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Abstract: The recent economic recession triggered by the global pandemic has renewed scholarly
interest in the role of social welfare systems in supporting economically vulnerable families when
they experience employment instability. This article unpacks the patterns of the cash and in-kind
components of the monthly family benefit packages that US low-income single mothers accessed
during and after the Great Recession. We used the 2008 Survey of Income and Program Participation
and an innovative analytic procedure involving family benefit package plots, group-based trajectory
modeling, and logistic regression modeling. We found that low-income single mothers more often
used in-kind basic-needs packages and less often used packages that bundle a cash benefit or a
childcare subsidy, regardless of their dynamic employment status. Our findings challenge the
effectiveness of the US work-based welfare system in ensuring the economic security of economically
vulnerable families and contribute to the policy discussions on unconditional basic income and
President Biden’s American Families Plan.

Keywords: family benefit package; Great Recession; single mothers in poverty; group-based trajec-
tory modeling; UpSet plots

As the COVID-19 pandemic sends the global economy into another recession, govern-
ments and policymakers have proposed urgent policy responses to ensure the economic
and health well-being of affected families and recovery plans when the public health crisis
eases. This article contributes to the current conversation about policy responses to support
economically disadvantaged working families to recover from the COVID-19 pandemic by
examining the role of the US social welfare system in supporting low-income single-mother
families and discussing the lessons of the last global economic recession.

The US welfare system is distinct from those in other industrialized counties in its
exceptionally fragmented programs and stratified benefits that target various sociodemo-
graphic groups, such as single mothers, unemployed workers, seniors, and people with
disabilities (Meyers and Gornick 2009). Economic deregulation that accelerated in the
1980s has led to increasing income inequity, and the privatization of welfare services has
weakened many public goods and services and excluded poor individuals and families
from accessing the social safety net (Fortin and Lemieux 1997; Lee 2008). Ronald Rea-
gan’s administration laid the groundwork for the welfare reform legislation passed by Bill
Clinton in 1996, ascribing deficit spending by the federal government to poor Americans’
laziness or free-riding on welfare benefits (Seccombe 1999). Reagan created a political
identity, the “welfare queen”, arguing that unconditional support from the government
amounted to “reverse discrimination” by income (Hancock 2003). In this, he referenced
racist stereotypes of Black people as lazy and irresponsible (Seccombe 1999). The welfare
reform law of 1996 included a turn toward for community-oriented, faith-based initiatives,
which resulted in increased involvement of religious social service agencies for anti-poverty
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services, increasing the social safety net system’s fragmentation (Gilman 2006; Queen 2017).
Welfare reform also dismantled the need-based system in favor of a “work-based” system
in which work has become a condition for public cash benefits for working-aged adults
(Danziger et al. 2016; Hardy et al. 2018). Policy discourses underlying welfare reform were
racialized stereotypes of lazy, unmarried African American mothers who depended on
welfare and who should be forced to participate in the labor force to achieve self-sufficiency
(Seefeldt 2017).

A work-based system particularly disadvantages low-income single mothers, who
often hold low-wage, unstable jobs and shoulder both wage earning and caregiving re-
sponsibilities in their families. The erosion of public cash benefits since welfare reform
has attracted scholarly attention to the “economic disconnection”—from both the welfare
and labor market systems—of single-mother families and the negative impacts on children
(Cancian et al. 2014; Hetling et al. 2015; Kwon and Meyer 2011; Seefeldt and Horowski
2012; Slack et al. 2014). A work-based system imperils single mothers in economic hardship
in periods when work is scarce, such as the recent Great Recession (GR, 2007–2009), during
which single mothers had higher unemployment rates than married mothers and childless
women (Mattingly et al. 2011). Although several social welfare programs temporarily
expanded eligibility or benefits under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 (ARRA 2009) to assist families affected by the economic downturn (Chang 2015;
Chang and Romich 2021), children from single-parent families still experienced a larger
increase in the poverty rate than children from married-couple families (Bitler et al. 2017).

While US social policy scholars have studied social welfare programs for working-
age families by analyzing aggregate annual policy performance (e.g., changes in welfare
expenditure; the effects of poverty reduction) over macroeconomic cycles (Bitler and
Hoynes 2016; Bitler et al. 2017; Moffitt 2013), much less is known about how low-income
single-mother families bundled different benefits to sustain themselves month to month
during the GR and its recovery period (Seefeldt and Sandstrom 2015; Waring and Meyer
2020). Adopting a family benefit package perspective, this article focuses on low-income
single-mother families’ experience of seven major public cash and in-kind benefits that
support monthly family economic resources. We used a nationally representative panel
sample from the 2008 Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) and an innovative
analytic approach involving family benefit package plots, group-based trajectory modeling
(GBTM), and (multinomial) logistic regression modeling to unpack the relationship between
multiple program participation and dynamic employment status over a five-year study
period. The results reveal that family benefit packages varied considerably by employment
status, but mothers were more likely to use in-kind basic-needs packages than other
packages that bundle a cash benefit or a childcare subsidy. This finding is inconsistent with
the theoretical assumption that cash benefits serve as primary resources in a family benefit
package to effectively improve family economic security, particularly when mothers’ work
capacity or employment opportunities are limited. The results shed light on the limitations
of the US work-based welfare system and on the importance of a comprehensive family
benefit package including the monthly basic income support.

1. Literature Review
1.1. Components of Monthly Family Benefit Packages for Economically Disadvantaged Families in
the US

