'DOCUMENT RESUME
ED 085 441 ' Up 013 931

TITLE Studies in Public Welfare. Paper No. 12 (Part I): The
Family, Poverty, and Welfare Programs; Factors
- Influencing Family Instability. A Volume of Studies
Prepared for the Use of the Subcommittee on Fiscal
~Policy of the Joint Econonmic Commlttee, Congress of
the United States.

INSTITUTION Joint Economic Commlttee, Washlngton, D.C.
PUB DATE 4 Nov 73
NOTE 184p.; Joint Economic Committee Print, Ninety-third

- Congress, First Session
AVAILABI,E FROM Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing
Office, #ashington, D.C. 20402 (Stock No. 5270-02040,

$1.25)
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.65 HC-$6.58
DESCRIPTORS Black Community; Child Welfare; Economically

Disadvantaged; Economic Disadvantagement; Family
Counseling; Family Resources; *Family Structure;
Zllegitimate Births; Living Standards; *Marital
Instability; Parent Responsibility; #*Poverty
Research; *Public Policy; Welfare Problems; *Welfare .
Recipients

ABSTRACT ‘
Contents of this volume of studies analyzing the
causes of the alarming growth in illegitimacy, families lacking a
father, and welfare caseloads, include the following studies: "The
Family, Poverty, and Welfare Programs: An Introductory Essay on
Problems of - Analysis and Policy," Robert I. Lerman; "The Impact of
Welfare Payment Levels on Family Stability," Marjorie Honig; "“Income
Supplements and the American Family," Phillips Cutright and John
Scanzoni; "Illegltlmacy and Income Supplements," Phillips Cutright;
"Participation in the Ajid to Families with Dependent Children Program
(AFDC) , " Barbara Boland; "Treatment of Families Under Income Transfer
Programs," Irene Cox; "Poverty, Living Standards, and Family"
Well-Being," Lee Rainwater; "Child Welfare, Parental Responsibility,
and the State," Harry D. Krause; "The Concept of Family in the Poor
Black Community," Carol B. Stack and Herbert Semmel; "Black Family
Structure: Myths and Realities," Andrew Bllllngsley, and, "Family and
Comnmunity Life in the Worklng Class," Marc Fried and Ellen
Fitzgerald. (JH)



JOINT COMMITTEE PRINT

93d Congress }
1st Session

\

v

FD 0854l 1

STUDIES IN PUBLIC WELFARE

PAPER No 12 (Pa1t I)

THE FAMILY, POVERTY, AND WELFARE PROGRAMS:
FACTORS INFLUENCING FAMILY INSTABILITY

A VOLUME OF STUDIES
" PREPARED FOR THE USE OF THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISCAL POLICY
. OF T"IE
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE o
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES - i

U.S. DEPARTMENYT OF KEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON DR DRGANIZATIDN ORIGIN:
ATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR DPINIDNS
STATED DO NDT NECESSARILY REPRE:
- SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
’ EDUCATION POSITIDN DR POLICY.

NOVEMBER 4, 1973 M

Printed fozf the use of the Joint Economic Committee

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE :
20-307 ‘ WASHINGTON : 1973 : 1

UD 013931

&
For snle by the Superlnmndmt of Documents, U.S, Govamment Printidg;Office f
Washington, D.C. 20402 - Price $1.35 ‘ b

. f §

1 Stock Numbor 5270-02040

FILMED =D FROM BEST AVAILABLE coPY :




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE
(C'reated pursuant to see. 5(s) of Public Law 304, 70!.1\ Cong.)

WRIGHT PATMAN, Texas, Chairman
WILLIAM PROXMIRE, Wisconsin, Vice Chairman

IIOUSE OF REP RESENTATIVES . SENATE e

RICHARD BOLLING, Missouri JOIIN SPARKMAN, Alabaina

IIENRY S. REUSS, Wisconsin J. W. FULBRIGHT, Arkansas

MARTIHA V. GRIFFITHS, Michigan ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, Connocticut
WILLIAM 8. MOORHEAD, Pennsylvania HUBERT II. HUMPIIREY, Minnesota
HUGH L. CAREY, New York - LLOYD M. BENTSEN, JR., Toxas
WILLIAM B. WIDNALL, New Jersoy JACOB K. JAVITS, New York

BARBER B. CONABLE, Ju,, New York CHARLES II. PERCY, Hiinois
CLARENCE J. BROWN, Ohio JAMES B. PEARSON, Kansas

BEN B, BLACKBURN, Georgia RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER, Pennsylvania

Joux R. STARR, Erecutlve Dircclor
LovuGuunN IF. McHuUGH, Senior Economist

Economists
WiLLiam A. Cox Y.ucy A. FALCONE SARAN JACESON
JERRY J. JASINOWSKI JouN R. KARLIK RiIcuARD F. KAUFMAN
. L. DougLas LEE COURTENAY M. BLATER
MINORITY } :
LEsuE J. BANDER' GEORGE D. KRUMBHAAR, Jr. (Counsel) WALTER B. Laessta (Counsel) .

SuscoMmITTEE ON Fiscar PoLicy
MARTHA W. G RIFFITHS, Michigan, Chairman

HOUBE OF REPRESENTATIVES SENATE
RICHARD BOLLING, Missouri WILLIAM PROXMIRE, Wisconsin
HUGH L. CAREY, New Yurk ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, Connocticut
WILLIAM B. WIDNALL, Now Jersey . LLOYD M. BENTSEN, JR., Texas’
BARBER B. CONABLE, Jr,, Now York JACOB K. JAVITS, New York
’ - RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER, Pennsyivania

ALAIR A. TOWNSEND, Technical Director . :

STAFF
VEE W. BURKE ' iRENE Cox SHARON S. GaLM
Jon H. GOLDSTEIN ROBERT I. LERMAN JAMES R. STOREY
MARTHA G. GRUNDMANN ' MoLuE D. RIVERS
(In

e ST

v ey,

FEBUURESILS



LETTERS OF TRANSMITTAL

<

- OcroBER 25, 1973.

To the members of the Joint Economic Commilieé:

Transmitted herewith is a volume of studies entitled “The Fainily,
Poverty, and Welfare Programs: Factors Influencing Family-In-
stability.”” This is Paper No. 12 (Part I) in the series Studies in Public
Welfare, prepared for the Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy as part of its
comprehensive review of the Nation’s welfare-related programs.

The views expressed in these studies are those of the authors and
do not necessarily represent the views of the Subcommittee on Fiscal
Policy, the Joint Economic Committee, or the committee staff.

. WrigHT PATMAN,
Chairman, Joint Economic Commiltee.

. OcroBER 23, 1973.
Hon. Wrigur ParMaN,

Chairman, Joint Economic Commitlee,
U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C.

Dxar MR. CHARMAN: Transinitted herewith is a volume of studies
entitled ‘“The Family, Poverty, and Welfare Programs: Factors In-
fluencing Family Instability,” Paper No. 12 (Part I) in the subcom-
mittee’s review of public welfare programs.

" The studiesin this volume analyze the causes of the alarming growth
in illegitimacy, families lacking a father, and welfare caseloads. ‘The
authors attempt to answer questions vitally important to our under-
standing of poverty and to the redesign of public welfare programs,
Among them are: ‘

Does the welfare system actually increase the breakup of families?

What is the efiect of increased income on illegitimacy and disruption

“of families?

What factors account for the increase in illegitimacy and in families
}maded by mothers, and can we expect these incresses to subside in the
uture? '

How much of the recent increase in welfare caseload resulted from
added participation by eligibles, from the increase in eligibility due to
higher benefits, and from increases in family splitting?

hat share of welfare-eligible families headed by women still do
not receive welfare assistance? )

These questions are controversial and difficult to answer with pre-
cision. But they are too important to ignore. The authors do an
admirable job of carefully addressing these subjects. The papers
represent the views of their authors and do not necessarily represent
the views of the Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy, individual members
thereof, or the subcommittee staff. '

This volume was edited by Robert I. Lerman. Alair A. Townsend
provided general direction and compiled many of the papers.

Marrua W. GrirrITHS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fiscal Palicy.
[644¢)
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. and family stability are interrelated. How peop

THE FAMILY, POVERTY, AND WELFARE PROGRAMS: AN
INTRODUCTORY ESSAY ON PROBLEMS OF ANALYSIS
AND POLICY | : _ .

By Roserr 1. LERMAN®

I. InTropUCTION

Problems of family breakdown jumped to the celllter stage of public
debate upon publication of the Moynillmn report ' in 1965. The report
drew emotional and extensive criticism, and in the years since political
leaders and social science researchers have paid increasing attention. to
family structure of low-income groups. Their heightened interest
arises chiefly from (a) the dramatic growth in family welfare re-
cipients (the aid to families with dependent children program—AFDC)
andd (b) the intractability of poverty in families without a father, a
rising proportion of America’s families, Not only do broken families
contribute to the slowdown in reducing poverty, but family disorgani-
zationis a key reason for the degree of income inequality between white
fumilies and those of minority races. Finally, some observers have
concluded that poverty and growing numbers of broken families lead
to increased crime. Directly and indirectly, then, family breakdown is

seen as a problem related to poverty, racial inequality, and crime.

In addition, there is a growing awarcness that government programs

%e form and mamtain
family and household units affects government programs. In turn,
government programs themselves influence family life, possibly to
the point of encouraging fathers to desert their families. Nowlhere is
the nterdependence between family structure und government pro-
grams more visible and more widely discussed than in the case of
welfare programs and the problems of poor families. Some see welfare
as caused 3y the irresponsibility of those who bear illegitimate children
and of those who abandon their families. Others see welfare itself as
the cause of broken and dependent families, as a barrier to work and
family strength. Still others blame both welfare and family instability
upon a third factor, the inadequate income and employment opportu-
nities available to many fathers.

Daniel Moynihan raised these and other issues in his policy paper,
The Negro Family: The Case for National Action. In summarizing
sociological literature and adding his own analysis, Moynihan m'guea
that fanily dissolution among low-income black families had reached
a critical stage. He urged national policies to strengthen low-income

- *The -author is.staff economist, Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy. The author
wishes to thank Alair Townsend, Heather Ross, Vee Burke, Sharon Galm, Irene
Cox, and James Storey for their useful comments.

! The entire text of the Moynihan report, officially titled The Negro Family:
The Case For National Action, and an examination of reactions to the report
appear in Lee Rainwater and William L; Yancy, The Moynihan Report and the
Politics of Controversy, MIT Preis, Cambridge, 1967.

1)
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black families. Coming soon ufter passage of major civil rights legis-
Iation, the report poinfed out the largest remaining obstacles to racial
equality were in the social and economic sphere. To make great
headway in solving this problem, the report said, a major gonl of
government programs should be to hielp low-inceme black families
stay together.

The report elicited widespread criticism and opposition. Primarily,
the critiecs charged that Moynihan was blaming individual black
families for their poverty instead of blaming racial diserimination and
inadequate employment opportamities.* A second, more valid criticism
was that there was insufficient evidence to prove Moynihan’s assertion
that families headed by women generally led to a “tangle of pathology.”

The debate surrounding thic report and discussions of family issues
beeame highly charged cemotionally. Anyone pointing to cultnral
factors as a cause of family disruption and to family disruption as a
cause of poverty could expect to be called “racist,” whether his

.opinions were based on analysis or whether he was simply using  this

ling of reasoning as a rationale for strong action against racial dis-
crimination. Emotional responses, in turn, gave many analysts an
excuse for not 'dealing with the sound criticisms of the arguments.

In such an atmosphere, objective analysis is diffienlt. Nevertheless,
issues of family stricture are - too crucial to social and-economic policy
to be evaded. Unfortunately, in spite of years of research and the pub-
lication of muany books and articles, many questions remain unan-
swered beeause of the complex and sensitive nature of the dynamics
of family behavior. It is essential that sound analysis continue on these
matters if we are to achieve informed discussion about governmental’
policies to promote family strength.

To aid this discussion, the papers in these two volumes provide
material which hielps to answer the following questions, among others:

What are the primary causes and eflects of illegitimacy, marital dis-
ruption, and female headship of families? What is the role of govern-
ment transfer programs in influencing family structure? What govern-
ment policies would increase family stability? Would vigorous pursuit
of deserting fathers discourage desertion or increase the chances of
disrupting second families? To what extent can extensive provision of
birth control services reduce illegitimacy? What is the effect of various
government, transfer programs, both singly and in combination, on
mcentives for family stability and for various types of houschold
arrangements? What is the appropriate role for government policy in
mfluencing family arrangements?

These questions are relevant to the jwoblems of existing transfer
programs and the difficulties of overall reform of the system of trans-
fers. Hence, the subcommittee staff obtained papers designed to im-
prove basic knowledge and publie understanding ahout the issues
they raise. The 10 papers in these two volumes address a variety of
issnes and use a variely of analytical techniques. Phillips Cutright
and Johr: Scanzoni, and Marjoric Honig provide statistical analyses
of the causes of high and increasing illegitimacy, niarital instability,

2 Qee, for example, William Ryan’s charges that the Moynihan report “* * *
seduces the reader into believing that it is not racism and diserimination but the
weaknesses and defects of the Negro himself that account for the present status of

inegnality between Negro and white,” in an article reprinted in Rainwater and
Yaney, p. 458.
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female-hewded  families, and  participation " in  welfare programs.
Barbara Boland also uses detailed statistical analysis to investigate the
degree to which puor [amilies cligible for AFDC actually receive
benefits. Nare Fried and Ellen Fitzgerald, and Carol Stack and Her-
bert Semmel use participant-observer techniques to observe in actual
cases how marital instability occurs and how poor families, particu-
tarly broken [amilies, operate. Andrew Billingsley adds to tlln's dik-
cussion by examining closely the complexities of family structure
among low-and middle-income black families. - : :

The policy focus of these papers varies from highly general to sjeeific
recomniendations. Lee Rainwater makes the case_that poverty meults
Jow relative income, not low absolute income, and that government
policy should raise the income share going to people at the bottom of
the income distribution. Papers by Harry Krause and by Stack and
Semne! express different opinions on the moie narrow issuc of how
strict the government enforcement policy should be in establishing
paternity and obtaining sugiport payments. Another impor{ant policy
issue concerns which is the a#ppropriate unit for purposes of determin-
ing eligibility und Benetit levels under government income transfer
programs: the individunl, the family, the household, or some combina-
tion of these, Irene Cox examines closely the family unit treatment of
cligibility and benefits in seme existing programs; other anthors make
general recommendations about the issue. : '

This essay is an effort to pull together the findings from the 10 papers
in these two volumes, to examine what these and other papers tell us
about the causes and eftects of {amily disorganization, about relative
inconie and antipoverty policy, about problems in determining the
appropriate recipient unit, and about the wisdom of vigorous efforts to
collect ehild support payments. The essay and these volumes generally

ignore family disoragnization problems among the middle and upper

classes.
1I. Penrsrrcrives oN Faainy DISORGANIZAT}pm-—

A. Some Problems of Methodology

One may legitimately ask whether it is possible to identify precisely
the causal factors behind family instability. After all, how .can wr
assess the quantitative importance of possible causes of desertion when
the deserting parent does not know exactly why he or she left the
family? This is a good question. Analysts should approach issues of
family stability modestly. We should be aware of. the limits to our
ability to understand how behavior is affected by the intricate web of
social, economic, and psychological processes.

A primary problem is ‘the limitation of analytical techniques.
Concern for privacy and sensitivity of subject matter impede asking
some cuestions through large surveys. Yet these data may be essen-
tinl for the analyst using statistical inference. Participant-observer
studies gllow a close look at family behavior but suffer from other
restriclions, especially limited reliability of generalizations drawn
from individual cases. Thus, to gain in-depth understanding of the
operations of large numbers of families requires using the best of both
techniques. Participant-observer studies suggest variables that should
be included in any statistical analysis and on which data are required.
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These case studies also provide knowledge on possible mechanisms of
causation. For example, what is the process by which income affects -
{amily stability? Even the analyst using the best participant-observer
studies to heip formulate hypotheses must use great care in inferring
causation,

Statistical inference can mislead as well as «xplain. Gonsider the
fact that & negative, statistically significant correlation exists between
income and illegitimacy. The percent of children that are illegitimate is
highest in low-income families and is lowest in high-income families.
One conclusion that .might follow is that low income tends to cause
high illegitimacy. However, one could also conclude that low family
income is the result rather than the cause of illegitimacy, since having
children without a husband leaves mothers withuut a primary income
source. Another possible conclusion is that some third factor, say lack
of education or an attitude of little concern for the future, causes both
low income and high illegitimacy. , ‘

A second problem is defining what we mean by family disorganiza-
tion. The common measures are the extent of illegitimacy, marital
instability, and female headship of families. Many analysts have
given little thought to what is the most appropriate measure because
they assume that all three measures move tegether. Unfortunately, this
assumption is often incorrect. The fuct is that one measure may or may
notmove closely with the other two. High illegitimacy rates are con-
sistent with low or high rates of marital stability; and with low or high
rates of female headship of families. '

Looking at one measure alone as.an index can yield highly mis-
leading conclusions. Suppose there is a decrease in the share of
marriages that are disrupted, If the reason for this decline is that
young unmarried pregnant women decide not to enter into a hasty
marriage and decide instead to have more illegitimate children, then
one could not conclude that family disorganization is declining.
Similarly, larger numbers of female-headed families may not indicate
growing family instability. The growth in female heads may occur
because a larger number of mothers in disrupted marriages have
enongh inccme to establish and maintain their own households instead
of living with other adult relatives. Thus, to understand trends in
family disorganization, the analyst must at least examine measures of
illegitimacy, marital disruption, and female headship of families.

