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Abstract

Considering the intersection in program design generosity between state-sponsored
Paid Family Leave (PFL) and safety net programs is critical to understanding re-
sources available to low-wage workers during care-related interruptions from work,
given that they are less likely to have access to employer-provided paid leave.
These analyses also offer guidance to state and federal governments in the design of
future PFL programs and the safety net to better support low-wage workers during
caregiving interruptions from work. To these ends, we examine variations in safety
net generosity relevant to low-wage workers’ caregiving-related work interruptions
between PFL and non-PFL states. We also compare the generosity of selected provi-
sions within PFL states. To do so, we use publicly available data on PFL and safety
net policy design from several sources. We include a diverse set of social safety
net provisions relevant to caregiving, including cash welfare, Medicaid, childcare
subsidies, paid sick days. and select tax credits. For nearly all provisions we con-
sider, PFL states are more generous than non-PFL states. We also find that among
PFL states, there is variation in both PFL and safety net generosity. Our findings
suggest that future passage of state and federal PFL policies would bolster weaker
social safety nets in non-PFL states. Our findings also suggest policy and practice
implications for future PFL programs such as the need for social workers to have
adequate policy knowledge of both PFL and the safety net to effectively service
clients, especially those that are low-wage workers.
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Introduction

The United States is one of the only countries in the world that does not have a
national Paid Family Leave (PFL) program. The 1993 Family and Medical Leave
Act (FMLA) mandated job protection for workers for leave to bond with a new child,
recover from their own illness, or provide care for a seriously ill family member, but
did not mandate paid leave. As there is no federal policy, an increasing number of
states have passed PFL laws. For instance, since California implemented the nation’s
first PFL program in July 2004, nine more programs have been implemented, and
four states have passed PFL legislation to be enacted between 2024 and 2026 (State
Paid Family & Medical Leave Insurance Laws, 2023). At the same time, support for
anational PFL program has gained substantial momentum in the past decade, though
no federal law has been passed to date.! That said, PFL is not the only public support
available for caregiving. The safety net may also support low-wage workers’ caregiv-
ing-related work interruptions, such as means-tested cash and near-cash benefits, tax
credits for children and dependents, and state-legislated paid sick days (PSD). In this
paper, we refer to these programs collectively as the social safety net.

Passage of state PFL policies is concentrated in the northeast and west coast
regions of the United States, which have been recognized for having more robust
social safety nets compared to other regions (Cawthorne Gaines et al., 2021; State
Safety Net Interactive, 2023). Given this, it follows that individuals who reside in
PFL states may have access to more generous safety net provisions that support care-
giving, in addition to PFL. Therefore, passage of PFL at either the state or federal
level would likely bolster safety net supports for caregiving interruptions from work
in non-PFL states because of comparatively weaker safety nets in these states. To
these ends, in this paper we examine the intersection of variations in state sponsored
PFL and social safety net provisions between PFL and it non-PFL states to better
understand the distribution of such resources between them. We also examine varia-
tion in social safety net programs across PFL states to reveal differences in both PFL
and safety net provisions in existing PFL states. Our results provide guidance to poli-
cymakers, researchers, practitioners, and advocates who aim to support the simulta-
neous demands of caregiving and work specifically for low-wage workers with child
and adult caregiving responsibilities.

Paid Family Leave in the United States

Research on PFL finds that its availability is associated with increased leave-taking
(Baum & Ruhm, 2016; Houser & Vartanian, 2012; Rossin-Slater et al., 2013), posi-
tive child and maternal health outcomes (Huang & Yang, 2015; Pihl & Basso, 2019;
Rossin-Slater & Uniat, 2019), and improved work and earnings (Baum & Ruhm,

! The Family and Medical Insurance Leave (FAMILY) Act, which would provide a federal paid leave
policy, was first introduced in 2013 and most recently reintroduced in 2023 (DeLauro, Gillibrand Intro-
duce New and Improved Family Act in Fight for Universal Paid Leave, 2023). During the coronavirus
pandemic, the Families First Coronavirus Response Act made paid family leave available for the first time,
but this expired on December 31, 2020. (Temporary Rule, n.d.)
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2016; Das & Polachek, 2015).2 While the evidence of state-sponsored PFL is mainly
positive, program rules differ substantially across PFL states. For example, the maxi-
mum number of weeks allowed for PFL ranges from six weeks in Rhode Island to up
to 12 weeks the majority of other PFL states. Wage replacement rates are similarly
diverse, ranging from 60% in Rhode Island to 100% in Oregon. Table 1 summarizes
PFL policy rules for all PFL states (implemented and pending) and our ascribed gen-
erosity levels. Table 2 illustrates the construction of our PFL generosity index.

In general, newer state sponsored PFL programs are more generous than earlier
programs, measured by maximum leave lengths, wage replacement rates, covered
family members, and job protection. State PFL programs trending toward more gen-
erous provisions is a major win for families, practitioners, and advocates. However,
while more generous PFL programs will benefit many, even generous PFL provisions
may fall short in adequately supporting low-wage workers’ time off for caregiving
and transitions back to work. As such, families may turn to the safety net during these
periods. Given this, it is important for practitioners, policymakers, and researchers to
understand the range of public work-family supports available to low-wage workers
to assess whether they meet the needs of low-wage workers, and to provide guidance
to governments considering future PFL programs.

PFL and the Safety Net

Some research on PFL has considered its relationship with means-tested programs,
though evidence in this area remain mixed. For instance, PFL availability is associ-
ated with lower rates of participation in Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) and Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) (Houser & Varta-
nian, 2012; Kang, 2020; Ybarra et al., 2019). These findings suggest that PFL may act
as a substitute for means-tested provisions. However, Ybarra and colleagues (2019)
find that the likelihood of receiving TANF, even when controlling for access to PFL,
is positively associated with TANF benefit levels and earnings allowances. That is,
the likelihood of receiving TANF is associated with TANF generosity. Further, in
some instances, low-income individuals may receive greater benefits from TANF
than from PFL, which suggests that some PFL wage replacement rates may not ade-
quately support some low-income families (Ybarra, 2013).

