615 6,830
7 years 867 119 4,892 5,878
8 years 658 90 4,132 4,880
9 years 470 64 3,320 3,854
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APPENDIX B. PARTICIPATION RATES WITH CHURNERS EXCLUDED

Post-Exit FS Participation Rates without Churners

Work Child support- Other Leavers Total
Sanctioned sanctioned
1-3 months 85.5% 67.7% 60.5% 65.0%
4-6 months 74.3% 59.0% 57.3% 60.3%
7-12 months 74.4% 59.0% 54.8% 58.3%
13-24 months 76.0% 65.0% 57.3% 60.8%
25-36 months 72.8% 58.0% 53.4% 56.8%
37-48 months 68.8% 59.6% 50.8% 54.0%
49-60 months 66.5% 57.2% 48.4% 51.5%
61-72 months 63.3% 54.2% 46.7% 49.5%
73-84 months 61.1% 52.9% 45.6% 48.1%
85-96 months 58.7% 50.0% 44.5% 46.5%
97-108 months 56.4% 48.4% 42.7% 44.5%

Note: Differences across groups are significant at the p<.001 level in all time periods. Valid percents are
reported.
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Medical Assistance/M-CHP Participation Rates without Churners

work Child support- | o0 cavers

Sanctioned sanctioned
Payee received MA
Months 1-3 94.0% 71.4% 74.5%
Months 4-6 90.9% 68.8% 72.6%
Months 7-12 86.8% 71.1% 68.9%
Months 13-24 77.9% 64.3% 59.6%
Months 25-36 70.3% 55.9% 52.7%
Months 37-48 64.6% 55.7% 49.0%
Months 49-60 62.3% 56.1% 45.9%
Months 61-72 57.1% 54.9% 43.8%
Months 73-84 54.6% 55.5% 41.5%
Months 85-96 50.2% 52.2% 40.6%
Months 97-108 47.4% 46.9% 37.7%
Child(ren) received MA
Months 1-3 95.4% 86.5% 84.7%
Months 4-6 93.9% 84.2% 83.9%
Months 7-12 92.1% 84.6% 82.6%
Months 13-24 87.7% 77.1% 74.8%
Months 25-36 83.5% 72.7% 71.6%
Months 37-48 79.1% 66.0% 67.5%
Months 49-60 75.6% 61.3% 63.8%
Months 61-72 71.5% 56.9% 60.1%
Months 73-84 67.8% 57.1% 57.1%
Months 85-96 65.7% 55.6% 54.7%
Months 97-108 59.1% 50.0% 50.6%
Anyone received MA
Months 1-3 96.2% 91.4% 89.1%
Months 4-6 95.0% 88.7% 88.4%
Months 7-12 94.1% 91.7% 87.7%
Months 13-24 90.9% 85.3% 80.7%
Months 25-36 86.3% 80.7% 78.0%
Months 37-48 82.9% 75.4% 74.3%
Months 49-60 81.2% 73.4% 71.3%
Months 61-72 78.1% 70.8% 68.5%
Months 73-84 75.0% 69.7% 66.2%
Months 85-96 72.9% 72.2% 64.7%
Months 97-108 67.4% 64.1% 60.7%

Note: Differences across groups are significant at the p<.001 level in all time periods. Valid percentages
are reported.
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