A third problem in analyzing the implications of family disorganiza-
tion is determining the appropriate unit by which to judge social and

. economic welfare.é}n some cases, it is the family; in others, the house-

“ hold; and in still others, groups of close relatives who live in separate
households. From the standpoint of income adequacy, male discipline,

- and adult guidance, the child who lives only with his mother but who
hes grandparents or uncles living next door may be -much better off
than the child in a husband-wife family who has little access to his
father’s time or resources. Billingsley, Stack and Semmel, and Fried
and Fitzgerald all point out the important role that close friends or
relatives residing outside the household can play.

Considering the differences in how people associate and share
resources is important in assassing.economic welfare. If every poor
Jamily lived in a household with an above-poverty per-capita income
that was shared equally by all household members, then the economic
welfare of all individuals would exceed the poverty standard. Alterna-
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- lively, the complete absence of poor families may leave some indi-

viduals poor because they have little access to their family’s resources.
Most discussions of poverty implicitly assume that the family unit is
most relevant for judging the amount of income available to indi-
viduals. Although some family concept may be the single best measure,
there remains the problem of precisely defining the family itself. Sheuld
it .be the nuclear family or all household members related by blood,
marriage, or adoption? Sometimes the most meaningful measure of
mcome is houseliold income, including that of nonrelatives.

B. The Conventional Image of the Disruption Process

Like most broad social processes, family disorganization has many
causes and effects. Any one marriage may end because of a mixture of
money problems, infidelity, personality conflicts, and differences in
cultural values concerning the sanctity of marriage. The process
becomes increasingly difficult to understand when we consider large
numbers of family breakups. Nevertheless, sociologists and other
social scientists study such processes as family disorganization in an
effort to be able to make valid generalizations about how various
social forces mfluence behavior. The idea is ihat, although any given
marriage becomes disrupted because the partners cannot get along,
general factors-such as income and education may account for the

. phenomenon that marriages among some groups (in some decades)

seem to break down more often than marrages among other groups
(in other decades). _

Although differences of opinion do exist among analysts of {family
behavior, there appears to be a consensus among many suthors about
the general picture of how marital disruption occurs in low and lower
middle class families and what its effects are. It is useful here to present;
a stylized description of this conventional image.\Such a model neces-
sariPy oversimpﬁﬁés. The model’s usefulness for purposes of this
essay depends on how well it captures key elements in the causal chain
various authors describe. -

The conventional image of family disorganization is a series of causa
linkages. These eppear 1n figure 1. Authors may differ significantly as

* to how much this 1mage accords with their own views. For example,

some authors may believe that poor employment opportunities reduce
the male role in the family, but reject the notion that family dis-
organization is a prime cause of social pathology. The model in figure 1
provides a framework with which we can both highlight differences
among various authors and examine what evidence exists to substan-
tiate each linkage.
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Moynihan -and many of his crities appear to agree that poor em-
ployment opportunities, low income, and the marginal male role all
help cause high illegitimacy, marital instahility, and female headship.
The disagreement centers largely around the nature of family disrup-
tion and its effects. To Moynihan, illegitimacy, marital instability,
and female “headship are what family disorganization means. All
three measures represent experiences of failure, bitterness, and aliena-
tion. To Mownihan, the result of this disorganization is that the rear-

- ing of children suffers from the absence of the adult male, which, in

turn, causes such children to become poorly motivated and te engage
in crime and drug addiction.® Critics of Moynihan object to his con-
clusion that female headship fumily patterns adopted by many poor
blacks have a poor effect on children. For many of these eritics, rejec-
tion of the link between female headship and poor child rearing grows
out of their belief that illegitmacy, marital instability, and female
headship do not necessarily constitute family cwsorganization hut
rather may be culturally superior fumily patierns or, at worst, healthy
adaptations to problems of black people in a hostile socicty.

In spite of substantial scholarly debate on the nature of these family
processes, the evidence marshaled to establish c¢r to reject one or
another of the linkages is often weak and inconclusive. This section
examines the available evidence, much of which appears in the newly

released papers in these volumes.-

C. Causal Factors Behind High and Increasing Iilegitimacy, Marital

Disruption, and Female Headship

Basic facts on illegitimacy, marital disruption, and female headship
are well known and can be described quickly. A few figures appear in
tables 1 and 2. In comparing differences among population groups
at one point in time, one finds that illegitimacy, marital disruption,
and female headship are highest among blacks, the yoing, and those
with the lowest income: The trend over time in the three indices is
upward, Between 1950 and 1968, the share of births that were illegit-
imate more than doubled; the share of married women not living with
their husbands went up slightly; and the share of families headed by
women rose sighificantly in the case of blacks but has remained
relatively constant in the case of whites. :

The task of this section iz to examine what light various papers
shed on the causes of illegitimacy, marital disruption, and female
headship. To what extent do specific factors influence differences
among population groups and changes over “time? -Of particular.
interest 1s the evidence of these papers regarding the validity of the
first half of the causal chain in figure 1. In attempting to explore the
reasons for higher and growing family instability, we shall consider
separately the effect of each causal factor, such as income or health,
on all three measures of family instability. ‘

1. DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS

_ The role of demographic factors often receives far too little atten-
tion relative to behavioral factors, possibly becanse demography is
lacking in drama. Cutright, and Cutright and Scanzoni help fo correct

3 See the discussion in the Moyii*han report reprinted in Rainwater and Yancy,
especially pp. 80-81 and 84-85.
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this imbalance by explicitly caleulating the quantitative momﬁcunm

of changes in various population componcutb and in bu th rates.t

TasLe 1.—Trends in legitimacy

1940 1950 1060 1965 1068
Ilegitimacy rutlos !
White_ oo oo 19. 8 17. 5 22.9 39.7 53. 3
Nonwhite. _ .o _.____ 166. 4 179.5 215.8 263.2 312.0
Illegitix}xlw.cy rates by age of mother:* : N .
— . ite:
Total, 15 to 44 oo~ 3.9 6.1 9.3 11.5 13.0
20 to 24 ................ 6.0 10.0 18. 5 2L 7 22. 6
25t0 29 4.3 8.8 17.1 23.8 21,0
30to 34 .. . .. 2.6 . 6.0 10.8 16. 4 20
35todd e 1.3 2.1 3.9 4.9 4.7
Nonwhite: . :
Total, 15 to 44 . 39.1 68. 9 90. 2 94. 4 83. 0
204024 - '52.2  103.5 147.1 142.2 169, ¢
256029 s 36.7 92.4° 137.4 153.3 6. 6
‘ 30t034. ... 26. 5 62. 6 97.3 129.3 75.1
35to44. ... 10. 8 20.0 319 37.8 24. 2
t Number of ittegitimate birlhs per 1,000 total births.
2 Number of illegitiinate births per 1,000 unmayried women. -
Source: Phillips Cutright, “Hlegitimacy nnd Income Suppiements,” this volume, tables 2 and 3.
"TABLE 2.—Selected trends in marital status and fam'ily types -
1050 1056 1960 1055 1970
Marital status of women, age 14
and over (in percent):
White: . : S
.. Single.. ... 19. 8 17.9 18.6 -20.4 21. 3
T ' Married, spouse present__- 063. 6 639 . 63.7 6l. 5 60. 2
Marned spouse absent.._ 2.7 3.6 3.0 2.9 2.6
Wid owed _______________ 11. 5 12.4 119 12. 4 12. 4
Divoreed ... __._. 2.4 2.2 S 2.8 2.8 3.4
Nonwhite: v ‘ o N
Single oo e 20. 7 20. 5 22.0 23.1 28. 0
Married, spouse present.. - 50. 8 48.5 . 48.6 46.9 43. 6
Marned spouse absent_-_ 1L 2 13.6 12,0 12,9 11. 3
Widowed oo o oo 14. 6 14. 9 13. 8 13.1 13.0
2.7 2.5 3.6 4.0 . 4,2

Divorced . _ . . _...__.

"¢ The discussions in the next two scctions. draw on the co ‘?rehenswé work

of Cutright, and Cutnght and Seanzoni. See Phillips Cutright,
y ‘Income Suppiemenbs’
-Supplements and the American Family,” in this volume
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White: . .
e Husband-wife. .o .. ___. 83.0 87.9 887 88.8 83.9 882
Other male head. ... __.__. -85 30 26 23 2.2 2.3
- Female head. ... ____.. 83 9.0 87 89 89 94
Nonwhite:
Hushand-wife. . ... ... 77.7 75.3 73.6 72.7 69.1 657
Other male head. . _ .. ___.. 4.7 40 40 3.7 4.5 4,2
Female head. .-~ _._ --17.6 20.7 224 23.7 26.4 301

9

TasLe 2.—Selected trends in maritd status and femily types—Con.

1050 19565 19160 1906 1968 1972

Type of family (in percent):

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Populetion Rgmm serles P-23, No. 42, The Social and Fco-
nonite Status of the Black Population in the Uniled States, 14971, U.S. Governnent Printi ng Office, Washington,
1D.C. 1972, p. 100; and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P-20, No. 144, No.
212; U.S. Census of Population: 1950, Vol. 4, special reports, pt. 2, chy D, Marital Status: U.S. Census of
Topulstion: 1960; vol. }, Choracteristics of the 1’opulation, U.S. summary, :

Understanding demographic influences on illegitimaey trends re-
quires one to distinguish among measures of illegitimacy. Consider
first the increase in the share of births that are illegitimate. This
vercentage, called the illegitimacy ratio, has more than doubled.

. _the last three decades. From 1960 to 1968, the ratio has grown

substantially among whites and nonwhites. ‘A different picture of
illegitimacy trends would appear if our interest were in the average
propeusity of an unmarried woman to have a child. The conventional
measure of this propensity is the illegitimacy rate, the number of
illegitimate births divided- by the number of unmarried wonien of
childbearing age. lllegitimacy rates have also risen dramatically
between 1940 and 1970. However, since 1960 the rate actually de-
clined among black women and the increase slowed among -white
women. Interestingly enough, the illegitimacy ratio .and the illegiti-
macy rate can move in opposite directions. ..

The primary reasons cited for the differences in the 1960-68 trends
are the genoral decline in the birth rate among married women and the
rise in the share of unmarried women. As married women decide to
bear fewer children, the share of all children who are illegitimate can
rise in spite of no change in the illegitimacy rate. Note that the lower
birth rate among married women has little to do with decisions of un-
mairied women concerning illegitimacy. Thus, the illegitimacy ratio
rose partly because of behavioral changes among married women. The
iinpact of the rise in unmarried women on illegitimacy trends is subject
to differing interpretations. On the one hand, larger numbers of
unmarried women mean a greater population at risk of conceiving
out of wedlock, implying that even a constant propensity to bear
illegitimate children leads to an increase in absolute numbers of
illegitimate births. This interpretation makes the increase appear as
a natural result of a larger population of unmarried women and assigns
none of the rising illegitimacy to a change in the willingness of women
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to bear illegitimate children. Although this is plavsible. sueh n view
does presume that marringe wind childbearing decisions are independent,
and that the sequence is the marriage choice first and the child-bearing
choice second, An alteruative view is that the larger share of wonien

who are unmarried is itse'l partly reluted to a redueed fear of hearing

an illegitimate child. If greater acceptance of illegitimaey infliences
wotien not Lo marey or remarry, then a constant tllegitimacy rate
could be consistent with a growing willingriess to besr an illegitimate
child. _

Demographic fuctors also played an important role in the rapid
increase in the munbers of wonten in disrupted marriages and heading
families. In an interesting analysis of how much various coniponents
contributed to the growing numbers of female heads of families,
Cutright and Scanzom assign about 20 percent of the increase in white
female heads and 13 percent of the increase in nonwhite famale leads
to the effect of population growth alone.® Although their results
indicate a surprising{y small impact from rising marital disruptions,
this finding becomes understandable when one sepifiles” two off-
setling trends. Among, black ever-married women, the share of
woimnen who are separated or divorced has increased sharply between
1940 and 1970 while the share of women who are widows las de-
clined sharply. Counting the sum of these coniponents as ‘“women
i disrupted marriages’”’ leads one to conclude that marital distup-
tions have changed Jittle in 30 years. : :

2. 'MIEALTH FACTORS -

The well-being of families is often related to family disorganization
mensures. To most analysts, high illegitimacy, marital disruption,
and female headship are signs of family difficulties. However, increases
in these indices could have been caused by higher rather than lower

living standards. Cutright, and Cutright and~Scanzoni bring this

point out when demonstrating the role of improved health on family

disorganization. 1t is interesting that this factor, which is more ob-

jective, less emotion-laden than most, is not mentioned by Moynihan
or s critics. . .

Improved health can increase illegitimacy in a variety of ways.
Cutright reports that better nutrition and health has apparently
led to a decline in the age of menarch—age of first meunstruation.
This means a corresponding reduction in the age at which adolescents
are fertile. A second way in which improved. liealth is inportant is
through declines in involuntary sterility. ‘Third, spontaneous fetal
loszes have declined, again for health reasons. According to Cutright,
these thiree health-related factors account for virtually all—88 per-
cent—of the increased illegitimacy rates between 1940 and 1968 for
nonwhites but much less—19 percent—of the increase among whites.®

~One limitation of- this important finding is the assumption that
woinen’s decisions regarding coitus, abortion, and marriage are inde-
pendent of these health factors. This assumption may not have general

5 Cutright and Scanzoni, table 9,
¢ Cutright, table 9.

validity. While a lower age of fecundity may increase chances of con-

1
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ception, the unmarried woman”still makes decisions about birth
control and abortion partly based on how strongly she resists hearing
an illegitimate child. Further, a declining rate of spontaucous fetal
losses does not exelnde the role of a womanw’s decision {0 Lenr an
illegitimate child. She may still be able to get an abertien, Thus,
the influence of health improvements camot be totally separated
from behavioral decisions.

Health improvements may also affect the number of women in-
disrupted marriages who are mothers. Cutright and Scanzom point out
that childlessness used to be high mmong married women in large part
because of disease and the effect of poor health on sterility and fetal
loss. They report that childlessness declined signifieantly in the
1940-1970 period among women in disrupted marriages. They at-
tribute most of the decline in childlessness among nonwhite women
to improved health; for white women, both improved health and
reductions in the use of birth control techniques contributed to the
declining childlessness, ~

These health effects interact with decisions by individual married
woren, as in the case of the health effects on illegitimacy. Consider-
ubly more evidence than Cutright and Scanzoni present would be nec-
essary to show the size of the imndependent health effect. Consider the

Tacts Cutright and Scanzoni.present in table 6 showing that the percent

of all nonwhite women aged 15~44 in disrupted marriages who were
childless fell from 30 pereent to 18 percent between 1940 and 1970.
They seem to argue that improved heaith allowed a greater shave of
married women who desired children while their husband was present
to bear one. Then, with fewer of the married women childless, it
follows statistically that there would also be a smaller share of childless
women among those in disrupted marriages. An alternative explana-
tion of the Cutright and Scanzoni data might run as follows. The
presence of children normally reduces the chance of a mamiage dis-
solving. The finding that fewer women in disrupted marringes are
childless means that an increase has ocenrred in the chances for marital
disruption among families with children,

Notwithstanding these limitations, Cutright and Scanzoni- make
important contributions, by highlighting the role of health factors
on illegitimacy and marital disrnption trends. : '

Cutright’s related discussion of voluntary contraception and
illegitimacy is also valuable. After noting the trends in effective use
of contraceptive devices and their influence on illegitimacy trends,
Cutright assesses the potential impact of birth control prograns on
illegitiniacy. He points out that programs attempting to increase the
use of birth control pills and TUD’s wili likely have only limited
success in redneing illegitimacy. Since a large proportion of illegitimate
births are first births among young, poor, unmarried women whose
coital experience .is infrequent and irregular, many women-at-risk
will either not participate in the programs or encounter high failure
rates. This is not to say that these young women want to bear an
illegitimate child. Most do not and, where available, many have taken
advantage of abortion services. Cutright argues convincingly that

roviding abortion services will be much more successful in reducing
illegitiinacy than- will encouraging the use of contraceptive devices.