Other safety net programs are also meaningful to low-wage workers during
caregiving interruptions from work. Childcare subsidies, funded through the Child
Care and Development Fund (CCDF) provide resources to offset childcare costs for
qualifying low-wage workers with young children. Since states have the authority
to set childcare subsidy policies, they too vary in generosity across states, includ-
ing in income eligibility, family copayment rates, reimbursement rates to providers,
required minimum work hours, and whether they serve all eligible families or use
a wait list. The use of childcare subsides is associated with a greater likelihood of

2 Much of the research on PFL in the United States is based on California’s PFL program. California was
the first state to implement PFL in 2004, therefore, there is more available data to analyze. New Jersey
implemented its policy in 2009, and Rhode Island in 2014 and there is some evidence from these states as
well. The remaining states passed legislation in 2016 or later, and many have only recently begun imple-
mentation. Therefore, there is little evidence from these states to date.
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Table 1 Characteristics of PFL policies

Weeks Wage replace-  Family members Job protection  Generosity index
of ment rate covered (aside from (R=restrictive;
leave  (worker at spouse, domestic part- M=moderate;
100% FPL) ner parent, child) G=generous)
California 8 90% Grandparent, Not more than R
Grand-child, sibling, FMLA and
parent-in-law CFRA
New jersey 12 85% Any bond like a fam- Not more than M
ily relationship FMLA and NJ
FLA
Rhode Island 6 60% Grandparent Family care R
yes; own
disability not
more than
FMLA or RI
PFMLA
New York 12 67% Grand-parent, grand- Family care M
child, sibling yes; own
disability not
more than
FMLA or NY
PFMLA
District of 12 90% Grandparent, sibling ~ Not more than M
Columbia FMLA and
D.C. FMLA
Washington 12 90% Any bond that Not more than M
creates caregiving FMLA and
expectation WA FMLA
Massachusetts 12 80% Grandparent, grand-  Yes G
child, sibling
Connecticut 12 95% Any bond like a fam-  Yes, with ten- G
ily relationship ure conditions
Oregon 12 100% Any bond that is like ~ Yes G
a family relationship
Colorado 12 90% Any bond that is like ~ Yes, with ten- G
a family relationship ~ ure conditions
Maryland 12 90% Grandparent, grand-  Yes, but M
child, sibling employer may

refuse to pre-
vent economic

injury
Delaware 12 80% None (child, partner,  Yes M
spouse only)
Minnesota 12 90% Any bond that is like ~ Yes, with ten- G
a family relationship  ure conditions
Maine 12 90% Any bond that is like ~ Yes, with ten- G

a family relationship  ure conditions

Source State Paid Family & Medical Leave Insurance Laws, 2023

employment and longer work tenures among low-wage workers who participate in
the program compared to those who do not (Forry et al., 2013). This suggests that
childcare subsidies are important for low-wage workers in maintaining or securing
employment, which may be especially useful following a caregiving-related work
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Table 2 PFL Generosity index

PFL policy rules Generosity value Number
(Percent)
of PFL
states

Weeks of leave 0=06 or less 1.(7%)

1=8to 10 1 (7%)
2=12 12 (86%)
Wage replacement rate 0=Less than 70% 2 (14%)
1=80-90% 10 (71%)
2=More than 90% 2 (14%)
Family covered 0=Nuclear family only 1(7%)
1=Some extended family 6 (43%)
2=Family equivalent 7 (50%)
Job protection 0=No 4 (29%)
(beyond FMLA or state FMLA) 1=Yes, with conditions or only for some types of 7 (50%)
leave
2=Yes 3(21%)
PFL Index 0 to 3=Restrictive 2 (14%)
4 to 5=Moderate 6 (43%)
6 to 8=Generous 6 (43%)

interruption. While Medicaid provides in-kind subsidized health insurance rather
than cash or near-cash resources, it provides important healthcare resources to those
who might otherwise go without. Low-income pregnant people in states with more
generous Medicaid policies, including higher income limits and presumptive eligi-
bility, are comparatively more likely to have perinatal health insurance coverage and
seek earlier prenatal care (Wherry, 2018).

Tax provisions designed to support families, including low and moderate-income
households, and their role in supporting caregiving remains understudied despite the
promise they hold. For instance, the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), Child Tax
Credit (CTC), and Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (CDCTC) offset tax bur-
dens for those who qualify and, if refundable, offer cash resources that bolster fam-
ily income. Similarly, other state-legislated leave provisions such as Paid Sick Days
(PSD) have proven to have positive economic effects particularly for low-wage work-
ers (Stoddard-Dare et al., 2018). Given the likely importance of this array of social
safety net provisions to caregiving interruptions from work and family resources and
well-being during this period, we construct measures of generosity based on relevant
policy rules for each provision (e.g., TANF; CCDF; Medicaid; state EITC, CTC and
CDCTC; PSD; Medicaid Home and Community Based Services (HCBS) waivers)
and then assign a generosity score for each program. Table 3, which can be found in
the appendix, illustrates policy levers used for each program, index score assignment
by policy lever and overall, the distribution across states, and is discussed further in
the data and methods section.
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The Current Study

To understand potential differences in available public supports between PFL and
non-PFL states and within PFL states, we follow a rich line of scholarship that con-
siders the impact of social safety net provisions, including design and generosity, on
low wage workers and low-income families. We consider policies and programs that
support caregiving across the life course, including the perinatal period and caregiv-
ing for adult family members.* For the perinatal period, we draw on state-level public
programs that have been considered in related work including TANF (Hill, 2012;
Kang, 2020; Stanczyk, 2016; Ybarra, 2013), the CCDF (Ha & Ybarra, 2013; Wash-
brook et al., 2011; Weber et al., 2014), Medicaid (Wherry, 2018), the EITC (Evans
& Garthwaite, 2014; Hoynes et al., 2015), CTC (Marr et al., 2012), the CDCTC
(Whitebook, McLean, Austin, & Edwards, 2018). For caregiving of adult members,
we consider provisions that target family caregivers of older adults including the
CDCTC, state-mandated PSD, and Medicaid HCBS waivers (Konetzka et al., 2024).
We recognize that families may draw on other formal resources such as Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) and informal support from family, friends, or nonprofits. We
selected public provisions, however, based on their dual targeting of lower-income
families and supporting work and caregiving responsibilities. We explore the follow-
ing questions:

1. Do PFL states have more generous social safety net provisions that support care-
giving interruptions from work compared to non-PFL states?
2. What is the distribution of safety net program generosity in PFL states?

Data

To answer our exploratory questions, we draw on multiple public data sources on
program policies and rules that likely affect caregiving across the life course. We
focus on the year 2019 because it is the most recent year of available data across
selected programs that was not affected by temporary pandemic-related safety net
expansions. As illustrated in Table 3 in the appendix, for each selected social safety
net program we focus on criteria associated with access and benefit generosity, such
as income eligibility, benefit levels, and the average benefit for a family of three.
For TANF, which provides cash assistance to qualifying low-income families
with children who are primarily single-mother families, we include the maximum
income eligibility for a family of three relative to the state median income (SMI),
the maximum average monthly benefit for a family of three, the month of pregnancy
a pregnant person becomes program-eligible, the length of exemption from work
requirements for women with infants, and the program’s hassle factors (e.g. submis-
sion of required documents as part of applying to TANF). For CCDF, which provides
subsidies for childcare, we include the maximum income eligibility for a family of

3 We do not include caregiving for adults with intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD) as this
type of care requires different considerations and typically includes access to a different public benefits.
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three, the state reimbursement rate to providers (a proxy for accessibility and pro-
gram quality), the share of income families must contribute as a copayment during
participation, whether a state has a waitlist, and the minimum number of work hours
required for participation. For Medicaid, we use the income limit for pregnant people
as a percentage of the federal poverty line, and whether a state allows for presumptive
eligibility for a pregnant person. For tax credits, we include indicators for state-level
EITC, which provides tax credits to low-income people who work, CTC, which pro-
vides tax credits for having a child under a certain age, and CDCTC, which provides
tax credits for money spent on care for children and dependents, including older
adults. For each tax credit, we include whether a state has their own program, and if
the program is refundable. For CDCTC, we consider this separately for children and
adult dependents. For PSDs, which mandates employers provide paid time off for ill-
ness, we include whether a state has a PSD law, if the law allows for care to extended
family, and if small business employees are eligible. For Medicaid HCBS, we include
HCBS spending as a percent of all Long-Term Services and Supports (LTSS) spend-
ing, HCBS spending per capita, and if a waitlist is in use for seniors and adults with
physical disabilities.

