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MAy 1I~,l998 

,THE CONTErr: WELFARE CASELOADS ARE DECLINING ACROSS Tm: COUNTRY , ' 

'BetweeJJanUary'1993and S~Ptember 1997, the nation's welfare caseioads declinedb; 30 ' 
,percent. Sonie states' experienced more draIIlatic declines during the same period. ' 

while th:e volume ofwelf~e cases is. not an adequate measure ofwelfare reform;! success, it ,.,/ 
is one inru.cator that politica,U leaders an,d the public 'currently rely upon. :' ' , 

Th~re is !scarce information -- and ins~fficient debate •• on the na~e ofwelfare ~selo~&in
I'" '. ". . 

, Am~ricais cities, where poverty is the most concentrated. ' 

THE STATE OF WELFARE CASELOADS IN AMERICA'S CITIES, ' , , ' 

TheB~JkingS ln~titutio~ Center on Urpan'and Metropolitan Policy conducted a st~d;COf 
, welfare,Jaseload declines in 23 major cities and urban counties. This is a small, rando~ 

selectiod of cities that may not fully, represent the 'experience of all urban communities. The 
, I ' 

study examined city/county and state welfare caseloads from 1986-1997., 

There is no clear or simple trend that defines the overall eltperiences of the disparate cities 

studied. However, there are some."major findings worth noting: ' "',' " 


• . ~etW~en 1.994, and 1997, two-thirds olthe citiesdbl,not r~duce their welfare,./ 
, caseloads as fast their states. .. " , 

Bridgeport redl,1ced its welfarecaseload at a rate 70 percent slower than 
Conne~ticut's. ' 
, .'. " , 

Los,Angeles cut its ,welfare caseload at a rate 26, perce~t slower than • 
California's. 

• . All ofth~Cities tha.'fU?ere ~lolDerin reclucing their welfare caseloads became 
hlome to a larger skar" oftke state's welfare caseload. .', . ' 

, . . . : . 

, . BetWe,en 1994 and 1997~~ilwa~kee cut its welfare .easeloa~ at a pa~e nearl! / 
30 percent slo~e~ than Wlsconsm~s. In that same time peno,d, the: Clty saw Its ," 
share of the st~te's welfare caseload gr0-W: by 35 percent. ' 

Between 1994 and 1997 ,-MianrilDadeCounty cut its welf~e'caseload ata 
pace 72 percent slower than Florida's. In that saIne period, the county saw its' 
:share of the state's welfare.cWie~o~d grow by 12 percent. ' 

, ,< 
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• In 1996 the ye~r ';'elia~,~tb';"" "wtisPtIJJsed,'nearly 80 perce~tofthe ~i~~~J 

st'udied had shares,oftke state's welfare populCaion that were l~';'gerthan 
,'t,J,e c~tie87 B~ ofthe ,state's total population. " ' ' 

. ., , , ~" ',.;. ' . " . ' . . ~ ~.' 

,Milwaukee County con~ned, over half ofWisconain's welfare easeloads. But 
, the county-only made up 18 p!'!rcehtofthe state's:general population. 

Ph~ladelphia cont8ined40perc~ntofPennsylvania's welfare casel6~ds. But 
the city,,~Iilyma:de up 12 percent:ofthe state's general population.':"" ' 

... ''( 

• ,'Tfepace ofac~'B ';'e11a.;e c~8el~ad decli1U1!,ppea.rs to closely correlatew~th 
tlie extent ofpo~er'y in th.tJt city. '" ":", '. , , ' , ' "" 

San Francisco cut its 'welfarec~sel~ads, at Ii pac~nearly three times faster 
than the state's. Thepercentage'ofSan Fr,anciscO residents living in areas of, 
concentrated poverty' is 1".6 percent. ',,:', '," " " ' , ' , 

'I ", , ' " 

St~ LoUis cut its ,welfare caseloads ,at 'a pace'40 perce~t,slpwer than,the st,ate's. 
Over one quarter of the city'~ residents live in are~ ofconcentrated poverty. 2 

, ,', ." 

TIlE POLIcY IMPLICA'l'IONS ' ::: " 

, I ' :.",, " 

, Nearly 70 percent of the cities surVeyed did notperform ,as well as their states in moving 
, recipientiJ off the welfare payrolls. This figUre is for the period, of 1994 to '1997, when the, 

" nation w~s experiencing'coJlse~utive years ofeconomic prosperity, and welfare reform was , 
underwa~ in many states as a result of federaLwalvers" and,u1timately" e);lactment. 
,,' . I" ' ",:':" ,,"'<:,.,' "",", 

This stu~y sounds a cau~ionary note, amidst the optimism surrounding caseload declines, '" 
, that welfare r~form may not be playing out evenly across the country. It is a signal that 
federal abd state governmentS'JlLay need tt? pay special attention to the unique challenges of 

'" • different ~urisdictionsand, more importantly, to cities and Ineighbarhoods where po'Verty is' 
the most Iconcentrated. ' I ), " " , 

';. 