20-307—78——2
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3. INCOME, EARNINGS, AND WELFARE PAYMENTS

Money is at the root of many conflicts, including some that lead to
family disruption. One problem is caused by too little money. Moyni-
hian and many of his critics agree that poor job and income opportuni-
ties of black males contribute significantly to marital disruption, that
marriages ure strained and. the role of the father is made increasingly

_marginal when he cannot adeguately support his family. (See Figure 1
for how these factors fit into an overall causal chain.: Although
too little money is cited as the cause of trouble, the Government’s
attempts to provide money are said to make matters worse. The
most dramatic charges agninst the welfare system are that it en-
courages desertion by fathers and that it encourages illegitimacy.
Providing welfare payments and other benefits more generously to
female-headed families (i.e., one-parent families) than to husband-
wife families clearly reduces the economic importance of the male.’
Critics charge that welfare's preference for the broken family also
?tim_ix_lates illegitimacy, marital disruption, and female headsﬁip of

amilies. . ,

" -A number of papers in this volume examine the empirical basis for
such hypotheses. In attem {)ting to discover how low income, poor job
opportunities, and high welfare payments actually influence behavior,
the authors replace speculation with statistical analyses. Although the
statistical anallyses themselves have limitations which are discussed
below, they reveal many new interesting results. The next three -
sections summarize the major findings concerning the effects of eco-.
nomic variables on .illegitimacy, marital disruption, ‘and female
headship. o o . S

: , a. Illegitimacy ‘

Low income may cause illegitimacy in a number of ways. First, and
most direct, the pregnant mother may bear the child without getting’
married because ‘the mother and/or father believe -their income is
insufficient for marriage. Second, her low income may prevent an
unmarried women from getting a safe abortion, {This cause should
diminish because of the Supreme_Court’s decision forcing States to -
legalize some abortions.”) Indirectly, poor income opportunities may
increase illegitimacy by reducing the economie importance of the
male to the family. Given the existence of welfare benefits paid upon
his absence, the family’s income with the father in the house might

be little or no higher than its income without him. Further, as.the . .

reduced male role causes illegitimacy and marital disruption among

~ some population groups, young people perceive that the chances of a
stable marriage are low and that illegitimacy and female headship

are acceptable to the community.? ‘ -

7 The Supreme Court has also ruled that States may elect not to cover the costs
of abortion under the medicaid program. . A Ce :

8 Each of these causal factors suggests the use of a different measure of income..
The sufficiency of income to marry would seem to depend.on family income.
opportunities relative to average family income. Purchasing a safe abortion is
more closely dependent on abisolute rather than relative income. ‘The imale eco-
nomie: role ic most plausibly measured by cted family. income, ‘husband'
present, divided by expected {a inoome, husband absent. In. examining com-
munity effects, which would be highly complex, one would probably use neighbor-
hood income and neighborhood family disorganization measures.
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Cutright’s paper examines the effect of socieeconomic status on
illegitimacy in three ways. First, Cutright argues that racial differen-
tials in poverty status nccount for at least 45 percent of racial differ-
entials 1n illegitimacy rates. According to Cutright, counting all

sacioeconomic status factors would probably explam more than half -

of the differentials in illegitimacy. Second, Cutright maintains that

. in the absence of any narrowing over time in absolute income

differences by race, one should.not expect a nurrowing in-illegitimacy
rate differentials by ruce. Finally, Cutright contends that income
differences in the form of different AFDC payments do not affect
Staie differentials in the levels or rates of change of illegitimacy
rates. .

In estimating the effect of income on racial differentials in illegiti-
macy, Cutright uses the fact that the share of nonwhite unmarried
wonien, ages 15-44, who are poor or near-poor, is much larger than
the corresponding share of white unmarried women. Unfortunately,
this measure of income differentials has lmitations., To the extent

that poverty status of some unmarried women is measured after the’

woman has at least one illegitimate child and forms a new household,
it is illegitimacy that is helping to cause poverty instead of the other
way around. A second problem with this index occurs even when the
poverty status of umnarried women is measured before they bear

_children. Their poverty may be irrelevani to their unwedded mother-

hood. A woman’s family may be poor because she has many brothers
and sisters. This poverty need not affect her marriage decision.

The theory of the illegitimacy process should play a large role in
deciding on the most appropriate income variable. If low income
causes 1llegitimacy by making marriage financially difficult, then the
appropriate variable in comparing illegitimacy behavior of nonwhite
with that of white unmarried women. is what their relative family
incomes would be if they married. Hizh illegitimacy may also result
from the fact that poor males would make only a small financial

‘contribution to the family. If this is the causal factor at work, then

the appropriate income variable is how well ‘financially the mother
atid her child would fare with the father present relative to how they
would fare in his absence.

Cutright does turn to family income measures in examining illegit-

- imacy- trends by race. Although Cutright argues that the income of

nonwhite families relative to white family income is the important
determinant of behavior, he does not use the traditional measure of

relative income, the ratio of nonwhite to white median income. The-

relative income position of blacks shows improvement, according to
this ratio. Instead, Cutright looks at changes in absolute dollar
differences, Noting that nonwhites were further behind whites in 1970
than in 1950 in absolute dollars, Cutright has a justification for the
absence of a significant narrowing in the racial differentials in illegit-
imacy. Unfortunately, the use of absolute dollar differences instead of
ratios is highly suspect. To believe in absolute dollar differences as the
appropriate measure of relative status, one would have to believe that

nonwhites would feel more deprived relative to-whites if their respec-'

tive average incomes were $95,000 and $100,000 (a difference of
$5,000) rather than $6,500 and $10,000 (a difference of $3,500).

Pt st s ae as e
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Anotlier problem with this measwre is that the median funily: in-
come figures for each race include all families, not simply husband-wife
families. Since families with female heads malke up a much larger and

" faster growing share of nonwhite families than of white families, this

compositional efTect alone accounts for part of the racial differential in
median income and part of the slow narrowing of nonwhite-white
income differentinls. In assessing whetlier income differentials cause
illegitimacy differentials, one would want to abstract from this com-
positional change. To avoid much of this problem, one could use cither
(1) changes in the nonwhite to white ratio of incoimnes of liusband-wife
families, or (b) changes in the nonwhite to white ratio of average
family income of female-headed families relative to the samne ratio for
husband-wife families.

Pitfalls in this arca of analysis can arise from an overly narrow view
of causation. One must recognize thatillegitimacy can be a cause of low
income as well as an effect of low income. Caring for an illegitimate
child hinders the job of earning.above-poverty incomes. Also, some
third factor may cause both low income and high illegitimacy. For
exaiple, Edward Banficld might argue that the lower class’ lack of
convern and inability to sacrifice for the future are the root causes of
boeh low income and high illegitimacy.? Poor preparation by schools
and ¢y families is another possible cause.

Another highly publicized cause of high illegitimacy is the welfare
svstem. AFDC payments and othier benefits are said to reduce the cost
of enving for illegitimate clhiildren. Cutright examined this hypothesis
by comparing State AFDC payments with State illegitimacy rates.
He found no discanible relationship. While his analysis is of interest,
it does not censider the effects of many variables simultaneously.
The advantage of the multivariate approach in analyzing the efiects
of AFDC on illegitimacy is that it allows one to exumine all factors
that may influence State illegitimacy differentials together, taking
account of any simultaneities. The size of the AFDC paymient would
be treated as one of many important variables. Cutright’s simple
correlations shiowing that AFDC payments and illegitimacy rates are
not posivvely related suggest that high welfare payments are not the
overwhelming influence on illegitimacy. ISstimates of more accurate
AFDC effects on illegitimacy will come 014 of future research.

b. Marital instability

Do high private incomes help keep husbands and wives together?
Do ligh weifare payments lhelp brealk up marriages? Cutright and
Scanzoni attenmipt fo analyze these controversial questions einpirically.

In examining the effect of private income, Cutright and Scanzoni
focus primarily on the following question: To what extent do racial
differentials in income account for racial differentials in marital sta-
bility? They report census data showing that marital disruption rates
of adult males decrease as the male’s income rises. This tendency holds
for both white and black men. Although black men experience higher
rates of separation and divorce than white men even at the same in-
come level, the size of the total racial differential in marital stability
is much larger than racial differentials within income classes. After

9 Scc Edward Banfield, The Unheavenly City, Little, Brown, and Compary,
Boston, 1968, especially pp. 45-66.
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expanding the discussion to consider the lewer asset holdings, lower
job satisfaction fevels, und greater nonincome disadvantages of blacks
as compared to whites, Cutright and Scanzoni conclude thut ceconomic
status differences account for virtually all of the observed: racial
differentials in marital stability. -

Otie may question their conclusion on a number of grounds. First,
the fact that lower incomes are associnted with higher marital insta-
bility does net necessarily mean that low income causes marital in-
stabifity. It may be that marital stability is influencing the male’s
income. Separations, divorces, and delays in remarriage may reduce
a man’s need or his perceived need for income or may discournge him
from working hard. A further possibility is that some third Tactor,
sueh as luck of concernt for the Mmture or lack of regard for a stable
family lile, causes both low incomes and high disruption rites. Second,
there is the unsolved problem of distinguishing nonincome disadvan-
tages from income disadvantages suffered by blacks, Otherwise, one
can_count the same unfavorable factor twice. Finally, there is no
evidence about the extent to which these added disadvantages induce
high marital disruption rates. .

Cutright and Scanzoni examine the impact of welfare payments on
rurital stability by relating State AFDC levels to State percentages of
women living with their husbands. They report finding no relationship
between the two variables and conclude that the size of the AFDC
benefit does not influence marital disruptions. Because the procedure
does 110t acconnt for other influences of marital stability, these results
are of linited value. Further discussion of AFDC effects appears in

the next section. '
¢e. Female heads of families -

A primary concern about the rise in female-headed families is that
the increase represents a growing breakdown of the family. Attracting
most altention are the enormous increases occurring among already
unstable minority fumilies. The share-of black families headed by
women grew dramatically from 21 to 31 percent between 1960 and
1971. Accompanying this growth was an explosive 238 percent increase
in wellare recipients in the aid to families with dependent. children
category. It is especially troubling that the rise in broken families
necelerated during a decade of rapid gains in income.

What happened? Did the general prosperity fail to reach lower-class
minority families? Did high welfare payments stimulate greater family
splitting? What evidence 1s available to determine the effects of private
income and welfure payments on the share of families headed by
mothers? Those attempting answers to these questions examine the
trends in female headship rates over time and differences among vari-
ous gronps in these rates at a single point in time.

In interpreting the puzzling events ol:.the 1960’s, one might first
aske wihat the growth in the share of black female-headed families
represents. Moynihun has argued that these increases indicate con-
siderable and growing social distress among one segment of the black
population.’® Although this interpretation is the most obvious one,
some anthors disagree. Cutright and Seanzoni point out that the grow-
ing share of black female fumily heads did not resuit in any decline

10 Ianiel P. Moynihan, “The Schism in Black America,” The Public Inierest,
No, 27, Spring 1972, pp. 4-9.. ,
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in the share of black women who were wives in intact fainilies. if the
share of intact black families remained constant, it would appear that
family disorganizetion did not in fact become worse. What nccounts
for these differing views? :

The Moynihan analysis does not”recognize that there are three
rossible family positions of mothers with children. Such worien may
Le wives in intact families, heads of broken families, or “other rela-
tives’’"of the head. Examples of this third category would be a mother
living with her children in a household headed by her father, uncle, or
other relative. Mothers in this latter category are designated by the
‘Census Bureau as “‘subfamily heads” but not as “family heads.” Look-
ing closely at the 1950 to 1972 trends, one finds that part of the in-
crease in female family heads can be attributed to a declining share of
subfainilies. That is, fewer mothers without husbands must double up
with other relatives; more can form their own households. Among
women living with their own children under 18 but not living with a
husband, the share heading subfamilies fell from 33 percent in 1950 to
13 percent in 1972 with a corresponding rise in the share headin
families from 67 percent to 87 percent. This factor alone contributed
significantly to the observed rise in the number of female family heads
with children. Of the absclute increase in female family heads between
1950 to 1972, 36 percent would not have occurred if the share of
mothers without husbands who become subfainily heads had remained
at the 1950 rate." These and other figures suggest that some of the
rising female headship could we]l be an indication of higher living
standards from higher income: including AFDC payments—rather
than a sign of growing family disorganization. Mothers in disrupted
marriages might simply have decided to spend part of their increased
incomne to st up and maintain their own households.

Cutright and Scanzoni provide an overall look at the contributions of
various' components to ‘the increase in female heads. ‘Among black
women, the largest component was the growing tendency for mothers
in disrupted marriages to head their own families. Although 2 moder-
ate increase in illegitimacy rates was evident, increasing marital
disruption _apparently accounted for little of the total increase in
fatherless familie. * Kis is a surprising result. It would seemn to flatly
contradict the widespread view that black families have suffered
increasingly severe breakdown. - - — '

11 The data for these ealculations come from U.S. Burexu of the Census, Current
Population Reports, series P-20, Nos. 33, 106, 246, 251. The calculations were
performed as follows. Let FH equal 'the number of female heads with children, SH
equal the number of female subfamily heads, with subseripts 1. and 2 appling for
years 1950 and 1972, Then, one ean compute FH*,, an adjusted number of female
family heads in 1972 that assumes for 1972 the 1850 behavior pattern regarding
the formation of subfamilics and separate families: - ,

FH, e
*f oS00
- Py ;) (PR SHD, .
An estimate of the percent increase in FH atrributable to the fact that the share
of subfamily heads did not remain at the 1950 rate is EST, whore
cm_ PH—FH*_ '
EST= PH,—FH; 0.36

- for 'the 1950-72 period. EST e%yhals 47 percent for the 1950-60 period and 20

percent for the 1960-72 period. The comparable figures using current year rather
than base year weights are 17 percent, 36 percent, and 13 percent for the 1950-72,
1950-60, and 1960-72 periods, respectively.
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A closer look at the trends reveals a still mnore complex, but more
accurate interpretation of the rising proportion of black families
lacking fathers. Consider all women with children in one of three
family status categories: (1) heads of families, (2) wives of family
heads, or (3) other relatives of the family head. In both the 1940-60
and 1960-70 periods, the rise of female heads was alinost completely
offset by the declining share of women who were other relatives of the
faniily head. However, the observed constancy in the share of wives
occurred for different reasons in the two periods. While in the 1960~
70 period the constant share of wives meant no significant behavioral
changes, it was the result of two offsetting trends between 1940 and.
1960. Over those two decades, the share of ever-married Negro
women who were widowed declined from 25 pervent to 18 percent.

By itself, such a decline would lead to an increase m the share of wives.

Instead, the share of women who were separated and divorced rose,
offsetting the expected increase-in the share of wives. Thus, rising
marital l-‘breakups played a significant role in the 1940-60 increases
in black female headship but not in the 1960-70 changes.

What impact could the welfare system have exerted on these
trends? Onec interesting potential effect is that high and growing
AFDC payments might have allowed mothers in disrupted marriages
to form and maintain their own households. Second, in spite of the
constancy in: the share of wives in husband-wife families during the
1960'%® AFDC itself might have encouraged marital disruption, an
effect offset by other factors, such as rising incomes. Boland indiractly
looks at the potential effect of AFDC on the rise in female headshi
in the 1967-70 period. Her results show that the increase in AFD
recipients occurred as a result of higher participation by female heads

-and expanded economic eligibility rather than as-a-result of an-in-

creagse In the number™of low-income female family heads.® These
findings are of major interest but they are not—and were not intended
t:o1 be—good evidence on the question of AFDC’s effect on family
splitting. - :
Direct tests of the AFDC influence on female headship appear in
apers, by Honig and by Cutright and Scanzoni. These authors
investigate AFDC effects by examining whether differences in AFDC
payments among areas ianxence State or metropolitan area differ-
ences in female headship rates. As in their tests of AFDC’s impact on
illegitimacy and marital disruption, Cutright and Scanzoni do not
simultaneously consider variables other than the two primary
variables. Use of this procedure limits the value of their finding of no
significant relationship between AFDC payments and incidence of
female-headed families. . : S
Honig provides the most careful study to date on the impact of
AFDC payment levels. Her h{pothesis is that, holding other things
equal, higher AFDC payment levels in a metropolitan area will mean
an increase in the area’s percentage of women who are AFDC re-
cipients—the recipient rate. The higher recipient rate will result from
(a) larger shares of female family heads becoming welfare recipients—
welfare-independent female heads—and (b) larger shares of women

becoming both female family heads and welfare recipients—welfare-

12 Reynolds Farley, “Growth of the Black Population,”” Markham Publishing Co.,
Chicago, 1970, p. 145. . ~ :

12 Barbara Boland, “Participation in the Aid to Families With Dependent
Children Program (AFDC),” this volume. :
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induced female heads. An impartant. featuve of the Ilonig analysis is
the inclusion of explanatory variables in addition to AFDC payment
levels. For example, the level of male wage appears as a potential
influence on female headship rates and recipient rates. This is eritical
to the analysis, High msle wages should reduce the financial incentive
for family splitting and thus discourage family breakup. High AFDC
prayments should-have-the opposite effect. Unless one takes account of

~eaclifi¢tor sepurntely, the two factors could cancel each other out. The
results would look as if there were no relationship when in fact there
were two off-setting effeets.

Honig’s findings strongly support-the notion that the size of the
AFDC stipend influences the share of female-hended families: Tests
using 1960 and 1970 data on 44 metropolitan areas provide estimates of
the impact of higher AFDC payments. According to Honig’s results
for 1960, a 10-percent-higher area AFDC payment will induce, other
things equal, a 3- to 4-percent-higher rate of female headship. This
result holds for rates applying to nonwhite and white women. Honig’s
preliminary results for 1970 yield a similar eonclusion but o slightly
weaker relationship. . ‘

In considering Honig’s findings, one should recall that high AFDC
payments might induce female headship either by discouraging stable
marriages or by helping mothers in disrupted marriages to head their
own households rather than live with other relatives. Honig is unable to
distinguish fully between these two types of AFDC effects. Analyzing
these two effects separately as well as verifying Honig’s findings with
more detailed models are important tasks %or future researchers.
Such models should take account of the existence of ather transfers,
{mrticular}y food stamps and general assistance. These other transfers
have an important effect on area differcnces in benefit packages
available to female-headed relative to husband-wife families.