Method

Across all selected programs, we began with a distributional analysis of each pro-
gram’s selected rules associated with caregiving to create categories that reflect a
given policy lever’s range of restrictiveness or generosity. Depending on the policy
rule and available data, we assigned values of 0 (restrictive) and 1 (generous), or 0
(restrictive), 1 (moderate), and 2 (generous). Next, we created a generosity index
for each program by summing the assigned value for each selected program rule.
The range of possible values for generosity indices varies by program, based on the
number of rules considered. For example, TANF has a maximum value of ten based
on five policy rules, while Medicaid has a maximum value of three based on two
policy rules. For each policy we calculated tertiles based on the national distribution
for each policy rule, and then assigned states a label of generous, moderate, or restric-
tive relative to a state policy’s distribution (i.e., top one-third=generous; mid one-
third=moderate; bottom one-third=restrictive) (see appendix Table 3). We conduct
two-tailed t-tests to compare generosity indices between PFL and non-PFL states.

Results
First, we compare each program’s selected individual rules between PFL and non-

PFL states, and overall. CDCTC for adult dependents is not included because its
generosity index includes only one program rule.
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Safety Net Program Rules
TANF

As shown in Fig. 1, for the majority of selected TANF policy rules, PFL states are
more generous. For policy rules concerning the maximum benefit for a family of
three and the month of pregnancy a pregnant person becomes program eligible, PFL
states’ indices are statistically significantly higher than non-PFL states. Work exemp-
tion rules and the hassle index are more generous but not statistically significant, and
the maximum income eligibility for a family of three is lower in PFL states than in
non-PFL states.

CCDF

For selected CCDF rules, shown in Fig. 2, some are more generous in PFL states,
and some are more generous in non-PFL states, though none of the differences are
statistically significant. The mean family copayment rate for a family of three and
work requirements are more generous in PFL states while non-PFL states have more
generous maximum income eligibility rules for a family of three, state reimburse-
ment rates, and not using a waitlist.

1.8
1.6 157 -
1.4 o % 13113136
1.2 1.03
, 09 1 :
0.86 :
0.79 0.78 :
0.8 = :
0.62|:
0.6 :
0.4
0.2
0 || Ll || e || o || o || :
Maximumincome Maximum Exempt Month of Hassle Index
eligibility for benefit for fromwork pregnancy
family of 3 family of 3 requirements if  person with no
(as % of SMI) caring for child other children can
under X months begin to receive
benefits
W All States B Non-PFL State [ PFL State

Fig. 1 TANF Generosity Index Program Rules for PFL and non-PFL States. Asterisks indicate signifi-
cant differences between mean generosity indices for PFL and Non-PFL States * p<0.1, ** p<0.05,
*** p<0.001. Sources Shantz et al., 2020
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1.6
14 138 2

1.4 T
1.2 1.1
1
0.8
0.64

0.6
0.4

0.2

Max income State Family Does not Minimum work
eligibility for reimbursement copayment rate maintain a waitlist requirements
family of 3 rate (as % of 75th for family of 3, at
(as % of SMI) percentile of child 100% poverty
care market rates level, as % of
in state) income

M All States B Non-PFL State [ PFL State

Fig. 2 CCDF Generosity Index Program Rules for PFL and non-PFL States. Asterisks indicate signifi-
cant differences between mean generosity indices for PFL and Non-PFL States. * p<0.1, ** p<0.05,
*** p<0.001. Sources Dwyer et al., 2020; Schulman, 2019

Medicaid

For selected Medicaid rules, shown in Fig. 3, PFL states are more generous for most
of our selected rules. Compared to non-PFL states, PFL states are statistically sig-
nificantly more likely to be a Medicaid expansion state and have a more generous
income limit for pregnant people. Presumptive eligibility is slightly more generous
in non-PFL states, but the difference is not statistically significant.

Tax Credits in Perinatal Period

For policy rules that concern tax credits around the time of a birth, shown in Fig. 4,
PFL states are statistically significantly more generous for state EITC’s and the
CDCTC’s, and marginally significantly more generous for the CTC.

Paid Sick Days

For Paid Sick Days policy rules, shown in Fig. 5, PFL states are statistically signifi-
cantly more generous on every rule, which include if the state has a PSD law, if care

for at least some extended family is covered, and if employees of small businesses
are eligible.
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1.6
1.43*
14 et
1.2
=
1 0.98
0.81
0.8
0.67
059 0.62 050
0.6 0.5 )
0.4
0.2
Income limit for pregnant Presumptive eligibility for Expanded medicaid
people pregnant person
(as % of FPL)
B All States B Non-PFL State [ PFL State

Fig. 3 Medicaid Generosity Index Program Rules for PFL and non-PFL States. Asterisks indicate
significant differences between mean generosity indices for PFL and Non-PFL States. * p<0.1, **
p<0.05, *** p<0.001. Sources Brooks et al., 2019; Medicaid and CHIP Income Eligibility Limits for
Pregnant Women, 2003-2020, 2020

Medicaid HCBS

As shown in Fig. 6, Medicaid HCBS rules concerning spending are statistically sig-
nificantly more.

generous than non-PFL states, including HCBS spending as a percent of LTSS
spending and HCBS spending per capita. However, non-PFL states are less likely to
use an HCBS waitlist than PFL states, though this is not significantly different.

Safety Net Indices

Next, we compare each program’s generosity index between PFL and non-PFL states
and overall. The social safety net indices are aggregate indices created by summing
the policy rules discussed above. Reflected in Fig. 7 below, we find that the social
safety net programs that support caregiving are more generous in PFL states than in
non-PFL states. Except for CCDF, the average generosity index for each program
we consider is greater (more generous) in PFL states. The average generosity index
for CCDF is nearly the same for non-PFL states compared to PFL states and the dif-
ference is not statistically significant. Among programs that are more generous in
PFL states, the difference is statistically significant for tax credits that support the
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1.8
1.64**

1.6

1.4

1.36™*

1.2
0.98

1
0.82
0.8 0.73

0.62

0.6

0.4

0.18

0.2

0.08 |5
=l

EITC CTC CDCTC

MW All States B Non-PFL State 1 PFL State

Fig. 4 Tax Credits in Perinatal Period Generosity Index Program Rules for PFL and non-PFL States.
Asterisks indicate significant differences between mean generosity indices for PFL and Non-PFL
States. * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001. Sources Making Care Less Taxing: State Child and Depen-
dent Care Tax Provisions, Tax Year 2019, 2020; State EITC as Percentage of the Federal EITC, 2020;
State Tax Credits. (n.d.)

time around a birth, tax credits for adult dependent care, PSD, and Medicaid HCBS.
The Medicaid index is marginally significantly more generous in PFL states. There-
fore, the findings confirm our assumption that states that have passed PFL legislation
are also more likely to have more generous social safety net programs that support
caregiving.