, ," 

,. " 

1. See the ,full ~eport;'The ~tate ofW,elfare Caseloads in America's Cities, h)' the Brookin~ Institution Center, 
on Urbimthta Metropolitan Policy for complete explanatioIlB of the fi&ures in ,this document.', ' , I' ,;' " , " ", " " ',,' , ,. ',t" 

2, Coneentrated poverty figures here are defined as the percentage ~ftotal city population livin.g ~ distressed. ' 
neighborh6ods. Di!Jtressed neighborhoods are defined ils"CeDSUS tract that exhibits dispropOrtionately lligh 
levels of pdVerty; joblessness, female;headed householruj, md weItarQ re~eipt.It. ., .. ' ., , . . ' ' 

:'.. 
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, RELATIVE SPEED OF CASELOAD DECLINErN 
SELECTED CITIES ANti COUNTIES, 1994-1997 15 . '.,'. - ~ . 

~'.. 
I' ; 

, FASTER 

10 

(>105% OF STATE) 
. I ' . 

.Bridgeport
:' I .. 

Philal:ieiphia Co. 
" r ' 

Cuy~hoga Co. 
(Cleveland)

I' , 
I 

St. 'Louis Co. 
"I 

Millhaukee Co. 
I 
I 

Detroit*, 
. I 

28.0.% 

48.3% 

68.6% 

70.7% 

72.2% 

, 

Marion Co. 103.4% 

'57.2% 

73.3% 

. Los Angeles Co. 73.9%.,' . , 

Dade Co. (Miami) 78.3% 
, 1 

, 

Wayn.e! Co. (Detroit), . 81~O% ' 

. Cook l;o.(Chicago)., ';'90.2%. 

New: Y~rk C~,ty 90;6%, 
I • 

Chica.go
I . ,. .' 

t Boston..,
I 

'Suffolk" Co.'. 

"',,94.0 

. '(poston) 
94.4%. 

" 

; 

, 

(1ndianap,0lis) 

.", .. 

.: .. " '1 , 

, . , . 

. ".~. 

j " . 

. Denver Co. 

Allegheny Co. 

108.4% 

, (pittsburgh)' 

Mecklenberg Co. 
(Charlotte) 

Maricopa Co. 

142.5% 

, " (Phoeni'X)· 

"King Co. (Seattle) 

., Hartford 

176.6% 

. San Francisco Co. 

128:9% 

144.6% 

195.1% 

292.8% 

I4J 004 

I. .,.. 
*. Please note thatcaseload data for !-997 was unavailable Jar Maricopa County (phoenix) and. 
Detroit. Howe.ver, these two jurisdictions haue beenir:clude4 in the analysis using 1994-1996 data. 

We'also counted th~ totafriumberof citi~~ and cOWlties'~th caseloads 
-declini*g at a; faster or slower rate than tpeirrespective states. Between 1986 and 

1997, there was an even split between: a) cities where ca,seloads declined faster or " 
increas'ed more slowly than the state (4:7%); and b) cities whose caseloads declliiedI ' . '. "', . 

,. . ' !',

"I' "Relative 5peed" expresses the rate ofci~/county caseload decline: as a percentage of the rate ofstate 
caseload i:leoline. . . ,", , 

" . 
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APPENDIX A: >,' ,2: 

CITY, COUNri;'AND STATE ANNUAL QASELOADCIIMlGE;-1986='1997 ..~': 
" ,j;,. 
~ 

..
%ArinimlCaseload Change'. ", , % 'Caseload. Change'City I State . . "'. . .', ,., ' . ' 

' Over Time . 
, , .. '. . , , 


- . 
 . , 
" .' " 

'95':'96'88·89,87-88' 92,.93 93-9489·90 /90-91, 91-92 94-9586-87 96-97 ,90-97·86-97 94-97 

. . 1.9. ' ,3.9 -4.2, -11.5 ..10.1.9.8,. 3.5·0.7 ..-12.0 -29.9Boston~ , :-20.8 
" 