D. Effects of Family Disorganization

Mauy authors who agree on the causes of family disorianizn‘.tion'
disagree on the effects of such disorganization. According to Moynihan
and E. Franklin Frazier, family disorganization causes a ‘‘Tungle of
Pathology.” Moynihan, in concluding his case for national action to
strengthen black  families, closes with the following quote from
Frazier: - o ‘

As the result of family disorganization a large proportion of Negro children and
youth have not undergonce the socialization which only the family cun' provide.
The disurganized families have failed to provide for their emotional needs and
have not provided the discipline and habits which are necessary for personality,
development. Beeause the disorganized family has failed in its function as o
socializing agency, it has handicapped the children in their relations to the institu-
tions in the commmmity. Moreover, family disorganization has been partially
respunsible for a large amount of juvenile delinguency and adult crimie among
Negroes. Since the widespread fumily disorganization among Negroes has resulted
from the failure of the father to play the role in family life required by American
society, the mitigation of this problem must await those changes in the Negro

. a;u]i Am‘crican society which will enable the Nogro father to play the role required
of him.4 : . i .

This view has come under a good deal of criticism. The most radical
. critics_say that there is nothing wrong with illegitimacy, ‘marital
instability, and feniale headship, and that the family structure of the

" Rainwater and Yancy, p. 94
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poor is a healthy adaptation to difficult circumstances. Others point
out that there is no necessary connection between family structure and
social pathology. Herbert Gans reflects this attitude in the following
guote: :

In addition, it must be stressed that at present, we do not even know whether
the lower elass Negro family strueture is actually as pathologieal as the Moynihan
report suggests. However much the picture of family life painted in that report
may grate on middle-class moral sensibilities, it may well he that instability,
illegitimacy, and matriarchy are the most positive adaptations possible to the
conditions which Negroes must endure.

" Moynihan presents some data which show that ehildren from broken homes do
maore poorly in school and are more likely to turn to delinqueney and dnigs,
Preliminary findings of a study by Bernard Maekler of the Center for Urhan
Iidueation show no relationship between sehiool performance dand broken families,
and a massive study of mental health in Manhattan, reported by Thomas Langner
and Stanley Michaels in “Life Stress and Mental Health,” demonstrated that
among whites at least, growing up in a broken family did not increase the
likelihood of mental illness as much as did poverty and being of low status.'s

Discussions of the effects of family disorganization occur in several
papers in this volume. As noted earlier, the three measures used in this
paper may differ in their effects. Readers will find surprising the result
reported by Cutright and Scanzoni that whether a first birth is
illegitimate or legitimate may have little effect on whether, in the
long run, the mother is unmarried, is married with spouse absent, or
is married with spouse present. This result holds for black and-for
white women. Of course, this does not mean that {amilies with at
least one illegitimate child are not fatherless for longer periods than

_other families. What it does iudicate is that we should be cautious
about the meaning and the effects of family disorganization.

Papers by Billingsley and by Stack and Semmel emphasize a point
that requires continuing emphasis. Tt is that families technically clns-
sified as female-headed may take a variety of forms in practice. An
adult male relative or nonrelative may live in the same household, may
share some of his income with family members, and mny help to bring
up the children. Whether through a stable houschold compesition or a
relatively unstable one, children may have close near-familial relation-
ships with adult men. Stack and Semmel, and Fried and Fitzgerald
point out’that domestic networks of close relatives and friends are
important to the lower class family. In cases where the honsehold con-
sists only of a mother and her children, the mother may receive strong
support in child rearing from other' relationships. Stack and Senunel
note that even the meaning of a household can differ from place to
place. Children may commonly sleep and eat in households other than
their primary residence. o L

The variety of household types has implications for research on the
question of whether broken families help cause crime, drug addiction,
and other social adjustiment problemss. Researchers must tuke account
of the fact that the strict dichotomy” of male- and female-headed
families may be misleading in at least two ways. First, a study using
such o dichotomy which finds no effect by sex of head does not neces-
sarily mean that family structure does not-influénce child rearing, The
researcher may have chosen the wrong family structure variable.
Second, finding a significant effect by sex of head does not altow the

16 Herbert Gans, “The Negro Famﬂy: Reﬁeeﬁons on the Moynihan Report,”
as reprinted in Rainwater and Yancey, pp. 450-451
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researcher to conclude that lack of inale influence is causing the prob-
lems or successes. Many families headed by women may have more
healthly male influences than some headed by poor men.

Billingsley cites a number of -studies (o suppert the follpwing:
contention: ' _ TN

Thus, working-class families, middle-class families, and upper-class families in
the blaek community provide n progressively higher level of protection to their
children than families in the lower class, and the under class. This is due not so
mueh to the nature of the family structure as to the nature of the resourees
available to the family to help them care for their children. A husband and father
i3 one, but not the only important figure and funetion necessary to insure the well-
being of ehildren. In the black community particularly, other family members,
relatives and friends, neighbors, and other role models often provide some of the
screens of opportunity which enable some families to function better than others.!¢

Child abuse seems to occur less among black families than among the
general population. Billingsley’s review indicates that many poor black
families function well in child rearing while some function poorly. The -
results reported by Billingsiey do not seem to show an independent
cffect from family structure apart from the impact of low income. )

The problem of distinguishing between the effect of low income and
the effect of a breakdown in the family is a difficult one. Still, one must
cast doubt on -those studies which find significant family breakup
effects but do not separate these effects from the effect of income.
Further, Gans points out that under .some circumstances, such as
personality differences between parents or mental illness, the child’s -
environment may benefit from his parents’ separation.

On this genem{issue it appears that the evidence still is inconclusive.

- III. AnTrroverrY- PoLicy aNp RELATIVE ‘IncoME

On the meaning of poverty reasonable people continue te disagree.
Lee Rainwater argues for a definition basedp on’ the dollar distance
between those with the lowest incomes and the average income in the .
country. Having defined poverty in relative terms, Rainwater goes on
to advocate antipoverty policies that narrow the income distribution.
He would prevent family incomes from falling below one-half of the
median income. Only such & policy would alléviate Rainwater’s notion
of{})overty." ‘ R R

Many have argued that, as a matter of morality, the Nation should
redistribute income on a vast and continuing basis in order to eliminate
wide disparities among families. Rainwater attempts, by use of social
science, to demonstrate. that extensive redistribution is wise. In ‘this
effort, he seems to equate what people believe is'economically necessary
with what they think (or shonsd tgxink) is (or should be) a matter of
right, perhaps.even without work effort, . .~ =~ . " '

“Rainwater's - discussion of the causes and the cures of family .in-
stability goes to the crux of the matter. Rainwater does an ‘excellent
job of portraying the highly involved nature of the disruption process.
summary cannot be just to his discussion. As'key elements, Rain-
water identifies the economic marginality of the father, the lack of
necessary monetary resources for proper family functioning, and‘a
street scene that is especially attractive to those without extensive.
resources. This web of factors produces values and norms: that lead to -
"16 Andrew Billingsley, *“ The Black Family: Myths and Realities,’’ inl the gecond
part of these two volunies. o p ’ T ‘ :
Q
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high illegitimacy, marital disruption, and female-headed families. The
‘behavior is seen as an adaptation by the lower class to low incomes. If
inadequate income causes this behavior, then adequate income should
produce a different set of adaptations, behavior similar to that of the
working class. The only question remaining.for Rainwater is whether
“adequate’” income means an absolute minimum or a relative min-
imum. Rainwater then uses opinion poll results to show that people
believe a relative minimum—not an absolute minimum—is necessary
for an adequate level of well-being. It follows that a minimum relative
i111come must be provided to change the behavior patterns of the lower
class. ‘ S : :

Although Rainwater describes the disruption process as 4 complex
matter of many elements, his discussion of a proposed solution fails
to answer many questions. From Rainwater’s point of view, the appro-
priate questions are: (1) to what extent is low relative income the
root cause of family disorganization? and (2) would assuring a min-
imum relative income significantly reduce such disruptions? T.ost are
such subtleties as the economic importance of the male to the mother

and her children, the problem of community influences that foster:

disruption, and the time required for families to change their behavior.
Rainwatér and Cutright contend that low relative income causes

family disorganization. Although this essay is not the place for a -

full-blown analysis of the issue, the subject merits further discussion
beyond - the. remarks on page -13. The chain of reasoning -behind
the relative income hypotliesis seems to run as follows: (1) Participant-
. ‘observer studies and the data showing highest family disorganization
among the lowest income groups confirm the sighificance of low income
. as a primary cause of illegitimacy and marital disruption, (2). absolute
income .has increased dramatically in the last 10-20 ‘years with no
-accompanying decline in fainily disorganization, but (3) incomes of
the bottom 20 percent have not improved relative to median_ famil
income, thus (4) the lack of relative income gains must be.responsibie
-for the fact that family disorganization has not declined. '
There is good. reason to. question  this conclusion. First, neither
Cutright nor Rainwater ' demonstrates "that .the high correlation
between low income ‘and family disorganization' means _that. low
.income is a cause of family disorganization: The causation -can.run
~in both directions or some. third factor may be at work-to cause both.
Although it is’ difficult. to .demonstrate. causation:in social science

analysis,” a general model .that takes simultaneous account. of many .

forces would yield more convincing evidence. .. . . . .
. Sécond, the direct-evidence against the relative income hypothesis
is at least as strong.as the -evidence in support of the hypothesis.

Consider racial differentials over time.and by region..The :median.

income of black families relative to the median income .of. white
families increased from 0.52 in 1959 and 0.55. in 1960 to 0.64 in 1970

and 0.63 in 1971. If we consider the more appropriate income variable, -

median income of intact families, the increase in black to white incomes
. is even larger; theratio of such' median ificomes rose from 0:59 in 1959

to 0.73 in 19717 In'spite: of .these relative income gains by black

17 7.8, Bureau of the Census, ..“‘Current_.,P,oPulé,tibn‘Rébor,ts‘,’.’-series_;--P%GO;': No. -

.....

85, “Money Income of Families and ‘Persons in the United States,” U:8..Govern-
ment Printing. Office, Washington, D.C., 1972, and U.S. Buresu 'of the Census,

“Statistical Abstract of the United States,” 1971 (92d ed.), Washington, D.C.,

G771, pp. 316-320,
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families, family disorganization was at least as high- among blacks,
and in many ways higher in 1971 than in 1959.® Looking at regional
differences, one sees a similar picture. Incomes of blacks relative to
whites arc much higher outside the South than inside the South.
According to Rainwater, this should imply higher family disorganiza-
tion among southern black familics than among northern ones. Yet,
ia fact, black families are no less stable in the South than elsewhere.

One should not interpret this evidence to mean that relative income
plays no role in illegitimacy or in marital disruptions. Low relative
incomes might still be one cause of family disorganizatiou. But it is
certainly not the only major cause. Rainwater is probably closer to the -
right track when he emphasizes the relatively low income contribution
of the father. The male’s earnings are financially less important to
black than to white families. In 1971 median earnings of black males
working full time were 68 pércent of median family income of black
husband-wife families; the comparable figure ‘for whites was 77
percent.'® While black men raised their earnings position: relative to
white men between 1959 and 1969, the iinprovement in relative
earnings of black women was much larger. As a result, the ratio of
black female to black male carnings increased from 0.45 to 0.55 in only
10 years.?® Black male earnings have approximately kept pace with
the large rise in average cash welfare payments. However, taking
account of the increased availability of other transfer benefits such as
food stamps and medicaid, one would probably find a decline in the
ratio of average earnings of black males to transfer income available
to female heads with. children. These trends by themselves do not
prove any particular relationship. But they suggest that diminished.”
mmportance of ‘the father’s financial contribution to total [amily
income may be the more significant economic explanation of broken
families than is low ‘combined income of some husbands and wives
relative to average family income. S

"IV, Fayiny Unir Ponrey

How to treats different types of families under-income’ transfer
programs is a difficult prob%em.— Families differ not' only by family
~meome but alse’by sex of head, by number of children, and by presence
or absence of parents and other related or unrelatedadiults. If Govern-
ment policies are not to create inequities between families or to increase
incentives for socially undesirable behavior, these family differences
must be recognized in the:design of benefit programs. Unfortunately,
present Government programs suffer from poor design in this respect.
Confusion is rampant because of ‘the large number of different rules
about family units. And the iules’ of some ‘programs are obviously
unfair to many families, 7 0o o o s .
-The’ most well-known and -controversial family unit policy is the
general-exclusion of husband-wife families under - the -aid to families
18 Rainwater's hypothesis might still hold. if. the, income distribution among
black families. were more unequal in’ 1959 than in 1671, But the data show some
?ligl}lt_' improvement occurred for'the lowest and second lowest fifth ‘of black
amilies, - . - T - FrE . . o v e
19 .8, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P-60, No. 85,
pp. 45, 47,and 123,° . - LT T o et e e et
. 20 See Richard B. Freeman, “Changes in the Labor Market for Black Americans,
'1048-72,"” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity I: 19?73, The Brockings Institu-
¢ , Washington, 1973, p. 112, o T T

ERIC | |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

23

with dependent children program. Although some two-parent families
may qualily for AFDC because of disability or unemployment, most
are incligible. AFDC ¢ash is prohibited to all families of {athers with
full-time jobs who live at home, no matter how poor they are. This
policy has been widely attacked as inequitable and socially disruptive.
The policy treats families unequally, giving varying sums to fanilies
of the same size and income. Moreover, it encourages parents not to
marry, to separate, and to avoid remarringe. What is not generally
vecognized is that welfare’s discrimination agninst intact families
falls under g general set of problems in family unit policy.

This section first provides a general framework for viewing the
family unit problem. Nest comes an examination of family unit
policies under existing programs. These two sections and the findings
of soine papers in the volume lead to a discussion of the implications
for structuring future Governmnent prograins.

A. The General Framework #

The family unit problem arises from the recognition that the sharing
of income makes individual income a poor measure of potential living
standards. At the sane living standards, supporting a large family
simply requires more income than supporting or:eself. Because needs
differ by family size, most people would regard as unfair rules that
based tax payments and transfer benefits only on each individual's
income. Common notions of equity suggest that the tax code and
transfer program rules should take account of differences in family
circumstai.ces. Most people believe that a single individual should
pay higher taxes than a father of five with the same incoine. -

The tax code treats different family units differently by allowing
deductions from taxable income and by using different tax rate
schedules. The taxpayer niagy deduct a specific amount for each person
he supports. The taxpayer’s family relationships and income-sharing
arrongements can also affect his tax rate schedule if he is married or
qualifies as a household head. Similarly, in the case of transfer pro-
grams, the benefit an individual or group may receive depends on
rules defining ‘“‘countable” income and on rvles prescribing the
benefit schedule. As a result of these ruies, taxes tend to be lower and
transfer benefits higher in large family units than in sinall family
units'with the same inconie. Lo : '

There is an important difference between family unit rules in the
tax code and in transfer programs. While the tax code covers every
individual or group of individuals qualifying on an income basis,
transfer rules exclude some individuals or groups on grounds other
than income. For the most part, this discussion considers the issue of
eligibility as simply an added example of how benefit schedules differ
for different family units. o ,

Although family unit rules are intended primarily to provide equity
among families, one cannot ignore their eﬂ%ct on incentives. As noted

31 The author draws heavily on the excellent work of William A. Xlejn in writing
this section. See his “Problems in Choosing Family Unit Rules for a Negative
Income Tax” Institute for Research in Poverty. Discussion Paper 61-70, Uni-
versity of Wiseonsin, Madison, Wis., 1970, and “Familial Relationships and Eco-
nomic Well-Being: fF'umil_v Unit Rules for a Negative Income Tax,” vol, §,
Harvard Journal of Legislation 362, Marech 1971, :
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above, AFDC rules financially discourage marriage and encourage
separation b{ making most intact families ineligible for benefits. In
the case of the income tax code, the different tax schedules applying
to married couples and to single individuals may cause & man an
woman’s total tax payments to rise or to fall if the couple marries.
Unfortunately, one cannot always avoid influencing family formation
incentives. The nature of the family unit problem is that efforts to
promote equity sometimes cause undesirable incentive effects.

To determing the equity and incentive effects of transfer programs,
one must examine the definition of countable income and the benefit
schedule. Adding a person to the recipient unit may increase benefits
because potential benefits rise with the number of members. On the
other hand, counting the new member’s income as available to the
recipient unit tends to reduce benefits. The total effect on benefits
will depend on which of the separate effects is larger.

A simple example illustrates the two separate effects. Consider the
case of o man and woman living together and ‘potentially eligible to
receive benefits on an individual or married couple basis. That is, the
filing unit consists of individuals or families, where a family is defined
as persons living together related by blood, marriage, or adoption.
The advantage or disadvantage of ma.rria%:a depends on how benefits
change with the size of the unit and on how much each individual
" earns separately. Suppose, first, that the incomes of the man and of
the woman are zero. Then the advantage of remaining single and
filing separately depends only on the benefit schedule. If the per
person benefit 1s the same for the first and the second person in any
unit, say $800 per person, then filing separately or together would
not affect total benefits of $1,600. Alternatively, per person benefits
may decline with unit size; for example, suppose the first person’s
benefit is $1,000 and each added person’s benefit is $600. Then filin;
separately will yield $2,000 or $400 more than the $1,600 receive
by filing jointly.

Once we remove the assumption of zero income, advantages of
filing separately may exist even with a benefit schedule whose per
person amounts do not decline with family size. Suppose the woman
earns $8,000 and the man earns zero. If they file jointly as a husband-
wife unit, the $8,000 joint income may disqualify the couple from any
benefits. But filing separately would allow the man to continue receiv-
ing benefits.