Distribution of Safety Net Indices Among PFL States

While PFL states offer more generous programs overall compared to non-PFL states,
we find substantial variation in the generosity of social safety net programs across
PFL states. This suggests that while PFL may be filling some of the gaps in the exist-
ing safety net, the degree of supports available to low-income families differs across
these states. In particular, it calls attention to the need to consider the design of state
sponsored PFL programs relative to existing holes in the safety net. Figures < link
rid="fig8”>8-A to 8-C show the generosity indices and ascribed generosity levels for
each program by PFL state.

There are some observable patterns in the generosity of safety net programs by
state. For example, California, New York, Washington D.C (Fig. 8-A), and Maine
(8-C) all have generous provisions for five or more of selected social safety net provi-
sions, with zero, one, or two moderate programs, and zero to one restrictive programs.
Other states have a more even distribution of generous and moderate programs with
zero to one restrictive programs, including Massachusetts, Oregon (Fig. 8-B), and
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0.7 0.64***
06 e 0.57***
0.5
0.4 0.36***
0.3
0.22 0.2
0.2 014
0.1 0.05 0.05 [:i:i 005 [l
0 =188 =]} =13
State has paid sick days law Care for at least some Employees of small
extended family businesses are eligible
me mbers is covered for paid sick days
W All States B Non-PFL State I PFL State

Fig.5 Paid Sick Days Generosity Index Program Rules for PFL and non-PFL States. Asterisks indicate
significant differences between mean generosity indices for PFL and Non-PFL States. * p<0.1, **
p<0.05, *** p<0.001. Source Paid Sick Days—State and District Statutes (2023)

Maryland, and Oregon (Fig. 8-B). Still, another set of states has a more even distribu-
tion of generous, moderate, and restrictive programs, including New Jersey (Fig. 8-
A), Washington state, Connecticut (Fig. 8-B), Colorado, and Minnesota (Fig. 8-C).
Delaware is the only state that has a majority of restrictive programs with some mod-
erate programs.

There are no observable trends when considering PFL generosity along with safety
net generosity. PFL generosity is indicated by the solid-colored bar in Fig. 8A, B, and
C. Rather than trends associated with safety net generosity, PFL programs that have
been passed in more recent years tend to be more generous than programs passed ear-
lier on, irrespective of the generosity of the safety net. Still, this suggests that states
that are considering PFL legislation should examine the existing safety net and craft
legislation such that PFL can fill holes in public support for caregiving.

Limitations

While our work highlights consequential differences in the safety net between PFL
and non-PFL states and within PFL states, there are limitations we hope will be
addressed in future work. First, our generosity indices are relatively blunt instru-
ments. We also assigned each program rule equal weight in index construction. In
practice, one program rule may be more meaningful to some low-wage workers than
others. For example, it is possible that TANF benefit amounts matter more in seek-
ing support than the administrative hassles. Additionally, our paper is focused on
program rules, not program use. We find evidence of variation in program generosity
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0.71

HCBS spending

per capita

0.86

0.67
0.59

Waitlist not in use for

Seniors/Seniors and Adults
with Physical Disabilities

B Non-PFL State

[ PFL State

Fig. 6 Medicaid HCBS Generosity Index Program Rules for PFL and non-PFL States. Asterisks indi-
cate significant differences between mean generosity indices for PFL and Non-PFL States. * p<0.1, **
p<0.05, *** p<0.001. Source Murray et al., 2021; Medicaid HCBS Waiver Waiting List Enrollment,
by Target Population and Whether States Screen for Eligibility, 2018, n.d

2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

0.00

W All States

TANF Index  CCDF Index Medicaid Index Tax Credits
(for perinatal
period)

2.64**

B MNon-PFL State

CDCTC
(for adult
dependents)

1.93

1.33

Paid Sick Medicaid

Leave HCBS
O PFL State

Fig.7 Mean Generosity Indices for PFL and Non-PFL States. Asterisks indicate significant differences
between mean generosity indices for PFL and Non-PFL States. * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001
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WPFL  OTANF @CCDF  BMedicaid BTaxCredit BCDCTC BPaidSick  BMedicaid
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perinatal  dependents)
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Fig. 8 A PFL and Safety Net Generosity for PFL States. *Medicaid HCBS data not available for Cali-
fornia. B PFL and Safety Net Generosity for PFL States. *Medicaid HCBS data not available for
Delaware

across PFL states but could not consider program use across states. Future studies
should examine participation in PFL and other public provisions during caregiving
interruptions from work in the context of program generosity.

Discussion

The social safety net provides low-income families with resources that can support
caregiving-related work interruptions. This study finds that states that have imple-
mented or passed PFL legislation have more generous social safety net programs
than states that do not have PFL policies. This suggests that low-wage workers in
non-PFL states not only lack PFL support but also, on average, have comparatively
less generous social safety net caregiving supports available to them. As such, pas-
sage of a federal PFL policy would most benefit low-wage workers in non- PFL
states not only by providing PFL but also strengthening comparatively weaker safety
nets. Additionally, if a federal PFL policy is sufficiently generous, it could raise PFL
program design standards across all states, bolstering caregiving support overall and
especially in current non-PFL states.

Even though public opinion polls show strong and bipartisan support for PFL
(Horowitz et al., 2017), and some southern and central states have introduced PFL
legislation, PFL still remains concentrated in northeast and western states. This sug-
gests that federal legislation may be required for people in southern and central states
with weak safety nets to have access to PFL benefits. An encouraging sign of the
federal government moving toward incentivizing states to implement PFL was the
House of Representatives 2023 establishment of a bipartisan PFL working group,
including representatives from weaker safety net states without PFL such as lowa,

@ Springer



Journal of Policy Practice and Research

Louisiana, Texas, and Oklahoma (Paid Family Leave Working Group: Legislative
Framework, 2024). The working group recently released a report with options for
the federal government to consider in incentivizing states and businesses to take up
PFL programs or enhance existing programs. Although Medicaid delivers different
resources and services and is means-tested, it is instructive in considering additional
ways the federal government might incentivize PFL take-up in weaker safety net
states. For example, by the end of 2014, after implementation of the Affordable Care
Act, 28 states had expanded Medicaid. Today, 39 states have expanded Medicaid,
including “red” states with less generous safety nets, such as Kentucky (Status of
State Medicaid Expansion Decisions, 2024). The federal government incentivized
states’ Medicaid expansion by paying for the bulk of expansion costs. Since existing
PFL programs are largely paid for by taxes on employees, and in some cases, also
by employer taxes, federal assistance with some, but not the majority, of the costs of
PFL implementation may be useful to promoting expansion of state PFL programs.