Public social welfare programs that support family monthly expenses in the US
typically include contribution-based social insurance and means-tested social assistance
programs that provide cash or in-kind transfers to economically disadvantaged families
who have difficulty meeting basic needs due to low income or job loss (Chang 2015). Social
insurance is tied to past work in the formal labor market and financed in part by payroll
tax contributions. Social assistance is means-tested (applicants’ family income and assets
must be below a certain amount for them to be eligible) and financed through general
revenue streams. Means-tested benefits decline in value as family earnings increase. Since
welfare reform, tax credits for families with low earned income have expanded as part of
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the US work-based welfare system to “make work pay” (Meyers and Gornick 2009). Low-
income families often piece together benefits from multiple programs to make ends meet
(Seefeldt et al. 2013). Social policy scholars have described this bundling as the creation
of family benefit packages, which typically include cash benefits and in-kind goods and
services (Allard et al. 2015; Meyers 2007; Meyers et al. 2001; Seefeldt and Sandstrom 2015).
Theoretically, cash benefits are considered primary resources for low-income families
because they directly supplement insufficient earnings due to unemployment or low-
paying jobs and have high flexibility because they can be spent on different needs. In
contrast, in-kind or tax benefits are considered secondary resources that support families by
reducing expenditures on basic necessities or relieving tax burdens (Seefeldt and Horowski
2012). Using a family benefit package perspective to understand a welfare system is critical
because this perspective offers insights into how the components of cash and in-kind
benefits bundle together to safeguard economically vulnerable families from hardship. The
current study focuses on three cash benefits and four in-kind benefits, in any combination:
Unemployment Insurance (UI), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF), the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP),
Medicaid (MA), housing assistance (HA), and subsidized childcare (CC). Although these
programs represent only a subset of all US social welfare programs, they are the most
common monthly cash and in-kind assistance available to low-income working-age families.
The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and the Child Tax Credit (CTC), while significant
programs, are typically collected annually and thus may not augment family economic
resources month-to-month.

Studies on social welfare programs in the US have taken a macrolevel approach,
analyzing national trends in program participation rates for a variety of social welfare
programs (e.g., Bitler and Hoynes 2010, 2016; Moffitt 2013). These studies have indicated
that UI and SNAP provided more protection than means-tested cash benefits for working
families during the GR. Relatively little research has focused on low-income single-mother
families, despite their known economic disadvantages. For example, Eamon and Wu
(2013) used 2004 and 2008 SIPP panel data and found substantial increases in program
participation for all programs except TANF and slight increases in participation duration o
for all programs except SSI among low-income single mothers. This program-by-program
analytic approach provides an overview of the single-program participation rate and
average benefit duration but does not address the combined use of different benefits on a
monthly basis.

Because TANF (which replaced the Aid to Families with Dependent Children program,
which existed 1935–1995) has historically primarily served low-income single-mother
families, prior studies on joint or multiple program participation among single mothers
have often focused on TANF, examining how TANF receipt combines with other benefits
(Cancian et al. 2005; Cancian et al. 2014; Seefeldt et al. 2013). More recent studies on
joint/multiple program participation have made UI or SNAP the focal program; both of
these benefits expanded substantially in response to the GR (e.g., Finifter and Prell 2013;
Moffitt 2014; O’leary and Kline 2014). However, these recent studies reveal little about
how the bundling patterns of cash and in-kind benefits differ by employment status over
time, knowledge that is necessary to better understand the economic lives of low-income,
single-mother families in the US work-based welfare system.

1.2. Patterns of Post-Welfare Reform Employment Among Low-Income Single Mothers

A large body of research on employment status among low-income single mothers
has investigated the post-program employment of TANF leavers (e.g., Acs and Loprest
2004; Cancian et al. 2002; Danziger et al. 2002; Wood et al. 2008; Wu et al. 2008). These
studies have found that approximately two-thirds participated in the labor force in the first
year, but job instability was common. While this line of research answered an important
question regarding how low-income mothers fared after leaving TANF, its relevance to
contemporary policymaking is low for two reasons. First, most studies on TANF partici-
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pants were conducted during the mid-1990s to early 2000s, a booming economic period
with low unemployment rates. Concerns have been raised about the impacts of economic
downturns on employment among low-income single mothers in the post-welfare reform
era (Blank 2006). Second, given its decreasing caseload and program restrictions (e.g.,
the 60-month lifetime benefit limit and work requirements), TANF no longer serves a
significant proportion of low-income families over economic cycles (Bitler and Hoynes
2010; Moffitt 2013). Employment pattern findings based on TANF leavers can thus not be
generalized to the population of low-income single mothers in the US.

Studies on the patterns of employment among low-income single mothers over time
typically adopt one of two approaches. The first approach is to analyze the trend in the
aggregate employment rate. For example, Kim and Joo (2009) found that 31% of low-
income single mothers receiving TANF benefits were employed in 1996, 46% in 2001,
and 40% after the mild economic recession in 2004. A major limitation of this analytic
approach is that it does not capture dynamic employment status or reflect the diversified
employment trajectories among low-income single mothers. The second approach is to
analyze individual patterns of employment using longitudinal data (Achdut and Stier
2016; Johnson 2007; Wood et al. 2008; Wu et al. 2008; Wu 2011). Wu et al. (2008) and
Wu (2011) identified seven employment trajectories based on level, trend, and stability
of employment. These studies showed that 46–65% of low-income mothers experienced
a successful employment trajectory (i.e., stable employment, increasing employment, or
unstable employment with a positive ending) after welfare reform and before the GR.
However, these works defined the employment trajectory by heavily weighing the last data
point, failing to capture the gain or the loss of employment that occurred at any middle
point in time during the study period. The current study improves upon these earlier
studies by using GBTM, which factors in multiple data points equally to cluster people who
experience similar trajectories (Nagin 2005). It also analyzes the heterogeneous program
participation experience of mothers with different employment trajectories following the
GR to provide a more complete picture of low-income single-mother families’ economic
lives from a longitudinal perspective.

1.3. Monthly Family Benefit Packages and Employment Status in the US Work-Based Welfare System

The US work-based welfare system is built upon a central assumption: able-bodied
adults are responsible for their economic security through employment. Therefore, social
welfare programs are designed to help able-bodied adults quickly transit from unemploy-
ment to employment and maintain employment to achieve self-sufficiency. Based on this
assumption, family benefit packages differ by employment status because programs have
different eligibility rules related to work history and work status/employability. The three
cash benefits operate through different mechanisms to uphold the work-based system.
UI provides wage replacement to those who lose a job through no fault of their own and
requires recipients to actively seek (full-time) jobs or attend certified training. TANF is
conditioned on work-related activities (e.g., employment, training, and education, etc.) and
sanctions participants who do not have jobs or participate in federally allowed activities,
although those with very young children or a work-limiting health condition may be
exempted. SSI is conditioned on physical or mental disability status and therefore serves
people with limited employability. The four in-kind benefits support low-income working
families in two ways. First, similar to TANF, CC is available only to low-income families
with dependents who engage in work-related activities. Second, SNAP, MA, and HA
benefits, typically not conditioned on past or current work activities, address the unmet
basic needs of low-income families when their earnings are insufficient to make ends meet.