Although the benefit schedule and the income definition together -
influence the financial advantages of various family and household-
arrangements, the two types of rules ostensibly have different purposes.
The benefit schedule, which specifies how benefits change with the
size of the unit, should reflect the needs of units of various si1zes. Larger
units may require a smaller number. of dollars per tgerson to achieve
the same living standard as smaller units. This is the usual justifica- -
tion for benefit schedules in which per person benefits decline with
unit size. How the rules define the unit’s income implicitly depends
on how income is or should be shared. In the example noted above, the -
rules presume that husband and wife share their income but that single
men and women living together do not.
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B. Some Perspectives on Actual Family Unit Behavior

A good deal of work in these two volumes examines actusl sharin

atterns among the poor. Stack and Semmel, Fried and Witzgerald,

ainwater, and Billingsley are among those who emi)lluﬁze the im-
portance for the poor of large units within which people share income
and consume goods together. They observe that many families reside in
households with relatives outside the immediate f%mi]‘y and with non-
relatives. The sharing of resources by thé paor often extends beyond
the household. Stack and Semmel point to large domestic networks in-
volving o number of households in which pooling of goods and income
is extensive. The pooling may take a variety of forms. Contributions
from one housahoﬁl to ancther may occur randomly or as a result of
one household’s temporary shortfall or temporary high point in income.
Or the poor may do more sharing of such goods as dresses or cleaning
equipment.

An application of economic theory Erovides a plausible explanation
for these observations. Assume first that individuals gain satisfaction
from normal goods and services and from privacy. Second, note that
larger units can achieve the same living standards as smeller units
at lower per-person costs. (Manﬁ see this tendency as analogous to
economies of scale in production by a firm.) # According to economic
theory, a rise in income should increase one’s purchases of all normal
goods. If privacy acts as a normal good, one would expect that as
their incomes riss, %eople would buy somewhat more privacy (less
sharing) and somewhat more of other goods. This reasoning would
explain why we observe larger units more often among low-income
than among moderate-income people. For example, statistics from
another subcommittee study reveal that the percentage of sample
households with nonnuclear households is highest in cities providing
the lowest welfare benefits.®

'The studies in this volume suggest that sharing may be an im]')l(‘)rtant
way for low-income people to raise their living standards. To the
extent that poor families gain access to such goods as & vacuum
cleaner, a good television, and wide clothes selection, it is through
extensive sharing. A second important advantage of large units
is the insurance they provide against temporary shortfslls in in-
come. Annlirticall , this arrangement is comparable to the pooling
of risks in a large inancial portfolio. Such an insurance-type advantage
of large units may help allow poor families to consume a higher share
of their income than nonpocr families do. But these benefits of large
units may have associated costs. One is loss of x;ﬁrivacy. Another 18
some loss of independence. If a particular good is shared among many,

8 Actually, the analogy falters when one looks closely at the household econ-
omies. Ono may be able to provide the same space per person at lower cost in
largo as moaed to amall uu& However, this does not imply an economy of scale
because two housin%eu;its are different goods by the very faoct that they are
shared by different numl of people.

# Nonnuclear households are those which contain adults other than the head
and spouse. James R. Storey, Alair A. Townsend, and Irene Cox, How Public
We({lm Benefitsa Are Distribuled in Low-Income Areas, Paper No. 8. Studies in
Public Welfare. Prepared for the use of the Subcommittee on Fiscal Policar,
'1,8!1? Eogléomio Committee, U.8. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.,
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the owner of the good may feel a necessity to consider other opinions

before trading the good for another. A third cost is the risk that the
unit may break down. After sharing your goods with others with the
expectation of favors returned, the other parties may move or may
decide simply to drop out of the sharing unit.

An interesting implication of this explanation is that a rise in
incomes # among the poor is likely to lead to a less proportional rise
in the consumption of goods and services. Some of the added income
may be used to buy such intangibles as privacy, independence, and
lower risks of extreme income inadequacy. Trends in living arrange-
nients do-show g statistical association getween income and house-
hold formation. Rising incomes in the last two decades have oceurred
alongside large increases in household headship by women in dis-
rupted marriages and by aged persons.” Ironically, increased income
cen add to observed poverty figures if the inerease stimulates man,
low-income people to form their own houscholds. That is, in(lividuuﬁ;
who would be classified as nonpoor if they resided and shared income
in a large family unit become classified as poor when they form an
independent houseliold. .

Turning the analysis around leads to an alternate explanation of
the facts and some different implications. One could:argue that the
taste for privacy infiuences income levels rather than the other way
around. Consider the fact that leisure is a good. Then, one might
expect those with a special desire for privacy and independence to
give up more of another good, leisure, than do those with a taste for
sharing in large units. We would again observe that those with moder-
ate or high cash earnings tend to form smaller units and those with
low earniigs are in larger units. But, in this case, we would not neces-
sarily expect added income to lead to smaller units. Although this
latter hypothesis is plausible and may explain some behavior, it is
probably not a good general explanation. It is not consistent with the
observed fact that leisure is lowest among adult male workers with
low wages and low earnings.

C. Family Unit Policy in Existing Transfer Progra}ns

With the large number of Federal transfer programs have come
many [amily unit policies. Cox examines some of these policies in a
pa{)er appearing in these volumes. Cox points out how family unit
policics in different programs can affect a single family and how these
})rogmm linkages can produce anomalous results. This section draws
ieavily on Cox’s work to analyze some family unit policies in the
context of the framework outlined above.

Asin other areas of public policy, fanily unit treatment in existing -
programs has developed through a series of ad hoc adaptations by the
President, by Congress, and by the Supreme Court rather than through
conscious design. For example, the food stamp program initially
used a household definition of the recipient unit. A Congressional
amendment gave family status a role by requiring that household
members be related in order to be eligible, but the Supreme Court
recently ruled that this amendment was unconstitutional. The social

2¢ We have not distinguished here between relative and absolute ‘income cffects.
The actual stimulus to behavior could be a combination of both. oo .
25 See Cutright and Scanzoni, Table 4.
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security program (Old Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance,
OASDf) ocuses on individual contributions, workers' dependents, and
their survivors to define the recipient unit. Over time, the definition of
survivors and dependents has been extended from close relatives such
as wives and children, to other relatives such as grandchildren who
prove dependency, and now to a divorced wife who is currently not a
dependent but who gained eligibility by spending many years as the
wife of a covered worker. One result of these and other changes is
that, in many programs, the working definition of a recipient unit is a
combination of individual, family, and household concepts.

The AFDC program best illustrates the complexity of existing unit
definitions. As a result of recent Supremne Court decisions sometimnes
the recipient unit has become the mdividual and other times it has
become the family.® Looking at benefit schedules and income treat-
ment separately may help simplify matters. The family is the recipient
unit if one is establishing a benefit schedule. This clearly is the
implication of Dandridge v. Williams (397 U.S. 471 (1970)). In this
case the Supreme Court allowed States to use family maximums so
that children born into families already receiving the maximum would
not cause any change in the AFDC grant. The majority makes clear
that benefits accrue to the family unit as a8 whole.? Somehow it does
not seem to follow, according to the Court, that income accruing to one
family member is available to all. In Lewis v. Martin 397 U.S. 552
(1970), the Supreme Court ruled that “. . . California may not con-
sider the child’s ‘resources’ to include . . . the income of a non-
adepting stepfather who is not legally obligated to support the child

83 i3 a natural parent . , , " This decision applies to virtually all

States. At the same time, HEW regulations require that States con-
sider the stepfather’s income as available to the mother of AFDC
children without proof of his actual contributions.?® This is odd since
it assumes that income which is available to the mother is not neces-
sarily available to the children. In order for this case to make sense,
one must consider the individual as the appropriate unit for the treat-
ment of ineoine. Admittedly, the case of the stepfather’s income is an
oxception. In general, the income available to one family member is
available to nﬁ. For example, earnings by the mother or by a child
who is not a student reduce the total grant to the family, not simply
that part of the grant intended for the oarner.® On the other hamf,
incomno of a household member who has no legal obligation to suppert
allxly of the recipients is not considered as available to any member of
the unit.

» To some extent, household status is also relevant, in that the presence of
other people in the household can affect grant levels. Sce the latter part of this
section for further discussion of this point.

7 Justice Stewart states, a4 rart of the majority opinion, “It is not more
accurate to say that the last child’'s grant is wholly taken away than to say that
the grant of tha first child is totally rescinded. In fact, it is the family grant that
is affected.” (Italic in original.) Sce pp. 476477 for quotation and pp. 477-481
for elaboration. If the Court had prevented States from using fanily maximums,
it would have been difficult to allow States to reduce per person benefits at all
with increases in family size.

 Sec p. 560,

3 Sce 45CFR233.20, (a), (3)(vi).

3 Earnings of children who are students and, in some States, small amounts of
income set aside for future educational nceds of children, do not reduce AFDC
payments. This case differs from the treatment of stepfather’s income in that the
inoomme does not affect any wember’'s AFDC grant,

20-307—73—8




28

To some extent, OASDI uses unit policies that are combinations of
individual and family definitions. As with AFDC, the benefit schedule
implicitly ‘takes account of income sharing within the family by
establishing fanily maximums. On the other hand, the treatment of
income nﬁplies the individual definition. In contrast to AFDC, earn-
ings by the surviving mother can reduce only hex OASDI payment,
not the payments intended for her children. Implicitly, a mother's
income is viewed as available to her children i it comes in the forn
of a partial QASDI paymnent but is viewed as not available if it comes
in the form of earnings. It is not easy to picture actual fanilies dividing
their total income into a pooled part and into individual parts on
this basis. '

Of primary iinportance in analyzing these family unit definitions is
the question of how well existing policies achieve various social
objectives. The objectives that most closely relate to fumily status
are: (1) horizontal equity; that s, the notion that people in similarly
needy situations should receive siinilar amounts ol benefits, and (2)
desirable family composition incentives; that is, the notion that the
program should not itself provide financial inventives to split family
or household units. Although family unit policies may also influence
work incentives and chiliibearing incentives, the focus here is on
family and household composition.

First, consider different family unit-policies with respect to marriage
and separation. In the case of ATDC, the family-splitting incentive 1s
well known. Poor families are not generally eligible for AF'DC benefits
unless one natural parent is absent.®® This means that the income
available to a mother and her children may rise if the father deserts
the family. Although costs to the entire family (including the father)
would increase as a result of his establishing a second household, the
father’s iving standard might go up because his income can be used
solely for his own support. Thus, both subunits of the original family

.can achieve o higher living standard than is available on an intact

basis. This treatment leads to inequities between equally needy
families and constitutes an incentive for purents to separate. _

A less well-hnown aspect of AFDC policy is that the disencentive to
marry is small or zero. A man and woman living together with their
children are treated the same way whether or not they marry. They
are generally ineligible.® Marriage might have an indirect eflect on
eligibility in helping to resolve the issue of paternity. However, where
there is definite knowledge about paternity, marriage does not affect -
eligibility. A second important case is that of & mnother living with
her children and with a man other than their father. If she marries
this man, the AFDC grant may only f{all a small amount or not at all
The welfare agency may not assume that any of his income goes to
support the clildren whether or not the man is married to the mother.

This means that-marriage nééd not affect that part of the AFDC
grant meant for the children. The marriage almost certainly would
reduce the AFDC grant to the mother, The fall in the mother's grant
would occur because, as the man became legally obligated for the
support of the mother, the welfare agency could assume without

(3)3‘(8(;;3 Lewis v. Martin, 397 U.S. 552 (1970), p. 560 and 45 C.F.R. 233.20, (a),
vi).

H Families with two natural parents present may be cligible for AFDC if one
parent is incapacited or, in some States, if the father is unemployed.
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proof that he shared his income with her. Nevertheless, in some cases
where the family’s AFDC grant would equal the State’s family max-
imum, whether or not the mother were included or possibly where the
husband’s income were zero, marriage would not legally affect the
AFDC grant at all.

Food stamp program rules certainly do not discourage marriage.
Currently, if a man and woman live together, with or without childre:,
they receive exactly the same consideration whether or riot they marry.
They would generally qualify or not qualify as a single unit on the:
basis of their total income and assets. Congress apparently tried to
change this policy by amending the food stamp law to require that all
houschold members under 60 be related if any are to qualify for
benefits. The effect of this amendment would have been to encour-
age marriage. However, the Supreme Court ruled this provision invalid,
(,herlc.:llgy33 aﬁowing households whose members are not related to
qualify. -

Old Age and Survivors Insurance rules encourage marriage in some
cases and discourage marriage in others. .Cox covers these rules im
some detail. A surviving child beneficiary under age 18 or age 18-22 in.
school loses all benefits by marrying. On the other hand, a potential
retiree living with a woman could increase tlie couple’s benefits through
marriage.®* The widowed mother under 60 loses her survivor benefits if
she remarries. However, this rule may have little effect for two rea-
sons. First, her own earnings may easily reduce her benefits to zero
even if she remains unmarried. Second, since benefits to her children
are unaffected by her marriage and since her family may reccive the
family maximum whether or not she remains eligible for benefits, the
marrigge may have no effect on total family income.

Taken together, these three transfer programs do little to discourage
marriage among adults living together. From the equity point of view,
married couples do not receive harsh treatment under transfer pro-
grams relative to the treatment accorded unmarried couples living
together. The well-known family-splitting incentive present in the
AFDC program has to do largely with household comnposition. What is
most at stake is the presence or absence of a natural parent in the
house, not the maritaf status of the natural parents. Of course, these
two factors are often closely related in practice. The emphasis on the
houschold status of Farents does not mean that the AFDC program
relies on the household unit definition in other respects. To understand
how AFDC food stamps and OASDI treat different types and sizes
of households requires a separate analysis.

Another question is whether transfer programs alter the household
composition incentives that would have existed in the absence of the
proﬁrams. This is a difficult question to answer largely because of

roblems in determining the exact nature of economies of scale to
ousehold sizs. The effect is likely to vary substantially. Some groups
may save a good deal by pooling resources‘and consuming many
oods jointlygbut others may save little. Thus, providing the same
enefit amount, to two houscholds of two as to one household of four
may or may not encourage the formation of larger units., Although

19'7.38% Moreno v. U.8. Department of Agricullure, docket No. 72-534, June 25,
# The new wife of a retired man must wait 1 year after the marriage before
receiving her benefits.
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there is no unique standard of neutrality, one can examine whether
transfer programs offer significant finarcial advantages to various types
of houscflol arrangements.

The case of AFDC is complex. As noted above, the program sig-
nificantly discourages natural parents from living in the same house-
hold. What are the effects on other types of household groupings?
Several factors are at work in determining the benefits to an ATDC
family which shares a houschold with other persons. Essentially, the
houschold members not part of the AFDC family are not included in
the rec_il)ient unit. This means they receive no benefits, but it also
means that their income does not reduce the AFDC grant. Were this
all, one could say that AFDC does not at all discourage persons who
combine to achieve economies of scale. However, AFDC interferes with
reaping the savings associnted with low housing costs per person in
large umits. The welfare agency generally reduces the family’s grant to
take account of the rent contribution presumably forthecoming from
those not in the AFDC unit and sometimes to take account of lowered
food costs. These rules reduce what is possibly the most important
financial advantages to large household groupings.

On its face, the latter rule appears equitable in that similarly needy
families receive similar benefits. After all, a family needing less than
another because of household sharing arrangements should receive
less. The problem with this reasoning is that household composition
is partly a matter of choice. To some extent, one may view the decision
to biy privacy by losing rent savings as an ordinary consumption
decision. And just as needs do not differ because one person chooses
good shirts over good shoes while the other person does the opposite,
the AFDC family’s needs should not be saidp to decline when it gives
}lp (s)x))me of one good (privacy) for more of another (say, high quality

oodl).

In the case of food stamps, the household is the unit of primary
importance in determining benefits. With some exceptions, the
program takes account of the combined needs and combined income
of all household members. The net effect on food stamp benefits of
adding a person to the household depends on the person’s income. If
the added member has no income, food stamp benefits to the house-
hold rise. Household benefit levels increase with household size by
nearly equal per person amounts. On the.other hand, the added
person may cause household food stamp benefits to fall (coupon
prices to rise)-if he has sufficient incoms. Thus, the food stamp rules
may or may not discourage persons from saving money by combining
into large household units. :

The OASDI program is the easiest to assess with respect to house-

hold compeosition incentives. There is no financial discouragement at
all to those who combine into large household units. The presence or
absence of other household memiers does not ‘affect the size of pay-
ments to OASDI beneficiaries. ,'
- Up to this point, the discussion has considered the extent to which
AFDC, food stamps, and OASDI allow persons to gain higher benefits
and/or living standards under some houschold arrangements than
.others. In some cases, it was found that differences in treatment under
AFDC and food stamps can act as financial disincentives to recipients
trying to save money by joining a large houschold unit.
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In addition to these effects, the income from transfer programs
could well influence people to choose smaller household units. Although
the OASDI program does not directly discourage large household
groupings, its benefit checks may enable people to live in smaller
units than they could otherwise afford. Incressed income alone may
atimulate family heads to start their own household rather than
share a household,

D. General Implications of Family Unit Policy

To improve family unit policies, one must understand not only what
th# policies are but also why they developed. What rationale exists for
current policies? This section views current policies as the result of
attempts to conpromise conflicts among competing goals while recog-
nizing sonte actual family patterns. Achieving a consensus as to goals is
relatively easy. Most people would agree that family unit policies
should not encourage the breaking up of families and should not dis-
courage low-income people from living together to save money.
Additional agreement is likely on the goal that people with similar
needs should receive similar treatment under income transfer pro-
grams. Although people may disagree about the deﬁree to which a
family’s needs change with size, poll results reported by Rainwater
strongly suggest that people believe dollar needs per person fail
significantly as family size rises,3 :

. Unfortunately, agreement concerning these goals does not mean
agreement on family-unit policies. The problem 1s that even these few
goals conflict with each other. One can be achieved only at the expense
of another. Thus, policymakers must choose among thie goals, deciding -
which tostress amr which to subordinate.