While residents of non-PFL states stand to benefit the most, we know little about
how individuals and families package safety net benefits during caregiving interrup-
tions from work. Given the variation in generosity across PFL and non-PFL states
and within PFL states, both researchers and policymakers need to be attuned to these
differences and recognize that PFL may act as a substitute or complement to the
safety net in different states, depending on the generosity of a state’s safety net and
PFL program. For non-PFL states, if they introduce PFL in the future or if a federal
PFL policy is passed, the program may interact with the safety net quite differently
than in current PFL states given non-PFL states’, on average, weaker safety nets.
For instance, it may be the case that the introduction of PFL in current non-PFL
states with more restrictive safety nets does not result in a decrease in safety net
participation as found in prior research on PFL and the safety net (Houser & Varta-
nian, 2012; Kang, 2020; Ybarra et al., 2019). As discussed in the limitations section,
future research on the relationship between PFL and the safety net should account
for both programs’ generosity relative to selected outcomes of interest. This can help
researchers and policy makers to better understand how program generosity affects
the substitutions or complementarities between the safety net and PFL programs as
well as identify whether variations in PFL and safety net generosity within and across
states can help us identify cross-program designs that significantly improve a host of
outcomes including health, work, income, and job tenure.

Implications for Practice

Our findings suggest federal and state policymakers will want to consider variations
in state-level safety net benefits when designing PFL programs. Ideally, policymakers
should view PFL and the safety net as complementary programs for low-wage work-
ers who are often without employer-provided leave benefits. Social workers engaging
directly with clients in PFL states need adequate PFL and safety net policy knowl-
edge to effectively serve clients during periods of caregiving.

@ Springer



Journal of Policy Practice and Research

9%90°LY ¥ S101BJIpUl 9[SSeY [ 10 =T
%STLE 6l SI0jeoIpul Sfssey 7=
%69°S1 8 SI01BJIpUL S[SSBY {7 10 £ =() Xopu 9[sseH
SIJOUIQ OAIOIAI
%€$°CT 4! JorT[Ies 10 ¢ quuow ur=7g 01 wSoq ued UAIP[IYD
%CT 6€ (114 S{puowt 6 pue 9 usamiaq=| 1930 ou yim uosiod
%STLE 61 Koueu3aid Furnp 91qIS1[9 Jou=() Koueudaid Jo qiuo
%8605 9C 910w 10 SHuow 71 =¢ SUuOW Y Jopun piryo
%STLE 61 SYIUOW £ PUe T URdMIA=] 10y Furres Ji syuswannbaz
%9L° 11 9 uondwoxa ou=() stom woxy ydwoxg  Uondwoxa yrom 10y uosear Surkijenb
e e L 1018015 10 655§ = T © s1juejul ue Sutaey ‘saje)s Auew up  (141-070C Hodoy TAdO) 610T
‘suosear JurAjienb [e10Ass 10J jdwoxo A[nf Jo se sarorod ANVL 91818
YoEEEE L PSSS PUE pLES U2IMIQ=] €J0 A[IWEY  5q ueo Jnq ‘sonianoe spom ur ojedion  :ooqeIE( SO dreoM (0207)
%EE'EE L1 PLES UeY) SSO[=() 10J Jgousq WNWIXBIN  -1ed o3 paxinbai are syuedionted NV 7 “1[IRUURLD) 29 ©°S ‘UOUIN “S
Qwoour "61 98k IOpUN UIP[IYO Y)IM SOI[TUIE ‘sopmouy] “T ‘AIya( 3 ‘zyue
NELEE L1 TINS JO 210U 10 %81 =2 ueIpow Bmmwﬂvﬁ&om e uEmv_oE-BE@E ooﬁmﬂ%@ﬁmt&hmﬁm TR v_wmwxxmm
%1762 ST INSJO%LI PUE %S I USBMIA=T gp <¢ jo Arurey 10§ Ayqiq  saptaoad 3] 'sajeys paytup) oy ut weid (ANVL) sorjruey
ST LE 61 TAIS %S TT Ueyl sso =0  -131]0 owooul wnwiIxely -oid arejjom yseos Arewnid oy sI JNVL  Apadu J10j ddue)sisse Lrerodwd],
sojels  sAJeIs Jo
JoudoIdd  JIoquinN anjeA A)1so1oudn) o1 Korjod weidord

sorn1 weigoid jou A10Jeg € a|qel

xipuaddy

pringer

Qs



Journal of Policy Practice and Research

smoy
%06'tS g7  WNWIUIW JO JOqUINU PAULAP OU=7
%LETE 91 qyozorsi=1 syuowenbax
Y%EL'EL L Y 0T uey s1ow=( SHIOM. LINTIUTIA
(smrem
%65 0L 9¢ ISIHEM OU=T  p yreyurew jou s20p) sa
%1¥'6C Sl ISIpreMm seq=(  -Iurej O[qISI[9 [[& SOAIOS
%TT6E 0T SSI[ 10 %E=T auwoour Jo
YL UBYI SSIT yuao10d se ‘joas) A110a0d
%LETE 9]  Pue %4 0} [enba 1o uey) 19jeAIT =1 04001 18 € JO AJIuey 10§
%162 ST 1018213 10 9%, =0  ojerjuowkedoo AJrwe,g
smuddrad yg, mnsuy
%Eeee LT 3O %g6 0 [enbo 10 uey) 1ojEAIS=7 L R ueqi ‘weidord JqDD Y} Jopun
spudord 5L EEo. 0 o[nuoosod saIpisqns a1e) piyd (0202) 'S
%LE1E 91 WSLIO %S TO PUB %6L UPMIA=T 116 10 juso1ad se) ajer "PIYD © JO UiIIq o) 1oyje y10Mm 0} ‘UOIUIIAL % “A ‘UBLL “Y ‘AN
%67'SE 31 o[muoosad GIG/ JO %48/ UBY) SSO[=() Juowosinquuel oeyg  WHIRI 0 A1ay1] 210w 2q Aew j1oddns pellicigl
NS JO SIOM SIY) UM SJUdIRd "URIP[IYO SUNOA  MeT S, USWIOA [BUOLEN "6 (T SOI0
) ' 10J TOT)EONP? Pooyp[Iyd A[1ed SUl  -1[0J 0UBISISSY 2IB)) P[IY)) 918)S
YoLETE 91 %09 03 [enb 10 ueyy Jojeais =g -jowoid pue syuared 1oy 1oddns yjom  :sserSoid Afreq “(6107) UeWnyoS
TS JO %09 uew ssa (INS Jo1uoorad e se SUIAIOS JO UOISSIW [enp € Sey I 15204108
%EEEE L1 PU® %I 0} [enbd 10 ety 19}ea13 = se) ¢ Jo Ajrwey 10y A1 “sayeig panun) oy ur wesSoxd Apisqns {€1an))
%67°SE 8T TINS JO %06 01 [enba 10 uey sso[=() -[1qIS1[0 SWodUl XBJA ared priyo Arewid oy St DD puny judwdoaad( aie) pryd
sojels  SAJEIS JO
Joudo1dg  IoquInN onjea A}1S01oULD) o[ni Ao1j0d weidold

(ponunuoo) ¢ a|qe)

pringer

As



Journal of Policy Practice and Research

%SY'LT

4!