Research has analyzed the family income packages for economically vulnerable fami-
lies by conducting cluster analysis of employment status and benefit receipt from multiple
programs simultaneously at a single point in time (Slack et al. 2014; Yang et al. 2019). The
resulting typologies have shown that unemployment is associated with the receipt of multi-
ple benefits. However, these cluster analyses did not illuminate how monthly family benefit
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packages change as employment status changes. To understand the extent to which the US
work-based system effectively supports economically disadvantaged working families, one
must study the bundling patterns of monthly cash and in-kind benefits among low-income
single mothers who experience unstable employment during an economic recession and
the recovery period.

1.4. The Current Study

The aim of the current study is to (i) analyze monthly patterns of participation in
seven social welfare programs among low-income single mothers during the GR and
its aftermath, (ii) identify five-year employment trajectories among low-income single
mothers and the associated sociodemographic characteristics and patterns of program
participation, and (iii) examine how low-income single mothers who experienced unstable
employment trajectories pieced together different cash and in-kind programs when they
transited into and out of employment. For (ii) and (iii), this paper does not seek to test
the causal relationship between program participation and employment but rather to
unpack the complex relationship between different types of family benefit packages and
changing employment status over time. Based on a theoretical assumption regarding
family benefit packages that cash benefits function as primary income support for families
with low or reduced income (Seefeldt and Horowski 2012), we hypothesize that in an ideal
packaging pattern, low-income working mothers would use a family benefits package
featuring cash benefit TANF as the primary benefit, supplemented by in-kind CC or/and
basic needs benefits, and that low-income nonworking mothers would use a family benefits
package featuring cash benefit UI or SSI as the primary benefit, supplemented by in-kind
basic-needs benefits.

2. Methods
2.1. Data and Sample

We used the Census Bureau 2008 panel of the SIPP. The dataset covers mid-2008
through 2013 and includes detailed information on household economic resources and
individuals’ employment status obtained from a nationally representative sample. Our
sample (N = 870) selection criteria were as follows: single mothers aged 18–64 whose family
earned income was under 200% of the federal poverty line in the baseline (first) month,
who had at least one resident minor child in the household in the baseline month, and for
whom 60 monthly data points from Wave 1 through Wave 15 had been recorded. To reduce
potential bias due to sample attrition, we weighted all of the analyses using the five-year
longitudinal weight offered by the Census Bureau (see details in Westat and Mathematica
Policy Research 2001).

2.2. Measurements

Program participation and family benefit packages: Monthly program participation
was defined as whether a family had participated in a given program in a given month.
We created two five-year program participation variables by aggregating information
on monthly program participation: Ever program participation was defined as whether
a family had participated in a given program during the five-year study period. The
cumulative benefit duration for each program was defined as the total number of months a
family participated in a given program. Family benefit packages refer to participation in
different combinations of programs in a given month. To identify the patterns of the cash
and in-kind components of family benefit packages, in some analyses, we classified UI,
TANF, and SSI as cash benefits and SNAP, MA, and HA as in-kind basic-needs benefits
(not conditioned on work). CC stands alone as a type of in-kind, work-support benefit
(conditioned on work).

Employment status and employment trajectory: A dichotomous variable measured
participants’ monthly employment status (no/yes). We then used the time-varying employ-
ment status from month 1 to month 60 to classify our sample into five distinct employment
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trajectories using GBTM: stable employment, stable nonemployment, decreasing employ-
ment, slow employment recovery, and fast employment recovery (see detailed information
in the analytic procedures section).

Sociodemographic characteristics: We measured the self-sufficiency level by calcu-
lating the family earned income-to-poverty level (IPL, in percent). Self-sufficiency was
defined by an IPL equal to or above 200%. Other sociodemographic characteristics were
age, high school diploma (yes/no), race/ethnicity (White, African American, Hispanic,
Asian), work-related disability (yes/no), number of other adults in the family, number of
children, age of the youngest child, homeownership (yes/no), metro area (urban/rural),
marital status (married, never married, separated/divorced/widowed), and citizenship
(yes/no). All these variables were time-varying (by month).

2.3. Analytic Procedures

To address the first aim of analyzing the patterns of program participation, we first
used weighted statistics to describe the ever program participation rate and the average
cumulative benefit duration for the seven programs. Further zooming in on monthly
patterns in family benefit packages, we used UpSet, a set visualization tool, to analyze
the frequency and the intersection of participation in different programs. The UpSet ana-
lytic tool overcomes the challenge of analyzing the co-occurrence between multiple sets
(here, programs) because when considering n sets, there are 2n possible intersections (here,
program combinations; Lex et al. 2014). With seven programs, there were 128 possible
program combinations, calculated by 28 (including no benefit receipt). We used the Com-
plexUpset package in R, a package creating complex overlap visualizations for the UpSet
plots (Krassowski 2020), to generate family benefit package plots. One major strength of a
family benefit package plot is its capacity to display the complex intersection of multiple
benefit programs as well as the distribution of different family benefit packages and their
corresponding distributions of socioeconomic characteristics. We plot observed family
benefit packages and their corresponding distribution of employment status and economic
security status to explore the relationships between different components of the family
benefit packages used by low-income single-mother families.

To address the second aim of analyzing five-year employment trajectories among low-
income single mothers and the associated sociodemographic characteristics and patterns
of family benefit packages, we first used GBTM to identify distinct patterns in monthly
employment status across 60 consecutive months among the sample mothers. We per-
formed GBTM using the Traj program for Stata 16 and then assessed the model fit by
both objective and subjective criteria, following Nagin (2005). We determined the final
five-group solution based on several criteria: the values of the Bayesian information cri-
terion (BIC), the significance of the polynomial change terms, the estimated population
size of each trajectory group (>10%), the average posterior probability for each group
(>70%), and a comparison with findings from prior research on employment trajectories.
See Supplementary Material A for details on our decision-making process. We used the
group membership estimated via the GBTM and multinomial regression analysis to test
the associated sociodemographic characteristics for trajectory group membership. We
then used descriptive statistics and family benefit package plots to summarize program
participation experience by trajectory group.