To illustrate the conflict among goals, Tet us consider defining the
recipient unit in a variety of ways. Suppose the individual were the
recipient unit. Benefits would be independent of family or houschold
groupings. This has the important advantage of not discouraging
marnage or large household groupings. However, use of an individual
definition makes it difficult to base benefits accurately on needs.
Under an individual definition, a family of six might receive six times
the benefits available to an individual with the samo private income.
Such a policy would run counter to the widely hield notion that per
person needs decline as family size increases. Rainwater reports poll
results  indieating most people believe that total money amounts.
necessary for a given Jiving standard rise slowly with family size. The
Socia) Security Administration poverty lines suggest that a seven-
person family needs only about 2.5 times as much money as a two-
person family needs, while the people surveyed place the ratio at 1.46.
Contrast these ratios with the 3.5 ratio that would result from use of
the individual unit definition.

A second problem with the individual definition occurs if these is.
not a single proportional tax rate applying to transfer benefits as well
as to taxable income. Currently, ang under most reform proposals, the
rate at which transfer benefits decline with the first do}])lar earned is
higher (often it is set at 50~70 percent) than the rate at which taxes
are paid on the first dollar of taxable income (14 percent). This factor,
ccmbined with an individual definition of recipient unit, would mean

3 See Rainwater, table 5;



32

that a married couple in which husband and wife each earned $5,000
would end up with o lower after-tax, after-transfer income than a
married coup& in which the husband earned $10,000. Such a treatment
would also present the difficult problem: of how to avoid income-
shifting between family members -

Defining the family as recipient unit could solve these two problems
of the individual definition.[}n addition, the family definition would
not discourage savings attained through the formation of large house-
holds. The disadvantage is that the rules could create a financial
disincentive for a men and a woman with children living together to
marry. If the “family” included the man and counted his income, their
benefits probably would be smaller than those of mother and children
only. Another way of looking at it is that benefits could differ for
two groupings of individuals merely because one couple is married
and another is not.

A household definition would eliminate the adverss family formation
incentives. People living together would reccive the same treatment
whether or not they married. Unfortunately, the household-unit rule
could discourage savings through combining into a single household.
A low-income family could lose its benefits by moving in with a
moderate-income family.

One may view many of the current family unit policies as ad hoc
procedures to attain compromise among competing goals. Surviving
wives and children of workers covered by OASF)I are eligible for bene-
fits as individuals. Morcover, each recipient’s income affects only
that individual’s OASDI benefit. However, the OASDI program uses
a family maximum benefit, departing from the individua! unit policy
in recognition that individual needs drop as family size rises.

The AFDC prograni uses legal support status to help determine
eligibility and benefits and to account for income. As noted above, the
pure family definition can create a financial disincentive to marry and
an inequity between married and unmairied parents. By defining the
unit on the basis of legal support relationships, the AFDC program
avoids these two prob{ims.a‘l 'll)‘his adaptation, however, gives vastl[s;
better treatment to families with a stepfather than to families wit
both natural parents present. :

Since no family-unit policy can achieve simultaneously all desirable
goals, the appropriate question is, How can Congress fashion rules
that offer the best compromise among competing objectives? The
first step is to recognize the impossibility of removing every bad
incentive or equity feature. By taking account of this point, the
gm}gress might show less inclination to adopt rules on an ad hoc

asis.

3 A welfare program in England makes different types of ad hoc adjustments to
the family definition of recipient unit. To avoid the disincentive to marry and
the potential inequity between married and unmarried couples living together,
the Government investigates on a case-by-case basis whether an unmarried man
and woman living together should be considered as husband and wife for program
purposes. Bee Cohabilation, Report by the Supplementarg Benefits Commaission lo
the Secrelary of State for Social Services, Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, London,
1971. If a transfer program in the United States used such a procedure, the
Supreme Court might well declare the rules unconstitutional on grounﬂs of

" invasion of privacy. Klein, “ Problems in Choosing . . .,” gg) 69-71, extrapolates
?ggildgment from the logic of Griswold v. Connecticut 381 United States 479
1 i



33

The second step is to avoid the worst distortions of family and
household behavior. Most students of current law would agree that
the AFDC policy of generally excluding intact families on eligibility
grounds (regardless of income) constitutes the worst family-unit
policy. According to Honig’s results, this policy has a concrete effect
on people’s actions; it actually helps to disrupt families. Cutright
and Scanzoni argue against this conclusion. However, whether or not
this AFDC policy actually helps to break up families, the enormous
inequity between familics would remain. If the rationale for the
current policy is that families with two natural parents present have
better earnings opportunities than families with only one natural
parent present, Congress might simply provide a less generous benefit
schedule to the two-parent group. .

The third step is to take account of actual family and household
gattcms, if only for administrative reasons. Stack and Semmmel’s

ndings of a substantial instability in housechold composition should
warn against the difficulties of administering a program on the basis
of a household unit definition. If Congress had known that a large
number of ‘persons to whom it wanted to give food stamps lived in
households with nonrelatives, it might not have passed the recent
amendment denying benefits to households in which not all persons
were related.

The fourth step is to consider seriously how to adjust benefits by
family size. Current and proposed policies mmay accurately reflect
varying needs, but they may be far out of line. The poverty lines of
the Social Security Administration, which have a good deal of influence
on policy, probably overstate the needs of large relative to small
famnilies. The SSA poverty schedules take account only of savings in
food costs achieved by large families.” If the savings possible through
purchase of all other goods exceed the savings in the food area, as this
author expects, then poverty lines overstate the rate at which money
needs rise with family size. ~

Finally, rules about recipient units are under legal attack. Although
the Supreme Court explicitly mentioned but did not rule on the con-
stitutionality of using the household as the recipient unit,?® recent
decisions invalidating amendments to the food stamp law suggest
possible legal trouble%or the household definition. The Federsl district
court and Justice Douglas in a concurring opinion argued that the
amendment making a group of related persons ineligible ?or food stamp
benefits because they s%:are a household with a person unrelated to the
group was in conflict with fundamental pel‘sonarfreedoms, particularly

-the freedom of association.®® By this logic, one could contend that any

37 Mollie Orshansky, ‘‘Counting the Poor: Another Look at the Poverty Pro-
file,” Social Security Bulletin, January 1965. ) o
¢ ‘: Illtorino v.5 U.S. Depariment of Agriculture, U.S. Supreme Court No. 72-534,
ootnote 4, p. 5.

% Moreno v. U.S. Department of Agriculture, 345 F. Supp. 310 (1972), p. 314
and U.S, Supreme Court No. 72-534, June 25, 1973, concurring opinion of Justice
Douglas, ‘“The right of association, the right to invite the stranger into one’s
home is too basic in our constitutional regime to deal with roughshod. If there

" are abuses inherent in that dpattem of living against which the Food Stamp
: y

program should be protected, the act must be ‘narrowly drawn,’ Canlwell v.
Conneclicut, 310 U.S. 296, 307, to meet the precise end. The method adopted
and applied to these cases makes 3(e) of the act unconstitutional by reason of the

invidious discrimination between the two classes of needy persons.” .
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household unit definition results in a similar conflict since a poor
family could lose all benefits by sharing a household with a mic}dle~
income family. This reasoning leads to another possible legal prol.lem
with the household definition—the assumption of income-sharing
between persons who lack legal responsibility for each other. The
Supreme Court recently declared unconstitutional a provision elimi-
nating from eligibility for food stamps those households which include
o person claimed as a tax deduction by a person who is himself in-
eligible for food stamps. To some extent, the Court objected to the
presumption, in the absence of evidence of actual support, that the
person claimed as a dependent is not needy.*® However,.the critical
})oint is that the Court finds it irrational to judge the needs of some
10usehold member or members on the basis of tl%e presence of a non-
needy household member.* Would the Court also find it irrational to
continue to disqualify many household members b§ counting income
not actually available to them simply because it is earned by other
household members? If the answer is yes, then the household unit
definition itself would become unconstitutional.

If the household unit definition falls, then the Congress will prob-~
ably increasingly rely on the family definition of recipient unit. If it
allows the family definition, the Court will be saying that it is illegal
to provide disincentives to household foundation, but legal to allow
disincentives to family formation. Under these circumstances, it will
be impossible to treat an unmarried couple like & married couple un-
less the transfer program moves to an individual definition of recipient
unit.’

) V. Tre Pursuir oF ABsEnT FATHERS

Fathers are absent from the overwhe]mine; majority. of AFDC
families. In 1971, 31 percent, of fathers of AFDC families had deserted
or separated from their families; 14 percent had divorced the mother;
and 28 percent left their children without marrying the mother. All
told, about three-fourths of fathers of AFDC children had left their
families. Only in 24 percent of ADFC families were the fathers dead,
incaFacitated, or unemployed.®? : ,

This problem of absent fathers has become a eritical concern largely
because of the dramatic growth in the AFDC caseload. Between 1961
and 1971, the number of AFDC recipients nearly tripled, growing
from 3.6 million to 10.6 million persons. About 80 percent of this in-
crease occurred among families affected by illegitimacy or marita) in~
stabilit{'. These families receive weifare payments not only because

her is absent but also because the father provides too little
financial support. Given these facts and the public outery against vis-
ing welfare costs, it is no wonder that pursuit of absent fathers has
become a controversial issue. Many advocate vigorously pursuing the
father and extracting more money from him in order to save money.
for the taxpayers. Opponents argue that vigorous pursuit could inter-

4 U.8. Department of Agriculture v. Murry, U.S. Supreme Court No. 72-848,
majority opinion of Justice Dou!;las, pp. 3-5. -

1 In Justice Douglas’ words, “We conelude that the deduetion taken for the
benefit of the parent in the prior year is not a rational measure of the need of a
different household with whom the child of the tax dedueting parent lives and
rests on an jrrebuttable presumption often eontrary to faet.”” Ibid., /F 6.

4 Social and Rehabilitation Serviee, HEW Findings of the 1971 AFDC Survey:
pls. I end II, NCSS reports AFDC-1(71) and AFDC-2(71), 1972.
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fere with rights to privacy and in any case would cost the taxpayers a -
good deal more-than it would save them,

Part 2 of this series contains papers on both sides of the issue. Krause
favors the vigorous pursuit_policy while Stack and Senunel oppose it.
However, in spite of their basic policy disagreement, the authors ap-
pear to agree on some issues. This section attempts to pinpoint their
areas of agreement and disagreement and to assess what important
information gaps exist that are relevant to this-issue.

A. Establishing Paternity

Establishing paternity is often a prerequisite for obtaining child
support pnyments. It is generally only natural parents who are legally
obligated to provide financial support for the child. Thus, one must
begin any attempt to extract support payments by finding out who
the natural parents are, . ,

Krause points out that an equally important reason for establishing
paternity is.to help the illegitimate child gain the same rights as the
legitimate child. He maintains that the child’s right to know his father
follows from the Supreme Court’s rulings providing equal protection
for illegitimate children. Krause argues, “Equal protection for the
c¢hild born out of wedlock will remain an empty phrase if it is not com-
bined with active efforts to find the man vis-a-vis whom the child is to
have substantive rights.” Identification of .the father becomes espe-
cially important in establishing the child’s rights to such social “entitle-
ments’’ as social security, veteran’s benefits, and health insurance.
This suggests extending the vigorous pursuit policy to cover all
families, not simply welfare families.

Is a decenit program to establish paternity possible? Krause believes:
the answer is yes in spite of the current absence of humane and efficient
State systems. He points to the cxperience of Sweden, where 2 manda-
tory paternity action takes place in cases of illegitimate births in which
the father does not acknowledge the child. The threat and probable
success of court action strongly encourages most fathets to acknoiwl-
edge their children voluntarity. As a result Sweden is success{ul i
determining the father in 95 percent of illegitimate births. Krause also
cites the fact that modern medical techniques can greatly improve
court. procedures to establish paternity. Unfortunately, courts have
done little to utilize the modern techniques, in large part because of the
inadequacy of State procedures to make such evidence available. In
fact, Krause calls current State.procedures “‘scandalous” and in need
of reforn1. A decent program to establish paternity is practical, not only
because of scientific advances but also because of the number of fathers
who voluntarily acknowledge their children. Krause and Stack 'and ..
Semmniel agree that a'great many fathers voluntarily aid their illegiti-
mate children directly and indirectly by providing access to financial
help and friendship from the father’s close relatives. The authors dis-
agree about whether a significant decline in voluntary help might result
from using involuntary methods of establishing paternity in combina-
tion with child support collection effects. Stack and Semmel warn that
voluntary acknowledgment of fatherhood and voluntary contribu-
tions wounld decline significantly if extensive legal efforts were made to
collect child support, = -
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B. Vigorous State Efforts To Collect Child Support Payments

The authors stand on opposite sides of the question of whether or
not the Government should devote substantial resources to collect
child support payments from absent fathers of welfare children. Stack
and Semmel argue against the vigorous pursuit policy.

First, they rontend that the State would gain little if any cost
savings. Collection efforts are costly and are likely to yield little added
child support due to the fact that incomes of absent fathers are low.
Second, Stack and Semmel point out that in most States added child
support payments by the aﬁsent father would not financially aid the
child. Each dollar of added child support usually causes a dollar reduc-
tion in the welfare grant and thus, no change in total income. The child
may even lose financially as a result of -the vigorous pursuit policy.
Voluntary contributions by the father may dry up if he fears they will
lead to large increases in his obligations. Further, the child may lose
access to & whole network of the father’s relativés as fewer fathers
- voluntarily acknowledge their children because of the fear of govern-
ment pursuit. ' : . o

Krause cites the alarming growth in the welfare caseload and in
. parental nonsupport 2s justification for action. He believes the con-
" tinuing increase in ckhild abandonment could break down the current
- system so as _to require support for all children. Krause believes the
vigorous effort to collect support would yield direct State benefits
because many absent fathers have at least moderate incomes. How-
ever, even if direct government savings do not exceed collection costs;
Krause believes the vigorous pursuit policy is important as a deterrent
to family splitting. ‘ T o

Comparing the positions of Krause and of Stack and Semmel, one
finds that some of their disagreement concerns three empirical ques-
tions. First, are the incomes of absent fathers large enough to yield
cost savings that at least pay for collection costs? Krause says yes and

Stack and Semmel say no, but reliable data to settle the issue are

lacking. The second question is, could vigorous collection efforts
deter illegitimacy and child abandonment? Krause says yes and,
although Stack and Semmel do not deal directly with the question,
they seem to say no. The third question is, is there a danger that child
abandonment will continue to increase (with or without a_vigorous
golicy) and potentially - bankrupt existing programs? “Stack and

emmel again do not comment, as their paper is not'concerned with
the question. Krause sees this danger as a live possibility and maintains
that only a vigorous collection effort could prevent the enormous
financial burdens that could result from further increases in family
breakdown. Since settling these empirical questions would narrow the
range (if disagreement, these topics are important subjects for future
research. : . -
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THE IMPACT OF WELFARE PAYMENT LEVELS ON
FAMILY STABILITY

By Marsome Hong *
SuMMARY

This paper examines the two most controversial questions surround-
ing the current welfare system. (1) Do high welfare benefits induce
families to break up? and (2) do high welfare benefits influence
families to choose welfare over work? It is generally recognized that
the AFDC program, largest of the current public assistance programs,
contains financial incentives favoring family splitting and discouraging
work. Poor families with male ieads are not generally eligible to receive
AFDC assistance; furthermore, female heads of families may receive

incomes from the ATDC program equal to what they could earnif they

entered the labor force. It is clear that these incentives are undesirable
from several points of view. The purpose of this study is to estimate
empirically the extent of the impact of these incentives on family
behavior. Can the proportion of female-headed {families in the largest
metropolitan areas be related to, among other things, the size of the
A7DC monthly payment available to a typical female-headed family?
and secondly, can the proportion of fenmale-headed families who are
actually AFDC recipients similarly be related to the amount of
income available from the AFDC program? .

These questions have played an important role in public discussion
of the merits of the present welfare system and the desirability of
finding new approaches to dealing with poverty. There has been how-
ever relatively little effort toward obtaining empirical evidence of the
Public’s response to the incentives inherent in the present system.
T'his study attempts to provide some tentative answers to these
important questions.

According to the findings reported in this paper, high welfare pay-
ments do help to cause family splitting and do wnfluence women heading .
families to become welfare recipients. These findings ave based on em-
pirical tests of a model designed to examine the impact of differences
in AFDC payment levels in 44 metropolitan areas in 1960 and 1970,
The model postulates that there are several influences, including
A¥FDC payment levels, on interurban differences in the share of
women heading families with children and on differences in the share
of such families receiving AFDC payments. Specifically, the model

*Bureau of Research and Planning, the National Insurance Institute, Jerusalem,
Isracl. Parts of this study were taken from a doctoral dissertation submitted to
Columbin University in 1971. T am espeeially grateful to Prof. Jacob Mincer for
his numerous suggestions and criticisms, to Prof. Gary S. Beeker for his eneourage-
ment in the early phases of the study, to members of the Labor Economies Work-
shop of Columbia University for their hclpful comments, and to Dr. Robert Lerman
of the subeommittee staff for his many valuable suggestions. The study was
supported by a grant from the Manpower Administration, U.S. Departinent of
Labor, and by the Rutgers University Research Council.
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secks to determine whether the size of the average AFDC payment
in metropolitan areas exerts an independent, positive effect on both
these proportions. The data suggest positive answers to both questions.