D10dD 2Jqepunjai=¢

"SHPAID XE) 3SAY) I3PO SA)B)S

(o1ed prIyd .
. T — : [1e 10N "sjuapuadop PIIyo 9ARY SN 020C
9 9]qepunjaI-uou=
émv.nm vl D10 AAGEPE ! 10J) NPAID) XL QXD 4y ‘91qIS1[0 2q 0} 1910 U] NPAID XB],  IYUd)) Ao1jod Xel ‘DLIH [eIopad
7%01°sy £c OLOdD °u=0 wuepuadaq pue prryd are) juopuado pue pIIy) ay) pue a1 Jo a3eIuR0I Se D LIH Q1eIS
%88'S € JLD dlqepunjai=¢ NPaI) XeL, PIIYD oY) NP1 Xe] u0d 020 1Iud)
2%88°G € D1 d]qepunjar-uou= | -UJ paules dy) :SPUNJaI Xe) [9A]-9)e)S MET S,USWOA [eUOTEN "610T
T o DLOOuU=()  (OID)NpaIy XeL plyy  O°7U} J9PISU0D 9 Junoute payroads IBOX XBJ, ‘SUOISIAOI] XB], 918D
) B ' ’ o) UI punjal Xej e s10F [enpIAlpur yuapuada pue p[ry) 2e1s
%rley (1 OLIE 19wpuryat=2 o) ‘0]qepUNJAI ST JIPAIO XEB) B UOYM :Burxe], sso7 are) SunfeN
%IL°TT 9 OLIH d1qepuryar-uou=| (DLIA) MPPI)  PUEB JUSWUIOA0S oY) 0} PAMO Kouow 15904108
%01°SH 4 DLIA ou=( XB], QWOOU] PouIey JO Junowe oy} 10Mo] S)paId xe],  poridd [ejeurtad Jdoj spaI) xe],
"610T A4 Aoamg
a1eI§-0S € woly sSUIpuL] :610T
Arenue[ Jo se soId1j0J SuLreys
1S0)) PUR ‘[eMIUY JUSW[[OIUT]
“SaNI[IqesIp “ANMIQISIH dTHD PUE Preatpajy
ym opdoad pue ‘Aj1opre 9y ‘uowom ‘K9AINg 91e)S
%78°8S 0¢ Sok=1 uosiod Jueusord 1oy wreudaxd ‘presipoy papuedxa jey) -G € wolj sSurpur] :] Qg Arenue
%S1 b 1z ou=(Q  Annqisie sandwnsaig S918)S UI USIP[IYD JNOYIM Bmoom Jose mo_o:mm wswm:m 150 pue
. _ AWOOUL-AMO] ‘USIPTIYD i 9[d0d ‘uawyjolug ‘AN[IqISH dIHD pue
%teee L1 1038315 10 94 1T=C [0A9] A119A0d [eI0pa) SUWI0oUI-MO] 10J 95810A00 sop1aold presipaz “(6107) “Te 30 syyooig
%LE1E 91 %S0T PUB %861 URMIE =1 5y 10 yusotad ® se sjdoad yoryam werdoid souensur yiresy 204105
%67°SE 81 SS9[ 10 %961 =0 jueudaid 1o}y owoou]  o1qnd SereIS PAIUN ) ST PIEIIPIN PIedIpaAl
S9JB)S SIS JO
JOouooIdd  JIoquinn aneA A)1so1ouan) o1 Korjod weidold

(ponunuod) € 3jqe)

pringer

Qs



Journal of Policy Practice and Research

‘a1ed Aep

J[NPE. SB [ons SIOIAIAS U0 Sasuadxa 10
JIpaId Xe] 2Ie)) Juapuado( pue priyd)
oy 10} 9]qI31[9 9q ABW S[ENPIAIPUL
‘S)[Npe 10J dIeD 10, “JUNOWE. Payroads
o) UI punjal Xej e s10F [enpIAlpur

6107 TIUSD) MET S, USWIOA
[eUOTIEN] "SUOISIAOIJ XB], I8
yepuado( pue ply) a3l
:Surxe], SS9 a1e) SUneN

%6951 8 QLA B19Epuyat=¢ (oxes yuopuadop o) ‘0]qepUNJAI ST JIPAIO XEB) B UOYM 1204108
%1¥'6C SI D10dD fIqepunyai-uou=| 10§) JIPAI)) XBL, 9JB)  PUE JUSWUISA0S AU} 0} PAmO Asuow syuapuadaq
%06'7S 8T D1D0dD ou=( wepuado( pue priyn JO Junoure ) J9MOJ S)PAId Xe] JINPYV 10§ SHPAI) XL,

‘SI9AIS0IED 10

uorNjos WiIe)-3uoj € Jou SI 31 0S 18K

10d sKep ¢ je paddes Arensn are Sd

skep yors pivd 'spaau Suraigared pajoadxoun deuewr

% €L €T L SoA=1 103 0[qiS1}o ore SosSOU m_o:%mo skeq Momm pred ‘wnwixew

wis

PoIoA0I ST : y . .
o/ 1o sok=1 OIS ST oYM Joquiotl AJIUIe) € JO a1ed €70T "SII[IWE,] PUB USWOAN
o\io.a ot ou= s1oquiow ey popuay 9.} 0 10 OIS 216 A3T) uoym Jjo 10 diysioupred [euoneN ‘SANe)S
706¢°08 g =0 -XooUOsIsea] Je 10} 2le) owm pred yym sookojdwd apraold  301SIg pue 9Je)S - SAe( OIS pred
%LS 1T 1 Sah=T me] 01 s1o£odwd saxmbai 1y Korjod 2204105
%EL'SL 1% ou=()  sAep yoIs pred sey ojerg juswkodwo ue st ske( yoIS pred ske( YIS pred
S9JB)S  SAJEIS JO
JOouooIdd  JIoquinn anfeA AJ1so1ouan) o1 Korjod weidold

(ponunuod) € 3jqe)

pringer

As



Journal of Policy Practice and Research

UISUOOSTA\ 10J [QB[IBAR JOU SI ¢ JO A[Turey & 103 AJI[1QISI[ SWOIUT WNWIXLW YT,

SonIIqesiq [2o1SAYJ im

A4 (pw) "810T “ANIqISig
.ﬂo.ﬁ UIAIDS SAqeIS u@&uoﬁ;? pue :Oﬁ

%ELEe L1 SN ULISINEM ON=T  npy pue sI0TUSS/SI0IU -e[ndog 3a81e] £q ‘yuowr[jorug JSI'T
%69°S1 43 SN UL ISIHIEM =() -0 JOJ ASN UI JOU ISIIEM Suniepy IATeA\ SEOH PIESIPIA
%SY'LT b1 898S PUE 00F$ UeIMIg =T 6102 10K [Eo51d _SMWMMEMMMM
%€E€E L1 ¥8ES PUB [HT§ udamieg =1 eydes *a1e0 ap1aoid 0} m&::v:omxm._ [enuuy spoddng
%LE'TE 91 €€TS PUE 971§ Usamppg=( Tod Surpuads SGOH  pred 0q 01 SToqUISW A[TWE] MO[[e 18T} pue sa0IAIdg UL Suo pre