Finally, to address the third aim of analyzing how low-income single mothers who
experienced unstable employment trajectories pieced together different cash and in-kind
programs when they transited into and out of employment, we ran a set of logistic regres-
sion models to test whether the seven types of program participation and their different
combinations of cash and in-kind benefit packages differed by monthly employment status,
controlling for IPL and other sociodemographic characteristics. We hypothesize that (1) an
out-of-work status is associated with a higher probability of receiving a cash benefit and a
benefit package including a cash component because cash benefits theoretically function as
primary support; (2) an in-work status is associated with a higher probability of receiving
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CC and a benefit package including CC because employed single mothers need childcare to
attend to their work responsibilities, and a CC benefit is strongly tied to employment status.

3. Results
3.1. Patterns of Program Participation and Monthly Family Benefit Packages

This section presents descriptive statistics on program participation and aggregate
monthly family benefit package plots based on 52,200 monthly observations over the
five-year study period. Overall, the ever participation rates and the average cumulative
benefit duration of the three means-tested basic-needs programs (SNAP, MA, and HA)
were higher than those of the three cash programs (UI, SSI, and TANF) and CC. Notably,
although TANF and CC primarily served low-income single-mother families with children,
less than one-fifth of the sample had ever participated in TANF or CC. On average, sample
mothers received only 1.42 benefits monthly (Table 1).

Table 1. Patterns of Program Participation for the Seven Benefit Programs.

All (N = 870,
Obs. = 52,200)

Stable
Employment

(N = 384,
Obs. = 23,040)

Stable Nonem-
ployment
(N = 174,

Obs. = 10,440)

Slow
Employment

Recovery
(N = 116,

Obs. = 6960)

Decreasing
Employment

(N = 101,
Obs.= 6060)

Fast
Employment

Recovery
(N = 95,

Obs. = 5700)

Ever
participation

rate
UI 22% 12% 3% 38% 51% 39%

SSI 23% 10% 58% 34% 17% 13%
TANF 19% 7% 40% 32% 11% 27%
SNAP 70% 51% 86% 91% 77% 81%

MA 68% 48% 88% 91% 73% 83%
HA 34% 19% 49% 52% 38% 43%
CC 18% 15% 9% 24% 19% 35%

Average
cumulative

benefit
duration
(month)

UI 16.05 9.26 6.91 26.99 14.51 14.59

SSI 31.8 18.3 43.58 24.88 17.26 32.08
TANF 25.4 20.84 34.69 21.46 17.46 18.26
SNAP 41.87 33.58 50.72 47.6 32.17 50.48

MA 32.53 25.36 46.3 32.51 24.59 34.2
HA 40.02 38.53 48.6 36.34 35.59 37.53
CC 25.58 29.68 18.19 23.67 23.99 24.51

Program count Avg. 1.42 0.76 2.48 2.05 1.22 1.81
Distribution of
program count 0 39% 59% 16% 18% 41% 22%

1 19% 19% 13% 19% 22% 21%
2 17% 13% 16% 25% 18% 26%
3 15% 7% 27% 22% 14% 20%
4 8% 2% 20% 12% 4% 10%
5 3% 1% 8% 4% 1% 2%
6 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%

The most
frequent
packages

1st SNAP SNAP SSI-SNAP-MA SNAP SNAP SNAP

2nd SNAP-MA SNAP-MA SSI-SNAP-MA-
HA SNAP-MA SNAP-MA SNAP-MA

3rd SNAP-MA-
HA MA SNAP SNAP-MA-

HA SNAP-HA SNAP-MA-
HA

Notes. 1. The average cumulative benefit duration was calculated among mothers who had ever received a given benefit during the
five-year study period. 2. The most frequent benefit packages were analyzed for monthly observations in which single-mother families
received at least one benefit out of the seven programs. See the Supplementary Material B for all observed packages.

Figure 1 presents the patterns of monthly family benefit packages with their corre-
sponding distributions across the three economic statuses (i.e., nonemployed; employed,
not self-sufficient; employed, self-sufficient) at the top. The sidebar graph on the left shows
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the frequency of participation in each program among the 52,200 monthly observations.
The main bar graph and the matrix of program intersections (depicted as lines connecting
circles) show the frequencies and their distributions of the 87 most frequent program inter-
sections, which represent 95% of the total observations. Three bundling patterns deserve
attention. First, approximately 40% of the monthly observations involved no benefit receipt
from the seven programs, and among these off-benefit observations, only 25% reflected
an economically secure status (employed and self-sufficient). The majority (75%) were
associated with a working-poor status (employed but not self-sufficient), and approxi-
mately 20% were associated with a “disconnected” status (nonemployed and no benefits).
Second, the five most common family benefit packages were different combinations of the
three means-tested in-kind basic needs programs (SNAP, MA, and HA), totaling 30% of
the monthly observations. (We refer to these different bundling patterns collectively as
“basic-needs packages” hereafter). Finally, sample mothers used cash benefits and their
combinations less frequently and often bundled them with the basic-needs packages.
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Figure 1. Patterns of Monthly Family Benefit Packages. Notes. 1. The descriptive statistics are based on 52,220 monthly
observations. 2. Due to space limitation, 63 combinations of less than 1% of the observations (totaling 5%) are not shown in
the figure (available upon request). 3. The circles in the matrix indicate programs that are part of the family benefit packages.

The variation in the aggregate distribution of employment status by family benefit
package suggests that the family benefit packages differ by employment status over time.
That is, low-income single mothers with different employment trajectories might have
pieced different benefits together during the GR and its four-year aftermath. In the next
section, we explore the diverse employment trajectories among the sample mothers and
the associated sociodemographic characteristics and program participation patterns.

3.2. Employment Trajectories, Associated Sociodemographic Characteristics, and Program
Participation Patterns

While the overall monthly employment rate showed a decreasing trend (from the
lowest level of 67.2% in mid-year 1 to the lowest level of 60.6% in mid-year 5), individual
employment trajectories varied significantly among sample mothers. The GBTM results
indicated five distinct employment trajectory groups among low-income single mothers:
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stable employment, stable nonemployment, decreasing employment, slow employment
recovery, and fast employment recovery. Figure 2 presents the five resulting trajectory
groups in terms of the predicted probability of employment over time. We separately
summarize each employment trajectory, its associated characteristics, and the descriptive
program participation patterns, ordered by each group’s estimated proportion in the study
population (from large to small).
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Figure 2. Five Employment Trajectory Groups. Notes. 1. The solid lines represent the predicted
probability of employment status over time for the five employment trajectory groups; the dashed
lines represent the 95% confidence intervals of the predicted probabilities. 2. The x-axis represents
time in months during the five-year study period from mid-2008 to mid-2013, and the y-axis represents
the predicted probability of employment.