Although AFDC payment levels were found to exert a discernible
impact on behavior, the overwhelming share of AFDC families be-
came one-parent farmilies for reasons other than AFDC. Nevertheless,
the magnitudo of the AFDC impact is impressive. The 1960 fgnres
indicate that the indepondent effect of a 10 percent higher AFDC
stipend was to raise by 3—4 percent the share of families headed by
women. This result occurred among both white and nonwhite families.
The relationships were weaker in the preliminary test using 1970
data, but they remained statistically significant. ,

While high AFDC payments encouraged family splitting and welfare
dependency, high male wages and low unemployment rates did the
opposite. Holding other factors constant, those areas in which male
wages were high relative te AFDC payments had lower shares of
females heading families with children, The effect of low uunemploy-
ment rates was also favorable, though considerably less significant
than the wage effects. These favorablo effects of high male wage rates
relative to AFDC payments and of low unemployment rates took
place among both wli)lites and nonwhites. ‘

The implcations of these findings for public welfure policy are
straightforward. The findings provide empirical support for proposals
to broaden public assistance programs in order to Eelp worll)(ing and
nonworking_ two-parent famihes. If high AFDC support for female-
headed. families and low male wage rates cause family splitting and
greater degrees of welfare dependency, it would appear advisable to
reverse the policy emphasis. Without worsening the position of
current recipients, tle po]icy shift would entail: (1) improving wage
and employnient opportunities of low-income males, or providing t-ﬁs
saine benefits to two-parent families as to one-parent (female-headed)
faumilies; and (2) continuing to improve work incentive features in
Fub]ic assistance programs. Allowing a support level for two-parent
amilies that is comparable to amounts available under the current
AFDC program would reduce the existing family-splitting incentives
and reduee the incidence of family splitting. The umprovement in work
incentives requires moderate income guarantees to families with no
income while 1mcreasing the amounts of retainable earnings of welfare
recipients. Other methods for raising work incentives and low incomnes
may be to use wage subsidies, earnings subsidies, or public employ-
ment programs.

1. INTRODUCTION

Much of the enrrent controversy surrounding the welfare system is:
concerned with the question of whether welfare itself causes workers
to leave jobs and influences fathers to desert their families. While
attempting to raise the incomes of the poor, government programs
have created undesirable disincentives to work and to maintain
family unity. Providing government grants to those with little income
is one way to eliminate poverty, if poverty is defined—as it ususlly is—
as lack of income. The difficulty arises when the availability of a
government grant encourages the poor and near ‘poor to forego working
for income they can receive without work. If, in addition, welfare
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income is available only to single-parent families, work disincentives
are augniented by incentives to dissotve families for purposes of welfare
cligibility. '

The importance of work incentive aspects of public assistance
programs 15 evident in the following figures.

In 1970 the United States spent about $10 billion in cash {ransfers
under various assistance programs. At estimates of the poverty popula-
tion at the time, expenditures would have increased anobl)lcr 5114
billion if the incomes of all families then estimated to be in poverty had
been brought. up to the “poverty line'—defined at $3,968 per year for
a family of four. A further increase in costs would have occurred,
however, if all wage-carners in families under the poverty line had
withdruwn from the labor force to receive their total income in the
form of transfer payments at the gain of increased leisure. Total
cash transfers for public assistance would have reached $28 hillion
in this case. This ficure would be larger if wage-camers with incomes
abore the poverty Tine reduced their work hours hecause of strong
preferences for leisure.!

The question of work disincentives is not new, of cowrse. It has
emerged once again, however, as a possible explanation of two
dramatic—and paradoxical—patterns which have developed in the
cconomy in the last decade, both of which have required substantial
increases in expenditures in the public assistance sector. The fivst of
these is the significant growth of the public assistance population in
a period of increasing incomes and employment opportunities. In
1960, 5.2 million persons were receiving welfare assistance in the
United States; by 1970, this number had increased to 12.5 million,
with the largest increases beginning in mid-decade, the period of the
greatest expansion of the cconomy. Although the recession in the
latter part of the period could be expected to swell the welfare rolls,
the rapid growth in the numbers receiving public assistance was
established several years previous.

The sccond pattern to emerge in this period was the significant
increase in the proportion of families headed by females, especially
among the nonwhite population. In 1960, 22.4 percent of all nonwhite
families were honded by females; by 1970 this figure was 26.7, a 20-
percent inereasein the 10-yearinterval. The change was smaller for the
white population but consistent: In 1960, 8.7 percent of all white fami-
Jies were headed by females, by 1970, 9.1 percent.? This pattern as well
is remarkable in that it occurred in a period of increasing prosperity.
The breakdown of family kife predictably would occur more readily
in periods of depressed economic opportunities, where frustration
and continued inability to provide for the family would produce
increased desertions. Although increased incomes in this period may
have allowed: some women to establish separate ]1ouse{1olds, it 1s
unlikely that this factor alone could account for the sizable increase
in femalce-headed houscholds, especially in the nonwhite population.

In short, it is difficult to account for these trends on the basis of
either macrocconomic conditions or changes in underlying social
patterns during these years. The existence of increasing work disin-

1 Policy Research Division, Office of Economic Opportunity, and ‘‘Character-
isties of the Low-Income Population,” Current Populalion Reporls, scries P-60,
Na. 81, U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2 U.8, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P~20.
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centives from the public welfare sector provides a pluusible hypothesis
for both patterns, however. During this period the average welfare
payment rose relative to market earnings. From 1960 to 1970, the
average payment in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDQC) program, the largest of the welfare prograims, rose 72 percent
while the average wage in manufacturing, for example, rose by 49
percent.® There was in this period therefore an increased monetary
incentive for consumers to leave the labor force and to apply for public
assistance.*

The increasing payment levels may have accounted as well for
the increase in the proportion of families headed by females since
ATDC provides assistance primarily to families with female heads.®
There was, in other words, & built-in incentive for family dissolution
in the public assistance system during this period. This may have
taken two forms. The male supporter may in fact have descried the
fumily since its financial needs could be met by public assistance (or
the mother may have encouraged the father to leave since she now
had a steady source of income). Alternatively, the father may have
appeared to desert, a case of what might be called “statistical de-
sertion,” altheugh he remained in the vicinity to lend additional
support to the fatnily,

The AFDC cascload may therefore have experienced increases in
this period from two sources related Lo increases in the size of the
AFDC payment: (1) an increased propensity to apply for AFDC
assistance on the part of women who became female flends of families
{for reasons unrelated to the level of welfare income, and (2) increases
in the population of those nominally eligible for the program—feinanle
heads of families with children less than 18 years of age—due to
desertions and reductions in remarriages, If the disincentive hnpact

3 Annual Statistical Supplements, 1960 and 1970, Social Sccurity Bulletin;
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1971, p. 282,
The inerease in the average wage in manufacturing during this period was probably
larger than the increase in earnings for the potential welfure population due to
adverse struetural ehanges in demand for low-skill labor during this period,

¢ In addition to increases in payment levels, two other changes in the 1960's
may have added to the welfare rolls, Amendments to the Social Security Act in
1962 and 1967 lowered the reductions in. welfare payments associated with in-
creased carnings. Instead of reducing payinents $1 for each dollar of carnings
the new formulas allowed deductions for work expenses and for the first $30,
plus one-third of monthly earnings above $30, before applying the dollar-for-
dollar reduetions. While encouraging work effort by allowing working recipients
to keep a higher share of their carnings, the amendments also added to the at-
tractiveness of welfare for those with some earnings., A further effect was to
reduce the income loss from cutting back on work hours suffered by those with
moderate carnings, Consider a State paying its full standard of $240 per month.
A mother of three (father absent) working 150 hours per month at $3 per hour
carns $450 per ntonth in gross carnings and about $415 per month after taxes.
In 1960, cutting her work hours from 150 to 100 would cause her net earnings
to fall to $284, a drop of $131, but still too high for welfare. By 1970, the decline

“in hours would mean only a $45 drop in total income sinee, with $284 in net

earnings, she could receive $86 in welfare payinents.

s During the 1960’s various States adoptied programs providing assistance to
families with unemployed male heads of houscholds (AFDC-Unemployed Father
Program), However, by 1969, only 4 percent of all AFDC cases were male-headed
households (Welfare in Review, U.S. Department of Health, Edueation, and
Welfare, September/October 1969). The AFDC program experienced the most
rapid growth during the 1960's of all public assistance programs. By 1969 it
sccounted for nearly one-third of the public assistance budget with expenditures
totaling $3.6 billion and assistance received by 1,876,000 families,
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of welfare income took the latter form as well as the former, the
expected market carnings of males may have been as important o
factor in determining the size of the welfare population as the earnings
of females. This factor has not previously been considered among the
determinants of the size of the AFDC caseloud. This study attempts
to distinguish between the two forins of the disincentive impact of
the AFDC program, and in so doing, to provide sow.e estimates of the
imipact of AFDC on family stability, -

Since the AFDC program is the largest public assistance program,
the implicutions of policy alternatives such as changes in the level
of assistance provided, as discussed in this study, are of interest in
themselves to policymakers. In addition, the AFDC program lends it-
self to convenient statistical analysis of consumer response to the
incentives inherent in all programs which provide a guaranteed
minimum income and the opportunity for consumers to exercise
choice regarding the alternatives of public assistance income and labor
market activity.®

State welfare policies vary considerably. Variations exist regarding
not only the amount of money provided to poor families but also the
cligibility qualificutions for aid. Many States in the past required
applicants to prove long-term residency in the State while others did
not. Some States allow two-purent families to qualily for assistance
while others do not. Differences also bave existed or continue to exist
with respect to inclusion of employables, maximum age for child
cligibility, and provision for poor childless couples. The widest varia-
tions in State ehigibility criteria oceur in the State and local prograns,
often general assistance prograins.

These variations must be held constant when estimating the in-
centives regarding labor supply and family stability. 1f  not, the
size of the eligible population will vary across arcas; for example, new
residents will be eligible in some areas, not in others, and estimation
binses may result. One difliculty with analyzing public assistauce
programs 1s_that it is often inpossible to identify the rules regurding
cligibility since the programs vary considerably even in different
loculitics within the saine State.

This is less true of AFDC, a Federal-State program. Intrastate
variations in eligibility conditions tend to be smaller, and interstate
variations are well documented. In addition, in contrast to the general
ussistance programs where payment levels tend to be uniformly low,
average monthly payments in the AFDC program vary considerably

¢ There is no reason to assume that the magnituds of the dicincentive effect
will be the same in the AFDC program as in morc¢ general incotne maintenance
programs such as the family assistunce plan (FAP) once advocated by the
President or a negative income tax scheme. The cligible populations are different
and the factors which influenee consumer choices in one program may differ
from those in other programs. Nevertheless, since most public discussion concern-
ing public assistance has been concerned not with the precise size of the work
disincentive, but whether in fact it is present at all, the a{mcnmnce of the dis-
incentive in the AFDC program establishes a presumption that it may be present
in sueh other income maintenance programs as a negative ineome tax.

? Previous attempts to measure the size of the work disincentive have been
limited by the use of programs which tend to maximize these varintions. Ses
espeeially C, T. Brehm and T. R. Saving, “The Demand for General Assistance
Payments,” American Economic Review, vol. 54, Deeember 1964, and Hirschel

Kasper, ¢ Welfare Payments and Work fneent,ives,” Journal of Human Resources,
vol. IIf, No. 1, Winter, 1968,
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between States so that theiv influence on family behaviov, il present,
should be discernible.

Morcover, the AFDC program offers the consumer a choice be-
tween labor market activily and public assistance income, and is
therefore akin to the proposals for more general income mainienance
programs such as the I'AP. This is in contrast to many State and local
programs which do not offer assistance if there is an employable
person present in the household. AFDC was developed in the 1930°s
{o provide aid to children when one or both parenis were cither
disabled or absent. 'The program was designed to permit. the mothers
of children to remain in the home. This remains a basic tenet of the
program, although there have been some shifts in attitude due in
large part to the growing tendency in the population at large for
women with children to enter the labor force, Still, mothers are not
required to work while receiving assistance from this program in
most States. In the few States which so stipulate, the program specifies
that work should be undertaken only if adequate child care is available.
The opportunity for consumer evaluation of the relative returns from
employment and welfure participation is therefore written into the
program (it is always possible of comrse that in practice this op-
portunity may vary somewhat across areas due to different inter-
pretations of the basic provisions of the program on the part of local
AFDC administrators, but these differences ean be presumed to be
relatively minor),

Furthermore, the AFDC program is designed so that it is an easy
matter to identify the nominally eligible popnlation—female heads
of families with children less than 18 years of age. It is therefore
possible to identify the separate effects of the availability of welfare
inconme on both the existing population of female heads of families
and also on the population 0} women who become female heads of
families for purposes of receiving AFDC assistance.

The method of analysis is to assess whether area differences in
AFDC payment levels produce area differences in the share of women,
heading families and in the share of female heads receiving welfare
payments. To perform this analysis, one must account for effects
other than the AFDC payment level. These include State progran
features, alternative sources of income, and such area factors as the
lecal unemployment rate, for examiple. One can then examine the
independent effect on behavior of the size of the AFDC payment.
Those expeeting a significant impact would predict that high AFDC
payments imply high shares of females heading families and receiving
welfare. If AFDC does not affeet behavior, then area payment varia-
tions should show no statisticully discernible effect on female headship
or welfare participation,

It should be recognized that the analysis does not provide a direct
answer to the uestion as to whether increases in AFDC payments
between 1960 and 1970 caused the observed increases in female head-
ship or AFDC recipient rates. Instead, the paper examines whether
rariations in the level of AFDC payments were related to varintions
in the proportions of female headed families or the proportions of such
families reeceiving AFDC assistance in @ given year. It is, however,
plausible to expect that if differences in AFDC payments across
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metropolitan arens are seen to influence behavior, increases i pay-
ments over timeshould have similar effects.®

The wnits of observation are the largest standard metropolitan
statisticnl areas SMSA’s witli census data on both while and nonwhite
populations). Of the 66 such SMSA’s enumerated in the census, 44 arce
used in this study. Lack of data or relinble sample estimates on the
racial breakdown of the cascloads in the smaller SMSA’s, especially
in the non-South, reduced the feasible sumiple set. Since suspccbcd
racin} difterences in the response to welfare income play a signifieant
role in public discussion, it seemed advisable to maintain the racial
brenkdown at the cost of sample size. Cross-section analyses on
SMSA’s are presented for 1960, with some preliminary results for
1970. In addition to the 1960 and 1970 censuses, data were collected
from State welfare agencies on the number of AFDC cases in each
SMSA, the racial proportion of the caseload, and the average AFDC
payment in the SMSA., The spediic eligibility constraints such as
residence are established at the State level but are presumed to be
effective in each SMSA in the Staté. The SMSA provides a better
estimate of a Inbor market than the State, and the problem of urban-
rural differences in attitudes to public welfare, which may confound
estimates of welfare response at the State level, is avoided. :

II. Tue WELFARE MoDEL

~This section describes the model used to estimate the effect of the
size of the AFDC payment on fumily behavior. The model consists

of two functions:
FH|F =aWL+~+X 1)
C/F=BWL+vX @
where

WL is the average AFDC stipend,

FH is the number of female heads of families with children less than
18 yeurs of age,

('is the number of AFDC cases (families), .

I'is the number of females aged 14 to 54, excluding childless single
women,

A 15 a veetor of standardizing variables, and

v is the coeflicient vector. -

The first equation states that the share of females aged 14 to 54
who are female heads of families with children less than 18 years
of age is predicted to be o function of the size of the AFDC payment,
as well as a function of several other factors (to be discussed below).
The second equation states that the same faclors are predicted to
influence the proportion of femules aged 14 to 54 who are AFDC
recipients, . :

Joefficient & in equation (1) is an estimate of the response to the level
of welfare income (measured here by the mean AFDC stipend) on the
part of women who, in the absence of the welfare alternative, would

8 There may of course he changes in conditions over time which are not evident

in a eross-scetion analysis. An intereensal study ix now in progress to aalyze these
changes.

20-307-—73——4



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

44

be members of {amilies which contained a supporting male member.
For want of a better term, these women wih be called “welfare-
induced’ female heads of families, and the coefficient «is an estimnete
of the size of welfare-induced desertion; thatis, of the higher proportion
of families headed by females which is directly related to larger
AFDC paymeuts.

In equution (2), the dependent variable is the ratio of AFDC cases
to the female population, hereafter referred to as the recipient rate.
Coefficient 8 in equation (2) is an estimate of the response of the
recipient rate to the level of AFDC {)ayments, If in fact larger AFDC
payments lead to larger A¥DC caseloads, the objeet is to break down
the caseload response into increased AFDC participation (a) by
women who were female heads of families for reasons unrelated to the
level of AF'DC income, or “welfare-independent’”’ female Leads of
families, and (b) by women who were female heads as a result of high
AFDC mcome levels, or “welfare-induced” female heads of families.
To calculate the welfare-induced component requires adjusling
cocflicient o, Coefficient « represents the impact of a percent difler-
ence in AFDC paymnents on the percent of women who are female
heads of families. On the assumption that these wolmen, whose head-
ship is a response to high AFDC payments, actually become AFDC
recipients, it is possible to calculate the component of the higher
recipicnt rate due te welfare-induced female heads. Cocflicient o is
too small since 1 1-percent increase in the share of women who are
female heads (FH/#) implics a larger than 1-percent increase in the
recipient rate (C/£), since the mean proportion of fomale heads of
fanlies is larger than the mean recipient rate. Adjusting for the
different base rates yields the desired figure, the recipient rate response
to higher payment levels that is due to larger numbers of welfare-
induced female heads.® :

Subtracting this component from the total recipient rate response
(8), leaves the other cotvponent, that part of the increase due to
welfare-independent female heads. !0

The depcndgnh variables ip equations (1) and (2) are standardized
by u set of variables which, like the average AFDC stipend, are likely
to aflect the deciston to apply for wellare assistance. These are:
female earnings opportunities in the form of a measure of the female
wage and the female unemployment rate; male earnings opporiunities;
the mnount of income lield by females fromn sources other than earn-
ings or pql?lm assistance; and the most important requirements lmit-
ing eligibility within the population of female heads ol families.