10.1 4.03:2 2.4 2.9 -3.9 -11.7 -12.2·9.7Suffolk County -20.8 -30.1 

3.6 . -5.66.9 4.7 3.5 -13.0 ' -11.1,' 0.2 11.5'1.4 -U.8 -12.5MAssachusetts • . :. -23.1 -31.8 
',' 


Bridgepo.~ , , . 
 6.8 . 15.5'-9.6 ' :1.1 2.84.2 -0.3 ' 3.5 -2.1 I-4.4-6.5' -1.0 10.3 ,20.9, 
,­ 2;6 .1;0'~1.0 .. 12.5, '·0.3', : 0.7: .5.5 -5.6 '-10.1 8.40.2.Hartford 1.04.3 '" -11i.6 

'" 
4.2 :.,' :..2.6, . '·8.8g.i~3.9 18.912.0 6:0 3.61.0-3.9 30.2Connecticut 24.6 -7.5 

6.7 . 5.2 25.8 37.2 4.2 -12;48.1 ·S.7 " -13.1Charlotte! 35.2 -30.4 
Me~enburg .C~unty " .. . . 

18.4 2.010.1 9.9 19.9 9.1 -2.9 ~lO.9 56.4,1.9 .. 2.1 -9.1 . -21.4 
.. 

, 'Chicago 
".J 

24.2North CaroliIia :;' 

':2.1' , -6.4 4.2 0.5 3.3-6.3 
: 

0.7 2.3 -13.2-2.5 ..-3.7" -22~1 " -9.9 -18.6 
.... 

3.1. ' 4.4 . :..2.3. .-3.0.6.0 0.9 
'. 

5.0 1.8 -5.6 "~6.6 ' -18.1' -:13.5Cook County.. -18.0-:a.1 

6.4 .~,2.2 ,:Illjnois ' 
" 

-3.0 ..4:4" .;.7.01.9 2:8 4.2-6.5 -5.7 -13.7-1.2 -17.1 -19.9 

8.1 -1.4a.6 0.2 -6.6;. -6.0 -8.7 .-12.2 -11.2 -19.7 
Cuyahoga Cou.nty· 
CI~vehmdl' 

, 
~ 

' ' -
5.4' ..8.4 . ;.10.1 ~8.42.6 ·1.5 . -3.9-1.3-0.6 -13.5 -22.9·0.5 -28.8Ohio -22.~. 

' . 0.2. '. -6.1 " ·-9.29.2 14.4 5.3 -13.3 .:..2.69.4 -26.1rDenver 
1--;­

."rj 

~ 
~ 
<:> 
~ 

...... 
'QJ 
(!) 

, QJ' 

QJ~ 

00. 
~ 

\;1 
o 
ti3 
CI.I 

.... 
("}" 

"0' 
o 
t'" .... 
R 
("} 
o 
t'" 

!&I 
<:> 
<:> 
QJ 



01 
o 

"­..... ..... 
"­
'(0 

'21 
, 00 

'0
a:' 

(0 

..... "'" 
2 


"'" 
01' 

Cityl-Slate . _%,.Annual_Caseloafj.-:-Change 
-

" ' ' , " 
, .. 

r., .' -" 

'88-B9 89-90,:"1 90-9186-87 '87-88 91-92. 92~9S 
.; 

teOlor-ado' II I " ~;I ':1 ''. 8.4 "'9:5 ';1 2.9 

Detroit 
; 2.0 -2.0, . 0.0, ,~. 5:6 . -1.2· 0.3' 1.9 

" Wayne County· ~.9 . -1.9 ' .0.0·... .2:1 ,. ·S.3 .' ·.0.5 , 2.3 

Miehfgan. ,; , , 13.5 '. ·0.6 '.. -.0,8 ". 3:2:" ' 4.3:.," . -0.9' , '1.8 

Jndianapolisf ':' -8.4 : .0.0 . 6.0 10.2 14.B 16.9.·.. 2,1 
, . ' . 

Marion CoUD~y , ' " , 

. Indiana ,-,~. .' 

, .' -5.2 '.' -.0:7 . -2.3 . 2.3 " 9.8. ',i1.9 . 4.9 

13.8 '.." ." , Los Angeles e,ounty 1.8 '. ·'4.7 ,-4.2 5.5 14.7 7.9 
,', .' . 

San Francisco . -2.6 -3.3 , -2.1 ,3.2 
5.B '.' 

2.5 2.5 
County 

. - , . : 

CBljforma '3.7 0.7 2:3 6.3 11.0' 11:9 6.8 , 
" 

Miamil Dade County " 
16.7 ' 30.4 13.3' , , , 

. Florida 7.7 5.6 9.0' 15.4 25;1 33.6 8.1. ' 
-

MilwaukeeJ ·0.7 . ..:3.5 -3.6 0.2 '3.5 ". 1.8 -0.1 . 