First, the nearly flat trajectory running across the top represents the stable employment
group (approximately 44% of the study population), with a probability of employment of
nearly 1 over time. The multinomial regression model results indicated that holding a high
school diploma, not having a work-limiting disability, owning a home, and having a higher
IPL in the baseline month significantly predicted a mother’s membership in the stable
employment trajectory group (Table 2). With multiple relatively advantaged sociodemo-
graphic characteristics, mothers following a stable employment trajectory had the lowest
ever participation rates for five of the seven programs, but 51% of them still participated
in SNAP and 45% participated in MA. On average, mothers in this group participated in
0.8 programs monthly. While their high IPL and stable employment suggested a need for
childcare subsidies, only 15% of mothers in this group had ever received CC during the
five-year study period (Table 1).

Second, the flat trajectory across the bottom of Figure 1 represents the stable nonem-
ployment group (approximately 20% of the study population), with a probability of employ-
ment near zero throughout the five-year period. The multinomial regression model results
showed that a work-limiting disability, an older age, and a lower IPL in the baseline month
were significantly associated with stable nonemployment group membership (Table 2).
Mothers in this group had the highest ever program participation rates for two means-
tested cash benefit programs (SSI and TANF) among the five trajectory groups (Table 1).
On average, they participated in 2.5 programs monthly. The cash-plus-basic-needs benefit
packages were common but not sustainable over time: in approximately 17% of monthly
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observations (i.e., 10.2 months in five years) there was no support, suggesting a problem of
“disconnectedness” among this most economically marginalized group (Table 1).

Table 2. Average Marginal Effects of Baseline Sociodemographic Characteristics on the Probabilities of Group Membership
(N = 870).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Stable
Employment

Stable
Nonemployment

Slow
Employment

Recovery

Decreasing
Employment

Fast Employment
Recovery

Income-to-poverty
level 0.002 *** −0.002 *** 0.000 0.001 *** −0.000

Race-Black 0.015 −0.032 0.009 0.031 −0.023
Race-Hispanic 0.089 −0.003 −0.044 0.013 −0.054
Race-Others −0.004 −0.007 0.047 −0.063 0.026
High school

diploma 0.135 ** −0.032 −0.113 ** −0.027 0.037

Work-limiting
disability −0.315 *** 0.299 *** 0.020 −0.017 0.013

Age −0.001 0.005 *** −0.001 −0.000 −0.003
# of children 0.011 −0.001 0.009 −0.025 0.006
Age of the

youngest child 0.013 ** −0.005 −0.001 −0.004 −0.003

Marital status-
Wid/div/sep 0.043 −0.027 0.008 −0.027 0.004

Other adults −0.048 0.030 −0.035 0.038 0.014
Citizenship status −0.079 0.018 0.070 * 0.051 −0.060
Homeownership 0.178 *** −0.017 −0.049 −0.049 −0.063 **

Metro Area −0.012 0.013 −0.035 0.027 0.005
State

unemployment
rate

−0.032 −0.000 0.031 −0.001 0.003

Notes. 1. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 2. The reference racial group is White; the reference marital status is never married.

The third group followed a slow employment recovery trajectory (approximately
13% of the study population), showing a moderate probability of employment of 0.6
that decreased to 0.15 and then increased thereafter to 0.4 (Figure 2). The employment
prospects of the mothers in this group were low and sensitive to economic recession, with
a slow employment recovery. The results from the multinomial regression model showed
that not having a high school diploma in the baseline month significantly predicted slow
employment recovery group membership (Table 2). The ever program participation rates
in the three basic needs programs for this group were the highest among the five groups.
Notably, the similar ever recipiency rates (approximately 35%) and average cumulative
benefit durations for the three cash benefits (UI, SSI and TANF) suggested that these
programs might play equivalent roles in family benefit packages for this group (Table 1).

The fourth group showed decreasing employment (approximately 12% of the study
population), with the estimated probability of employment decreasing from 0.9 to 0.2
(Figure 2). Mothers in this group typically experienced job losses and did not return to em-
ployment by the end of 2013. The results from the multinomial regression model showed
that only a higher IPL in the baseline month was associated with decreasing employment
group membership, suggesting that mothers in this group generally represented the aver-
age sociodemographic characteristics of the sample (Table 2). The mothers in this group
had the highest UI participation rate (51%), with an average cumulative benefit duration of
14.5 months. Notably, the cumulative benefit duration for the other six programs was the
lowest among the five groups, suggesting that mothers in this group used social benefits
temporarily to sustain their families (Table 1).
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In contrast to the third group, a fifth group, constituting approximately 11% of the
population, showed a fast employment recovery trajectory, beginning with a moderate
probability of employment of 0.6 that decreased to a level lower than 0.4 in the first year
and then increased thereafter to nearly 1 in the final year. The majority in this group
experienced job instability during the GR, but regained stable employment during the
post-recessionary period. The results from the multinomial regression model showed that
not owning a home in the baseline month were associated with fast employment recovery
group membership (Table 2). Program participation statistics show that these mothers
stood out for having the highest ever participation rate in CC (35%) among the five groups,
with an average cumulative benefit duration of 24.51 months. However, on average, they
participated in only 1.8 programs monthly (Table 1).

In sum, our analysis showed that program participation and family income packages
varied significantly among mothers following different employment trajectories and with
different sociodemographic characteristics. However, approximately 82% of our study sam-
ple remained under 200% IPL at the end of the study period, suggesting that the majority
of low-income single-mother families were struggling to achieve self-sufficiency. Given
that family benefit packages are sensitive to changing work status in a work-based welfare
system, it is necessary to understand how different family benefit packages support moth-
ers experiencing employment instability. Monthly observations from mothers experiencing
three unstable employment trajectories (decreasing employment, fast employment recov-
ery, and slow employment recovery) provided rich information for comparing in-work
and out-of-work monthly family benefit packages by controlling for other time-varying
sociodemographic characteristics. We restrict our analysis to this subpopulation in the
next section.