. _ Surpuads (SS11)  sweidoid aaey os[e sajeIs SO ‘s3un -oIPIIN "(1207) “Te 30 Aerny
%6Y'ST el %¥8 PUE %79 UIMIE =T spoddng pue Sa0IAI0S  -JOS [BUOIIMIISUL UI JO PEI)ISUI SOWIOY 1204108
%Ee'ee L1 %09 PUE %[0S Uoamiog =| s -§uor o jusdrad IIOU) UT 918D OAIO0QI 0] SOLIBIOYOUA]  SIIAIBAN (SGDH) SIIIAIIS paseqg
%EE€E L1 %0°0S PUB %¢¢ Usamiag =0 e se uipuads SEOH PIEJIPIJN MO[[E SIOATEM, SEOH  ANUnwuio)) pue SWoH PredIpajy

sojels  SAJEIS JO
JojudoRd  IoqunN an[eA AJIS0IoULL) o1 Kotjod weidold

(penunuoo) ¢ ajqeL

pringer

Qs



Journal of Policy Practice and Research

Author Contributions All authors contributed to the study conception and design and share equal author-
ship. Study conceptualization was led by Marci Ybarra. Data collection and analysis were performed by
Emily Ellis. Both authors contributed equally to manuscript writing. Both authors read and approved the
final manuscript.

Declarations

Conflict of Interest On behalf of all authors, the corresponding author states that there is no conflict of
interest. The Intersection of Paid Family Leave and Safety Net Generosity for Low-Income Families.

References

Baum, C. L., & Ruhm, C. J. (2016). The effects of Paid Family leave in California on Labor Market
outcomes. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 35(2), 333-356. https://doi.org/10.1002/
pam.21894.

Brooks, T., Roygardner, L., & Artiga, S. (2019). Medicaid and CHIP Eligibility, Enrollment, and Cost
Sharing Policies as of January 2019: Findings from a 50-State Survey

Cawthorne Gaines, A., Hardy, B., & Schweitzer, J. (2021). How weak safety net policies exacerbate
Regional and racial inequality. Center for American Progress.

Das, T., & Polachek, S. W. (2015). Unanticipated effects of California’s Paid Family leave Program. Con-
temporary Economic Policy, 33(4), 619-635. https://doi.org/10.1111/coep.12102.

DeLauro,  Gillibrand introduce new and improved family act in fight for univer-
sal  paid leave. (2023, May 17). http://delauro.house.gov/media-center/press-releases/
delauro-gillibrand-introduce-new-and-improved-family-act-fight.

Evans, W. N., & Garthwaite, C. L. (2014). Giving Mom a Break: The impact of higher EITC payments
on maternal health. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 6(2), 258-290. https://doi.
org/10.1257/pol.6.2.258.

Forry, N., Daneri, P., & Howarth, G. (2013). Child Care Subsidy Literature Review [OPRE brief 2013-60].
Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation. Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

Ha, Y., & Ybarra, M. (2013). Are strong work-first Welfare policies aligned with generous child care provi-
sions? What States are doing and the implications for Social Work. Families in Society, 94(1), 5-13.
https://doi.org/10.1606/1044-3894.4261.

Hill, H. D. (2012). Welfare as Maternity leave? Exemptions from Welfare Work requirements and maternal
employment. Social Service Review, 86(1), 37.

Horowitz, J. M., Parker, K., Graf, & Livingston, G. (2017). Americans widely support Paid Fam-
ily and Medical leave, but Differ over specific policies: Personal experiences with leave vary
sharply by income. Pew Research Center. https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2017/03/23/
americans-widely-support-paid-family-and-medical-leave-but-differ-over-specific-policies/.

Houser, L., & Vartanian, T. P. (2012). Pay matters: The positive economic impacts of Paid Family leave
for families, businesses and the Public. Center for Women and Work at Rutgers, The State University
of New Jersey.

Hoynes, H., Miller, D., & Simon, D. (2015). Income, the earned income Tax Credit, and Infant Health.
American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 7(1), 172-211. https://doi.org/10.1257/p0l.20120179.

Huang, R., & Yang, M. (2015). Paid maternity leave and breastfeeding practice before and after Califor-
nia’s implementation of the nation’s first paid family leave program. Economics & Human Biology,
16, 45-59. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ehb.2013.12.009.

Kang, J. Y. (2020). The effect of paid maternity leave on low-income families” welfare use in the US.
Social Policy & Administration, n/a(n/a)https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12618.

Konetzka, R. T., Ellis, E., Ghazali, N., & Wang, S. (2024). The relationship between Medicaid policy and
realized access to home- and community-based services. Home Health Care Services Quarterly,
1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/01621424.2023.2300672.

Making Care Less Taxing: State Child and Dependent Care Tax Provisions, Tax
Year  2019. (2020). National Women’s Law  Center.  https:/nwlc.org/resource/
making-care-less-taxing-improving-state-child-and-dependent-care-tax-provisions-tax-year-2019/.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21894
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21894
https://doi.org/10.1111/coep.12102
http://delauro.house.gov/media-center/press-releases/delauro-gillibrand-introduce-new-and-improved-family-act-fight
http://delauro.house.gov/media-center/press-releases/delauro-gillibrand-introduce-new-and-improved-family-act-fight
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.6.2.258
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.6.2.258
https://doi.org/10.1606/1044-3894.4261
https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2017/03/23/americans-widely-support-paid-family-and-medical-leave-but-differ-over-specific-policies/
https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2017/03/23/americans-widely-support-paid-family-and-medical-leave-but-differ-over-specific-policies/
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20120179
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ehb.2013.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12618
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621424.2023.2300672
https://nwlc.org/resource/making-care-less-taxing-improving-state-child-and-dependent-care-tax-provisions-tax-year-2019/
https://nwlc.org/resource/making-care-less-taxing-improving-state-child-and-dependent-care-tax-provisions-tax-year-2019/

Journal of Policy Practice and Research

Marr, C., Huang, C. C., Sherman, A., & Debot, B. (2012, June 26). EITC and Child Tax Credit
Promote Work, Reduce Poverty, and Support Children’s Development, Research Finds.
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. https://www.cbpp.org/research/federal-tax/
eitc-and-child-tax-credit-promote-work-reduce-poverty-and-support-childrens.

Medicaid HCBS waiver waiting list enrollment, by target population and whether states screen for eligibil-
ity, 2018. KFE. (n.d.). https://www.kff.org/medicaid/state-indicator/medicaid-hcbs-waiver-waiting-
list-enrollment-by-target-population-and-whether-states-screen-for-eligibility/.

Medicaid and CHIP income eligibility  limits  for  pregnant women,  2003-2020.
(2020). Kaiser Family Foundation. https://www.kff.org/medicaid/state-indicator/
medicaid-and-chip-income-eligibility-limits-for-pregnant-women/.