Milwaukee County " 

, 

Wisc.onsin -3.5 -8.0 ­ -7.5 . -1.8 2.3 0.3 4 -2.1 

New York eit~ -3.3 -3.3 -1.7 ' 1.9 
, 

7:1 6.4 1~.3 

New York -4.0 -3.5' -0.5 3.8 8.4­ 6.1 ' 9.3 
!: " 

" 

.. " 

93-~494-95 

1:·1.0" 1-6.0 

-1.3 .' -6 ..7' 

-1.Q . " '~6.6.:· 

;:-2.5 . ~10.0 

4.2 -4.2 
; ," 

,3.7 -6.0 

6.8 . '2.2 
" " 

2.4 . -2.3 
.' . 

6.4 " 2:5 ' 

0.5. -5.4 . 

-3.9 -7.7 

-1.0 -2.5 . 

-4.2 -7.4. 

.6.2 ; 0.0 

:4.2 . -1.6 
. ' 

% CllSf.loadChange 
, 

OverTime:' 
'. 
. ' 

t 

" 86:97 ., 90-9'( I94-9?­95-96 96~97 

1-8':3" 1-11.91117.3 1-8.3 " .,' ~24.1 I 
'-9.0 

: 

-lO.Jl ..'12.2 ·2Q.1, .-22.4­ -26.2 

-11~~ , -:-14.8 ,·19.8 -30.6 -;32~3 

-23.8 -12.8 ..:8.3 ~9.1 " -36.3 

-19.7 -14,0 " -lB~4 ::-13.3.:, -3,s.1·, 
.­

,'-1.5 -5.2. 40.7" 43.5 ·4.'6 : 
: ' . 

-5.1 .' ' :-lL7 ' -11.3 '-6.8 -18.2 
.. 

-2.0 ..:6.7 . 50.3 :32.4 -6.2 , 

-B.2 -17.1, 24.7, ,-28:0. ' 

~9:5' -23.1 59.3 11.4 -3~.8 

-14.0 . -28.5 -42.2 '~7.6 -40.1 

.. 
" : " 

,'.. , 

-22.2 ~38.4 -65.6 -57.3 -55.6 

-6.1 -11.9 4.3 11.4 -17.2' 

-6.4 ';12.0 1.6 6.2' -19.0 
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CitylState '%;"Annual-Gaseioad-Glicinge­

86-87 87-88 . 88-89 89-90 90-91 ' 91-92 92-93 

PhiladelphIa! -3.7 _ -2.6 0.4 6.6 5.9 4.3 
Philadelphi~ County . 

Pittsburgh! -3.1 -2.6 -2.2 2.2 2.4 0.8 
, .. 

Allegheny County 
- - , 

Pennsylvania -4_0 -2.9 0.1 6.4 6.4 2,8 

Phoenix! , 10.9 15.8 21.4 22.9 23.9 15.1 
Maricopa County-

Arizona 9.1 11.8 17.3 20;6 21:2, 12.6 

Saint Louis -1.2 -0.3 -0.3 1.2 4.3 ' 7.0 1;1 

Saint Louis County -1.9 :'4.4 3.7 5.4 - 11.1 18.6 11.0 

Missouri 1.2 0.7 0.5 3.1 6.4 12.6 5.7 

SeattleJKing County 5.1 ~.1 4.3 6.0 7.1 11.5 8.6 . 

Washington' 8.4 0.5 2.8 .4.0 6.8 16.3 0.4 

98-94 94-95 95-96 96·97 
' ,­

3.6 2;1­ -3.9 -6.7 

0.5 ':2.0 -9.8 . -12.6 

2.3 -0.6 -6.8 -11.2 

5~4 -2.6 -12.3 

I4.6 -1.2 -9.0 

2;3 -0.5 -3.3 -7.0 

8.2 ·1.1 -5.0 - -7.5 

4.0 -3.0 -5.7 -10.9 

5.7 0.8 ·S.6 -7.5 

2.4 -0.1 -:-3.2 ·2.6 

%-Caseload.Change 
OverTime . 

,­

86-97­ 90-97 94-97 

11.6 -8.5 

-18.2 . -22.8 

-, 
-2.0 -17:7 

I 1.:1 
2.4 3,2 ·10.6 

53.9 37.4 -13.1 

13.3 7.S, -18.6 

44.7' 23.:1 -10.2 

40.1 20.3 -5.8 . 
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