3.3. In-Work and Out-of-Work Monthly Family Benefit Packages Used by Mothers with Unstable
Employment Trajectories

Table 3 presents the results from a set of logistic regression models that tested the asso-
ciation between monthly employment status and different types of program participation
and bundling1 for mothers with unstable employment trajectories. Figure 3a shows the
predicted probabilities of possible combinations of three types of benefits (i.e., cash, basic
needs, and childcare) by employment status, and Figure 3b shows the predicted probabili-
ties for participation in each of the seven programs by employment status, holding IPL,
and other sociodemographic characteristics constant.

When mothers transited from an out-of-work status to an in-work status, the probabil-
ity of receiving a basic-needs-only (BNOnly) package significantly increased from 0.32 to
0.48, and that of receiving a CC-plus-basic-needs (CCBN) package significantly increased
from 0.04 to 0.08 (Figure 3a). These patterns suggest that although CC is crucial for mothers’
transit from unemployment to employment, family benefit packages including a CC were
rarely used by mothers who experienced unstable employment trajectories.

When mothers transited from an in-work status to an out-of-work status, their proba-
bility of receiving a cash-plus-basic-needs (CashBN) package increased significantly, from
0.13 to 0.27, and their probability of receiving a cash-only package (CashOnly) increased
from 0.01 to 0.05 (Figure 3a). UI largely drove these patterns. As Figure 3b shows, when
mothers transitioned from an in-work status to an out-of-work status, the probability of
UI participation significantly increased by 0.2, while the probability of TANF and SSI
participation did not significantly change, suggesting that UI played a more important role
than other cash benefit programs in stabilizing family income. However, we also found that
the probability of no program participation was 0.27 among the out-of-work observations.
This probability highlighted that low-income single mothers faced a substantial risk of
being disconnected in the US welfare system.
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Table 3. Results of the Logistic Regression Models.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

Monthly Benefit Packages Monthly Single Program Participation

None CashOnly BNOnly CCOnly CashBN CCBN CashBNCC UI SSI TANF FS MA HA CC
Monthly employment status 0.96 0.18 *** 2.19 *** 4.69 0.36 *** 2.80 *** 1.22 0.12 *** 0.84 0.97 1.19 0.93 1.38 1.94 **

(0.17) (0.06) (0.34) (3.97) (0.08) (0.81) (0.48) (0.03) (0.17) (0.22) (0.21) (0.12) (0.23) (0.40)
Income-to-poverty level 1.01 *** 1.00 0.99 *** 1.01 ** 1.00 ** 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 *** 0.99 *** 0.99 *** 0.99 ** 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Fast employment recovery 0.75 1.05 1.29 2.26 0.82 1.48 1.28 0.98 0.71 1.07 1.30 1.33 1.11 1.40

(0.23) (0.65) (0.33) (2.65) (0.23) (0.77) (0.73) (0.33) (0.35) (0.39) (0.39) (0.33) (0.39) (0.59)
Decreasing employment 1.69 * 1.12 0.93 1.86 0.84 0.72 0.64 1.54 0.56 0.49 0.45 ** 0.84 0.83 0.76

(0.43) (0.68) (0.22) (1.77) (0.22) (0.45) (0.44) (0.49) (0.23) (0.26) (0.11) (0.21) (0.29) (0.39)
Race-Black 0.41 ** 3.66 * 1.14 1.40 1.00 1.02 2.22 1.24 1.13 1.65 1.84 * 0.64 5.87 *** 1.54

(0.13) (2.35) (0.30) (1.64) (0.31) (0.46) (1.53) (0.50) (0.59) (0.68) (0.51) (0.16) (2.08) (0.70)
Race-Hispanic 0.61 2.69 0.81 1.07 1.55 0.46 5.48 * 1.92 1.35 2.58 2.01 * 0.96 3.95 ** 1.61

(0.20) (1.53) (0.23) (0.81) (0.55) (0.36) (4.71) (0.78) (0.92) (1.29) (0.69) (0.31) (1.87) (1.01)
Race-Others 0.83 2.73 0.30 ** 2.82 2.22 2.03 3.51 3.09 * 0.56 8.15 ** 0.68 1.04 4.00 ** 2.69

(0.38) (1.85) (0.11) (2.85) (1.14) (1.03) (3.48) (1.50) (0.55) (6.12) (0.34) (0.57) (1.95) (1.44)
Work-related disability 0.33 ** 0.29 * 1.18 0.28 1.67 * 0.71 0.71 0.40 ** 2.63 ** 2.75 ** 2.30 ** 2.56 *** 2.18 * 0.70

(0.12) (0.16) (0.32) (0.32) (0.42) (0.42) (0.33) (0.13) (0.98) (0.87) (0.68) (0.64) (0.74) (0.28)
High school diploma 1.86 * 1.09 0.69 0.88 0.97 1.72 0.92 1.22 0.49 3.67 ** 0.57 * 1.18 1.13 1.33

(0.51) (0.58) (0.15) (0.57) (0.27) (0.95) (0.44) (0.40) (0.18) (1.57) (0.15) (0.32) (0.39) (0.58)
Age 1.00 1.01 0.99 0.82 * 1.02 1.00 0.98 1.02 1.02 1.00 0.99 1.01 1.03 0.97

(0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.08) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
# of children 0.75 * 0.83 0.93 0.96 1.13 1.40 1.40 * 0.95 1.36 ** 1.29 * 1.36 ** 1.28 ** 1.13 1.45 **

(0.09) (0.23) (0.08) (0.26) (0.10) (0.27) (0.19) (0.11) (0.14) (0.16) (0.14) (0.10) (0.12) (0.18)
Age of the youngest child 1.04 1.00 0.98 1.01 1.02 0.90 ** 0.92 1.03 1.01 0.98 0.97 0.96 1.00 0.93

(0.03) (0.06) (0.02) (0.10) (0.03) (0.04) (0.06) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04)
Marital Status-Wid/div/sep 0.80 0.54 1.11 5.79 1.68 0.32 0.42 1.18 0.71 2.43 1.60 1.40 1.33 0.65