Murray, C., Tourtellotte, A., Lipson, D., & Wysocki, A. (2021). Medicaid Long Term Services and supports
Annual expenditures Report.: Federal Fiscal Year 2019. Mathematica.

Paid sick days—state and District statutes. (2023). National Partnership for Women & Families.

Paid Family Leave Working Group: Legislative Framework. (2024). House bipartisan Paid
Family Leave Working Group. https://houlahan.house.gov/news/documentsingle.
aspx?DocumentID=3730#:~:text=The%20House%20bipartisan%20Paid%20Family%20
Leave%20Working%20Group%20was%20launched,Americans%20through%20
enduring%20policy%20solutions.

Pihl, A. M., & Basso, G. (2019). Did California Paid Family Leave Impact Infant Health? Journal of
Policy Analysis and Management, 38(1), 155—180. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22101.

Rossin-Slater, M., & Uniat, L. (2019). Paid Family Leave Policies And Population Health [Health Policy
Brief]. Health Affairs. https://www.healthaffairs.org/do/10.1377/hpb20190301.484936/full/.

Rossin-Slater, M., Ruhm, C. J., & Waldfogel, J. (2013). The effects of California’s Paid Family leave
program on mothers’ leave-taking and subsequent labor market outcomes. Journal of Policy Analysis
and Management, 32(2). https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21676.

Schulman, K. (2019). Early Progress: State Child Care assistance policies 2019. National Women’s Law
Center.

Shantz, K., Dehry, 1., Knowles, S., Minton, S., & Giannarelli, L. (2020). Welfare rules Databook: State
TANF policies as of July 2019. Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for
Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. OPRE Report 2020—141.

Stanczyk, A. (2016). Paid family leave, household economic well-being, and financial resources around
a birth [Dissertation submitted to the School of Social Service Administration, The University of
Chicago].

State Paid Family & Medical Leave Insurance Laws. (2023). National Partnership for Women & Families.
https://nationalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/state-paid-family-leave-laws.pdf.

State Safety Net Interactive. (2023). https://www.brookings.edu/articles/state-safety-net-interactive/.

State Tax Credits (n.d.). Tax Credits for Workers and Families.

State, & EITC as Percentage of the Federal EITC. (2022). Tax Policy Center. https://www.taxpolicycenter.
org/statistics/state-eitc-percentage-federal-eitc.

Status of State Medicaid Expansion Decisions: Interactive Map. (2024, April 8). KFF. https://www.kff.org/
affordable-care-act/issue-brief/status-of-state-medicaid-expansion-decisions-interactive-map/.

Stoddard-Dare, P., DeRigne, L., Mallett, C., & Quinn, L. (2018). How does paid sick leave relate to health
care affordability and poverty among US workers? Social Work in Health Care, 57(5), 376-392.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00981389.2018.1447532.

Temporary, & Rule (2023). Paid Leave Under the Families First Coronavirus Response Act. (n.d.). U.S.
Department of Labor, Wage and Hour Division. Retrieved December 6, from http:/www.dol.gov/
agencies/whd/ffcra.

Washbrook, E., Ruhm, C. J., Waldfogel, J., & Han, W. J. (2011). Public policies, women’s employment
after Childbearing, and Child Well-Being. The B E Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 11(1).
https://doi.org/10.2202/1935-1682.2938.

Weber, R. B., Grobe, D., & Davis, E. E. (2014). Does policy matter? The effect of increasing child care
subsidy policy generosity on program outcomes. Children and Youth Services Review, 44, 135-144.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.06.010.

Wherry, L. R. (2018). State Medicaid expansions for parents led to increased Coverage and prenatal
care utilization among pregnant mothers. Health Services Research, 53(5), 3569-3591. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1475-6773.12820.

@ Springer


https://www.cbpp.org/research/federal-tax/eitc-and-child-tax-credit-promote-work-reduce-poverty-and-support-childrens
https://www.cbpp.org/research/federal-tax/eitc-and-child-tax-credit-promote-work-reduce-poverty-and-support-childrens
https://www.kff.org/medicaid/state-indicator/medicaid-and-chip-income-eligibility-limits-for-pregnant-women/
https://www.kff.org/medicaid/state-indicator/medicaid-and-chip-income-eligibility-limits-for-pregnant-women/
https://houlahan.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=3730#:~:text=The%20House%20bipartisan%20Paid%20Family%20Leave%20Working%20Group%20was%20launched,Americans%20through%20enduring%20policy%20solutions
https://houlahan.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=3730#:~:text=The%20House%20bipartisan%20Paid%20Family%20Leave%20Working%20Group%20was%20launched,Americans%20through%20enduring%20policy%20solutions
https://houlahan.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=3730#:~:text=The%20House%20bipartisan%20Paid%20Family%20Leave%20Working%20Group%20was%20launched,Americans%20through%20enduring%20policy%20solutions
https://houlahan.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=3730#:~:text=The%20House%20bipartisan%20Paid%20Family%20Leave%20Working%20Group%20was%20launched,Americans%20through%20enduring%20policy%20solutions
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22101
https://www.healthaffairs.org/do/10.1377/hpb20190301.484936/full
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21676
https://nationalpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/state-paid-family-leave-laws.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/state-safety-net-interactive/
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/statistics/state-eitc-percentage-federal-eitc
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/statistics/state-eitc-percentage-federal-eitc
https://www.kff.org/affordable-care-act/issue-brief/status-of-state-medicaid-expansion-decisions-interactive-map/
https://www.kff.org/affordable-care-act/issue-brief/status-of-state-medicaid-expansion-decisions-interactive-map/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00981389.2018.1447532
http://www.dol.gov/agencies/whd/ffcra
http://www.dol.gov/agencies/whd/ffcra
https://doi.org/10.2202/1935-1682.2938
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12820
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12820

Journal of Policy Practice and Research

Ybarra, M. (2013). Implications of Paid Family leave for Welfare participants. Social Work Research,
37(4), 375-387. https://doi.org/10.1093/swr/svt033.

Ybarra, M., Stanczyk, A., & Ha, Y. (2019). Paid leave, Welfare, and Material Hardship after a birth. Family
Relations, 68(1), 85-103. https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12350.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps
and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds exclusive rights to this article under
a publishing agreement with the author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of such publishing agreement and appli-
cable law.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1093/swr/svt033
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12350

	﻿The Intersection of Paid Family Leave and Safety Net Generosity for Low-Income Families
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Paid Family Leave in the United States
	﻿PFL and the Safety Net
	﻿The Current Study
	﻿Data

	﻿Method
	﻿Results
	﻿Safety Net Program Rules
	﻿TANF
	﻿CCDF


	﻿Medicaid
	﻿Tax Credits in Perinatal Period
	﻿Paid Sick Days
	﻿Medicaid HCBS
	﻿Safety Net Indices
	﻿Distribution of Safety Net Indices Among PFL States
	﻿﻿Limitations
	﻿Discussion
	﻿Implications for Practice

	﻿Appendix
	﻿References