(0.35) (0.39) (0.40) (5.91) (0.90) (0.25) (0.23) (0.73) (0.46) (1.58) (0.69) (0.50) (0.71) (0.30)
Marital Status-Non-married 0.62 0.07 ** 1.15 0.32 1.73 2.02 0.77 0.96 0.66 2.27 2.81 * 1.93 * 3.30 * 1.25

(0.27) (0.06) (0.41) (0.29) (0.90) (1.29) (0.44) (0.59) (0.36) (1.59) (1.22) (0.64) (1.72) (0.60)
# of other adults 0.90 0.76 1.21 0.45 1.15 0.36 *** 0.55 0.88 0.95 1.43 * 1.34 * 1.05 1.06 0.40 ***

(0.12) (0.21) (0.13) (0.23) (0.15) (0.11) (0.19) (0.14) (0.18) (0.24) (0.19) (0.13) (0.15) (0.11)
Citizenship status 0.30 ** 2.05 0.88 0.30 1.88 1.00 1.00 3.32 * 9.71 ** 0.53 4.40 *** 2.29 * 1.72 4.96

(0.13) (1.57) (0.29) (0.21) (0.97) (.) (.) (1.59) (8.24) (0.30) (1.92) (0.83) (1.01) (5.41)
Homeownership 4.37 *** 3.70 ** 0.45 *** 2.83 0.26 *** 0.83 0.87 0.66 0.33 0.38 * 0.23 *** 0.27 *** – 1.15

(1.15) (1.53) (0.11) (1.95) (0.08) (0.40) (0.65) (0.21) (0.21) (0.19) (0.06) (0.07) – (0.51)
Metro area 1.41 2.61 0.59 * 5.11 1.45 0.51 0.86 1.15 1.64 1.72 0.55 * 1.26 0.78 0.79

(0.44) (1.44) (0.14) (5.41) (0.45) (0.25) (0.53) (0.37) (0.89) (0.75) (0.15) (0.30) (0.29) (0.34)
State unemployment rate 0.91 1.01 0.97 1.06 1.15 ** 0.93 1.17 1.25 *** 1.05 1.07 1.04 1.12 * 1.00 1.04

(0.04) (0.10) (0.04) (0.13) (0.06) (0.06) (0.11) (0.07) (0.09) (0.09) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)

Notes. 1. Standard errors in parentheses. 2. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 3. The reference employment trajectory is slow employment recovery; the reference racial group is White; the reference marital
status is married. 4. Monthly benefit packages consider all possible combinations of cash, basic needs, and childcare benefits.
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4. Discussion

This research addresses a significant gap in the social welfare literature by analyzing
patterns of family benefit packages and employment status over time among low-income
single-mother families in the US work-based system. Advancing prior research on family
benefit packages and multiple program participation, we are the first to apply UpSet plots,
a novel set and intersection visualization tool, to reveal the patterns of monthly family
benefit packages. Our analysis shows that the most common packages bundle in-kind
basic-needs benefits that address food, health, and housing needs. These programs’ lack
of conditionality on work and shared administration processes could explain the more
sustainable support received from these basic needs programs than from cash or childcare
programs (Allard et al. 2015). Our results show that cash programs often supplemented in-
kind benefit packages in the US system, which is inconsistent with theoretical perspectives
on family benefit packages that cash benefits function as primary resources (Seefeldt and
Horowski 2012). In particular, the TANF program, which was designed to provide work
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support to low-income mothers with children, played a very limited role in the US work-
based welfare system during the GR (Chang 2015; Chang and Romich 2021; Seefeldt 2017).

The successful rhetoric of welfare reform (in terms of reduced welfare caseload and
increased work participation among low-income single mothers) was questionable during
the GR and its aftermath due to mass unemployment and underemployment. Our GBTM
of the five-year employment patterns and the follow-up analysis provide new insights
into the heterogeneous employment trajectories and program participation experiences
of low-income single mothers. First, we found that only approximately 43% of the study
population maintained stable employment following the GR. Mothers with a stable employ-
ment trajectory tended to have relatively advantaged sociodemographic characteristics and
used only 1–2 in-kind benefits. The increasing average IPL (from 122% in month 1 to 213%
in month 60) suggested that constant basic-needs or childcare benefits, in combination
with earnings from steady employment, could be a pathway to transition into a secure eco-
nomic status. Second, mothers following a stable nonemployment trajectory (18%) tended
to have multiple barriers to employment (e.g., old age, a low education level, disability,
and a young child), and they often used benefit packages that combined basic-needs and
disability cash benefits (SSI). However, our analysis highlights that approximately 16% of
monthly observations (i.e., an average of 9.6 months in five years) showed no earnings or
benefits for this economically marginalized group. Studies have indicated that many US
families without cash income take on debt to sustain their economic lives (Seefeldt 2017).
Disconnection from both the welfare and labor market systems often correlates with intense
poverty and lower child well-being (Cancian et al. 2014; Kwon and Meyer 2011; Slack et al.
2014). Finally, the GBTM findings revealed that a substantial proportion (approximately
40%) of low-income single mothers experienced unstable employment following the GR.
Our subgroup analysis showed that a low education level was associated with a low and
unstable probability of employment for mothers following the slow employment recovery
trajectory. This finding suggests that providing education opportunities alongside social
benefit packages may help those without a high school diploma advance their employment
prospects and earnings.

This research also clarifies the previously obscure relationship between different
family benefit packages and changes in employment status in the US work-based welfare
system. Our logistic regression analysis suggested that strengthening UI benefits and
childcare subsidies in addition to basic-needs benefits is crucial to stabilize economic
resources for low-income single mothers who experience unstable employment trajectories.
However, the high probability of no program participation among the out-of-work monthly
observations indicated that the low-income single mothers did not consistently rely on
the seven key welfare programs but instead faced a high risk of being disconnected from
both the welfare system and the labor market. Our findings are particularly relevant to
the pandemic recession. We anticipate that the proportion of low-income single mothers
who cannot maintain stable employment during this time and in the recovery period
will be considerably larger than the 60% estimated based on the data from the GR. The
business and school shutdown particularly disadvantages low-income single mothers, who
are facing double burdens from their responsibilities as breadwinners and caregivers in
their families.

We discuss a few limitations of our analysis and suggest directions for future research
on family benefit packages to advance the economic well-being of low-income working
families. First, our family benefit plots identified the most frequent programs and their
combinations by employment pattern over a five-year period (a full set of family benefit
package plots by trajectory group is available online, see supplementary material B).
However, our analysis cannot identify the sequence of the benefits that low-income single-
mother families use. For example, when a mother lost her job, did she use UI benefits before,
after, or concurrently with the in-kind benefit package? With an understanding of the most
relevant benefit packages for different employment trajectory groups, future research can
conduct sequence analysis to address this question. The findings can inform practitioners
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regarding how to coordinate the most relevant resources and assist families in navigating
the complex social welfare system to build customized family benefit packages. Second,
although we used longitudinal data to explore the relationship between family benefit
packages and employment status over time, we cannot claim a causal relationship between
program participation and employment outcomes. Some labor economists and conservative
policymakers have raised concerns about the strong work disincentive effect created by the
high hypothetical marginal tax rate of multiple-benefit receipt (Kosar and Moffitt 2017;
Mulligan 2012). Our findings indicated that the average program count considering the
seven focal programs was only 1.42, suggesting that mothers did not take advantage of
all benefit programs, as studies on the marginal tax rate assume. Instead, our findings
confirmed that packaging UI- or CC-plus-basic needs benefits is important for families to
maintain economic well-being when transitioning into and out of employment. Future
research can contribute to policy debates by examining the causal relationship between
different benefit packages and long-term employment outcomes via causal modeling.

5. Conclusions

A historical underinvestment in public social programs hinders the progress toward
ensuring the economic well-being of vulnerable working families with children in the
United States. Cross-country comparison research involving 17-high-income countries has
shown that single parent families in the US are worst off that they have the highest rate of
low-wage employment, the highest post-transfer poverty rate, and a later age for public
early childhood education; it is also the only one of the studied countries that lacks entitled
paid parental leave and a child allowance program (Casey and Maldonado 2012). Whereas
the average country in the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
invested 2.6% of its gross domestic product (GDP) in all types of child benefits (of which
almost half consisted of cash transfers), the United States spent less than 1.2% of its GDP
on all child benefits in 2009 (Cho 2017). Yet, that year was a historic high, reflecting the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA 2009), which expanded several
social benefit programs in response to the increasing economic hardship of the GR (Chang
2015; Chang and Romich 2021).

This research presents a nuanced picture of monthly family benefit package patterns
and employment trajectories among low-income single mothers during and after the
GR. Our findings provide insights into benefit packages that help low-income working
families stabilize their economic well-being and facilitate a discussion on the elements
of the recently released American Families Plan (AFP) of 2021 proposed by President
Joseph Biden’s administration. If it passes, the AFP will provide comprehensive social
benefits to working families by investing in income support programs, education, childcare,
health care, and paid family and medical leave (White House 2021). Several policy reform
directions align well with our key findings and arguments.

Based on our longitudinal empirical findings, we argue that a robust family benefit
package that can help working families supplement income loss due to job separation
or unstable, low-wage jobs should include cash income as a primary benefit. The pre-
pandemic US work-based welfare system failed to provide effective and adequate support
when people need cash during economic downturns. To strengthen the US work-based
welfare system, UI should function as the first line of cash benefits for unemployed workers.
However, pre-pandemic eligibility rules disqualified those without a steady employment
history or who earned very low wages in recent quarters. Low-income single moth-
ers often underutilize UI due to perceived ineligibility or nonmonetary requirements
(e.g., leaving jobs for family reasons; Chang 2020). Reforming the eligibility rules to im-
prove accessibility for low-wage workers would benefit low-income single-mother families
(Rangarajan and Razafindrakoto 2004). The pandemic legislation Coronavirus Aid, Relief,
and Economic Security Act of 2020 (CARES Act 2020) created two temporary programs
to broaden unemployment benefit coverage—the Pandemic Emergency Unemployment
Compensation and the Pandemic Unemployment Assistance—which were extended by
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the March 2021 American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA 2021) through September 2021. The
follow-up AFP will enhance theses earlier efforts on UI system modernization, equi-
table access, and adequate benefit by making permanent UI reforms, if it passes into law
(White House 2021).

Childcare support and education are another two key components for strengthening
the US work-based welfare system. The allocations of more federal funding to accessible
and adequate childcare subsidies, early childhood education, and postsecondary education
are essential for the study population. The AFP would improve the employment prospects
and the economic well-being of low-income single mother families by expanding subsi-
dies for affordable, high quality childcare and preschool, providing tuition-free two-year
community college, and making colleges affordable for students from low-income families
(White House 2021).

Our findings challenge several pre-pandemic welfare reform proposals under Donald
Trump’s Administration that would have tightened access to means-tested basic-needs
programs (i.e., SNAP, MA, and HA) through more stringent work requirements and time
limits. These proposed reforms would further weaken the US welfare system (Pavetti 2018).
We anticipate that the burdens of meeting stricter work requirements and recertifying
eligibility would make the in-kind benefits less relevant to low-income families, as our
evidence on low TANF participation suggests.

In light of the current economic crisis triggered by the pandemic, our US-based
research contributes to the policy debate on a new social welfare scheme that emphasizes
an unconditional, guaranteed monthly income benefit (Patel and Kariel 2021). However,
the concerns about an untargeted benefit for those most in need, high benefit cost, and
potential impact on reduced labor supply make this new welfare scheme less favorable
for scaling up to a federal program than other in-work tax benefits (such as the EITC and
the CTC) in the US political environment (Hoynes and Rothstein 2019). The 2021 ARPA
expanded these tax benefits, and the AFP would extend those expansion. The reformed
CTC payment method, changing from annual payments to monthly payments, would
increase monthly income resources available for working families with children.

The AFP’s proposal for a permanent, entitled paid family and medical leave program
to help working families to reconcile their work and caregiving responsibilities would
respond to a clear need. Without such a component in family benefit packages, the new
demands of home care/schooling imposed by the pandemic or similar crises in the future
will make it harder if not impossible for low-income single mothers to maintain their
economic well-being and recover from the recession.
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Notes
1 For example, we used the terms cash-plus-basic-needs package (a bundling pattern of any combination of UI, SSI, or TANF plus

any combination of SNAP, MA, or HA) and CC-plus-basic-needs package (a bundling pattern of CC and any combination of SNAP,
MA, or HA). We did not include the negligible cash-plus-CC package (almost no observations) due to model nonconvergence.
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