® This is done by multiplying « by the reciproeal of the mean of the caseload
as a ghare of female heads eC'/FH),

1 Using AFDC cascload as a percent of female heads as the dependent variable
(C/FI1) would yield misleading results, To the extent that the level of welfare in-
come induces desertion, either actuul or “statisticnl,’’ the coefTicient of the welfure
payment in g single-function model where the dependent variable is the AFDC
caselond as a proportion of female heads of families will be a downward biased
estimate of the total response to “velfare income. Increases in the level of welfare
income in this case will be related to increnses in the denominator as well as the
numerator of the dependent variable.
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These added variables are necessary in order to isolate the effect
of the AFDC stipend level fromn the effects of other factors. The de-
cision to aﬁply for public assistance clearly depends on other factors
as well as the income available from the AFDC program. For example,
what conceri:s many potential recipients is the amount of income avail-
able from AFDC relative to the amount which could be earned in the
marketplace. Many potential recipients may be nunwilling to sacrifice
large amounts of money income even at the gain of increased leisure,

_in. those areas where the AFDC payment is low, relative to potential

carnings. The sacrifice is clearly less in areas where the AFDC pay-
ment compares favorably with the average feniale wage. It 1s,
therefore, predicted that the larger the AFDC stipend relative to the
anticipated earnings of female heads with children, the more likely
consumers will be to opt for AFDC income. Including the mean wage
of females by SMSA in the equation makes it possible to look at the
increase in the AFDC recipient rate (equation 2), or the proportion
of female heads of families with children (equation 1) related to in-
creases in the AFDC stipend, holding constant expected market
earnings. Putting it somewhat differently, the prediction is that
SMSA’s with larger AFDC stipends relative to female earnings would
have larger AFDC recipient rates and larger roportions of female
heads of families. The coeflicient of the A¥ DCp stipend is, therefore,
predicted to have a positive sign, and the coefficient of the female
wage rate a negative sign (holding constant the AFDC payment in the
latter case, SMSA’s with high female earnings are likely to have
relatively small AFDC recipient rates, for example).!!

it The average AFDC stipend is defined as the average payment in the SMSA
to families reeciving AFDC income. To the extent that the average stipend does
not refleet variations in ne::assistanee incoine of welfare families, the figure does not
fully reflect differences in the attractiveness of AFDC. Althougfl the data were not
readily available to test the importance of this bias, a number of factors indicate
any such bias is sinall. Another measure of the relative attraetiveness of AFDC
is differences in the average total income AFDC families actually attain. In tests
using scleeted State data from 1961 and 1969 surveys, one finds an almost perfeet
correlation between average total income and average AFDC stipends.

The female wage rate for 1960 is the estimated mean earnings for all females
employed 50-52 weeks in the SMSA, This figure was derived from the average -
carnings of females who worked any number of weeks in several oceupational
categories and the proportion of females who worked 50-52 weeks in those oceupa-
tions, weighted by the oceupational mix. The median earnings of females who
worked 50-52 weeks is provided by the 1970 census. To the extent that those
females who make the welfare/employment choiee ineur child eare costs while
employed, the relevant wage for their consideration is their market wage nct of
child care couts. Data are not available on these costs, however, but biases will not
result unless there is a systematic negative relationship between costs of child
care and the mean market wage (in which case SMSA’s with large mean wages
would in fact have small net wages, and the observed negative relationship between

- the mean wage and the AFDC recipient rate will be a downward biased estimate

of the true relationship). There is no reason to expeet that a negative relationship

" holds between these two vaidables; it is more likely that there is a positive relation-

ship, or that there is no relation at all. Furthermore, sinee many of the females
considering welfare as an alternative to market activity are undoubtedly ghetto-
dwellers, the extended family patterns which exist among the low-income popula~
tion are likely to provide low-eost or free child eare
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Other factors in addition to the AFDC stipend and the average
female wage also may influence decisions concerning public assistance.
Female carnings, as measured above, represent the average carnings
which females in the SMSA could earn if employed 50-52 weeks per
year. Howdver, it may be difficult for women to attain that wage on
average, if there are fow employment opportunities. Therefore, the
female unemployment rate in the SMSA is included in the equation as a

‘measure of the difficulty of obtaining employment in the local labor

market. The sign of the coeflicient of this variable is predicted to be
positive. A positive sign indicates that high female unemployment rates
inerease the likelihood of choosing welfare.

Furthermore, it has been suggested above that a portion of the
AFDC caseload may consist of wonmen who became female heads of
families for the purpose of receiving AFDC incoine, those females de-
fined as “wellare-induced” female hieads of families. In this case, male
carnings as well as female may. be a factor in consumer decisions:
the larger the male head of household’s earnings related to the AFDC
stipend, the less incentive he will have to desert his family. The mean
carnings of males in the SMSA are therefore included in the equation,
and the sign of the coeflicient is expected to be negative, Holding the-
AFDC stipend constant, one \\‘oul(]l expect that the larger male carn-
ings are, the smaller will be the proportion of {emale heads of families
in the SMSA {(equation 1), and tllle smaller, therefore, will be the
AFDQO retipient rate (equation 2).'2 ‘

The amount of income held by females other than earnings or
AFDC incomes-alimony, child support, property income—is also.
likely to affcet consumer decisions regarding public assistance. Women
with sufficient alimony or property income may be able to refrain
from working without the necessity of going on welfare. It is therefore:
Predicted that the coefficient of this variable will be negative: The
larger the average amount of this type of income in the SMSA, the-
smaller should be the AFDC recipiont rate or the proportion of female:

12 The earnings of males who worked any number of weeks are included rather
than the full-year (50~52 weeks) earnings plus the male unemployment rate, since
the male and female unemployment rates are highly correlated and therefore can-
not both he included. Since the female rate may infiuenice both groups of females,
¢ welfare-induced” and ‘“welfare-independent” female heads of families, it was:
included separately rather than the male rate,
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heads of families.” A negative relationship between this variable
and the AFDC recipient rate is predicted for yet another reason.
Female heads of families with income of this type above a certain
level are ineligible for the AFDC program.

The depenﬁcnt variables in both equations were also standardized
for the more important rules regarding eligibility in the AFDC pro-
gram within the population of female heads of families with children.
These are, for 1960, a residence constraint requiring at least a year's
residence 1n the State (this requirement was voided by the Supreme

Court in 1969 and therefore does not apply to the 1970 data); an age

maximum on child eligibility of less than 18 years (in 1970, the standard
age maximum was 21 years for children stil} in school or in training
programs, and the eligibility constraint applicable for various States
15 2 maximum of less than 21 years); and a stipulation that the mother
must work if adequate child care facilities are available (applicable also -
in 1970). During the 1960’s various States initiated a program whereby
families with male heads were eligible for the AFDC program if the
father was unemployed (AFDC-unemployed parent program).
Although the numbers on this newer program have remained small
relative to the number of female-headed families receiving AFDC

‘income (see feotnote 5), a variable was included in the 1970 equations

1o account for this program. These cligibility constraints are included
in the equations sinee, if they are enforced, fewer females will be eligible
for the AFDC program or will find AFDC attractive in SMSA’s
where these rules are in effect. :

All of the above variables are defined separately by race, with the

-exception of the eligibility constraints.*

I11. Estinarion REsuLTs

This section examines how well the model fits the data for 1960 and
1970. Using the statistical technique of multiple regression analysis
allows one to isolato the indepenﬂent effects of many influences on
female headship rates and on AFDC recipient rates.

12 Male-headed families where the female has substantial amounts of income
of this type are less likely to requirc AFDDC income; therefore, the coefficient
is predicted to be negative in equation (1) as well. However, there may be a posi-
tive correlation between the amounts of this income and the proportion of female
heads of familics insofar as large average amounts of this type of income may in

‘itself indieate the presence of relatively large numbers of widows or divorced

women with alimeny or insurance income. This variable may therefore have an
insignificant or positive eoeflicient in equation (1), depending on which influence
is the stronger, (The cocflicient was negative and significant for the nonwhite
pupulation in equation (2) for both 1960 and 1970, and negative but insignificant
for 1he white population. The cocflicients were positive and insignificant for both
‘populations in equation (1)), Thoe amount of this income was calculated by sub-
iracting total earnings and total welfare income from the amount of all income
received by females in the SMSA, and dividing by the number of females who
received any income.

" Duminy variables were also included to account for differences both in the
intercept between South and non-South (definition of ‘‘South” js that of the Bu~
reau of the Census) and in the coefficients of the standardizing variables, since it
is possible that both the supply and demand for publie assistance may vary by
region, Dummies to account for regional differences were included when co-
cfficients or intercepts proved to be significantly different in separate South, non-
South regressions. The coefficients of the AFDC stipend were not significantly
different between the two regions.
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Table 1 presents the logarithmic coeflicients of the main inde-
pendent variables by race from the regressions using 1960 data.'® The
mterpretation of these coefficients is straightforward. Consider the
cocfiicient of the AFDC stipend in the first column of table 1, .3854,
which represents the effect of the AFDC stipend on the share of non-
white women who are heads of families with children. This coeflicient
implies that, holding constant the effect of other differences among
SMSA’s, a 1-percent-higher AFDC stipend resulted in & .3854 percent
higher share of females heading families in the area. As predicted by
the welfare model devcloped above, the coefficients of the AFDOC
stipend are all positive and statistically significant. In other words,
n 1960, the size of the AFDC stipend itself was an important determi-

15 A]] regressions were run in double-logarithmic form on the assumption that the
earnings distributions are log-normal. In this case, values of the AFDC stipend
lying closer o the mean of the earnings distribution involve proportionately larger
numbers of wage earners. This is relevant in particular in comparing responses
from the white and nonwhite populations since the differential between the mean
nonwhite wage and the mean AFDC stipend is smaller than the differential for
whites. The coefficients, therefore, indicate elasticities.

The proportions of widows and divorced female heads of families with children
less than 18 are also included in both equations as standardizing variables, While
the independent variables cited abave should account for the major influences on
the dependent variable in equation (2), they may not constitute the entire set of
factors likely to determine the dependent variable in equation (1). Specifically,

they may not account for the proportion of ‘““welfarc-independent’’ female heads

of families. Although there are no ressons on theoretical grounds for expecting
a correlation hetween the factors determiring “welfarc-independent” family dis-
solution and the AFDC stipend, it is obviously desirable to reduce the possibility
of bias in the coeflicicnt of the AFIIC stipend. This may be accomplished by stan-
dardizing both dependent variables for the proportions of those female heads of
families most likely to be welfare-independent. (There may be bias.in 8 as well
as « to the extent that “welfarc-independent” female heads of families bhecome
AFDC recipients.) Among the five subsets of female heads of families with chil-
dren less than 18, those who are widowed or divorced are less likely to have attained
that status for purposes of AFDC eligibility—ividows for the obvious reason and
divorcees because the costs of divorce are considerable and the status is not
required for the AFDC program. The remaining categories are more likely to
contain “welfare-induced” female heads of families; separated females since this
category contains those reported as deserted; single females since the AFDC pro-
gram provides an ineentive for the sin%lc female with children to refrain from
marriage; and “others”, to the extent that the male’s whereabouts is unknown,
but he is not listed as having deserted. When each of these subsets is regressed on
the AFDC payment and the standardizing variables cited above, the coefficient of
the AFDC I’Jayment, as %Jredicted, is significant or nearly so for separated, single,
and “other” women for hoth populations. However, the coefficient is also signifi-
cant for white widows, and is larger than its standard error for black divorced
females, both coefficients with a positive sign. These latter coefficients indicate

that there exists soine positive relationship between the AFDC stipend and these -

groups in the population which may bias the coefficient of the AFDC stipend. This
positive relationship may be explained by at least two hypotheses however: (1)
that the factors determining welfare-independent family dissolution happen to he
positively correlated with the AFDC payment for some unknown reason; or, (2)
that some ““welfare-induced’’ female heads of families report themselves as widowed
or divorced to the census (or, for example, that women who hecame widowed or
divorced for reasons unrelated to the AFDC payment may refrain from remarry-
in%: for purposes of AFDC cligibility, or may migrate to cities with rclatively higher
AFDC stipends). If the first hypothesis is correet, standardizing the dependent
variables in equations (1) and (2) for the proportions of female heads of families
who are widowed or divorced will produce an unbiased coefficient for the AFDC
payment. If the latter is correct, the coefficient as an estimate of the response from
the total population will be binsed downward. When the proportions of widows
and divorced females are omitted from -the regressions, the coefficienis of the
AFDC payment are larger, as predicted, but not significantly different from the
coefficients in table 1.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

49

anant of both the proportion of females heading families (indicating
family dissolution 1n response to the availability of AFDC income},
and the proportion of the female population receiving AFDC income,
for both the white and nonwhite populations.

TaBLE I'—Determinants of the AFDQC recipient rate and the proportion of
families headed by females, 1960

[Regression cooMeients (N'=44)]

_ Dependent variables
Nonwhite population White population o

: Percent fomale Percent female
10 Recipient rate heads Reciplent rate
Independent variables {Equation 1) (Equiation 2) (Equation 1) (Equniion 2)
AFDC stipend._..___ . 1-0.3854 1414241 1-0.2041 -1 0881
Female wage.o.ao_o..-. +0. 0591 —0. 4989 +0. 1611 —0. 4060
Male wage______.._..._. 2 —0.8537 2—1.8978 '—1 6403 ! —10,7409
Unemployment rate. ... +0. 0700 +0.3116 140.2773 1 4-0. 8761

B2 e . 7644 . 7538 . 7026 . 6317

1 Significant at .01 level.
_ 3 Significant at .10 Jevel,

The coefficients of the AFDC stipend in equation (2) indicaté the
total recipient rate response to changes in t‘,he(}evel of welfare income,
that of both “welfare-ihdependent” and ‘““welfarc-induced” female
heads of families. Table 2 indicates the relative role of each of these
groups. In the case of nonwhites, an AFDC stipend 1 percent higher
than averagc meant a 1.42 percent higher share of women receiving
AFDC. Of the total coefficient of 1.42 for the nonwhite population,
.80 can be attributed to increases in the number of ‘“welfare-inde-

endent”’ female heads of families in the AFDC caseload, and .62 to
increases in the number of “welfare-iuduced” female heads of families
in the caseload.!

TaBLE 2.—Composition of disincentive coefficients

Coefficients of AFDC reciplent rato with
respect to AFDC stipend -

Nonwhite White
q population population
Total coefficient _a o w v v oo o oo ae -+1. 42 141.9
Contribution of: - .
Woelfare-induced female heads of fami-
B 1 T SRR . +.62 +1.53
-Welfare-independent female heads of -

-fan}ilies .......................... +.80 L1 4,37

Eap

1 Estimated. Beo text.

v

6 See the discussion on p. 44 and footnote 9 for the derivation of welfare-
induced and welfare-independent effects. The coefficient in equation (1) indicates
the percent change in the proportion of female heads of families from a 1-percent
change in the AlgDC payment. The change in the proportion of female heads-is
then calculated as a percent change in the AFDC recipient rate. The increase of
.38 percent in the share of nonwhite females heading families implies an increase
of .60 percent in the -share of nonwhite females on AFDC since the mean pro-
portion of nonwhite females heading families  is somewhat less than twice the
mean proportion of nonwhite females on AFDC. - . R :
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A similar caleulation for the white population requires an additional
adjustment since the percentage increase in the AFDC recipient rate
due to “welfare-induced” female heads of families (equal to 1.53,
caleulated from the coeflicient in equation (1)), is in itself larger
than the cocflicient for the total effect (1.09).)7 Assuming that the
composition of the total disincentive effect does not vary by race,
then the total coeffictent ‘and that portion due to increased numbers
of “‘welfare-independent’’ {female heads of families can be estimated
for the white population by setting them in the same relationship to
the coefficient in equation (1) as the relationship which holds among
the three coefficients for the black population. The contribution of
nonwhite “welfare-independent” female heads of families to the total
disincentive coofficient is 56 percent (0.8 is slightly more than one-half
of 1.42). Nonwhite “welfare-independent” female heads of families -~
constitute approximately 12 percent of the total nonwhite ferale* -
population.'® Since white female heads of families constitute -only
about 4 percent of the total white female populatien . the relative
contribution of white “welfare-independent’’ feinale heads of families
-could be expected to be roughly one-third of 56 percent; nearly 20~
percent. The contribution of white “welfare-induced” female heads
of families would therefore be 80 percent,-and the ‘total disincentive
coeflicient for the white population roughly’ 1.9.

It should be noted at this point that the coefficients measuring the
effect of the AFDC stipend in equation (1) do not differ significantly
by race. Although the observed coefficient for the white population
in equation (2) is considerably smaller than that of the black popula-
tion, it is clear that this coeflicient is too small relative to the co-
-efficient in equation gl). The estimated coefficient of 1.9 for the white
population, admittedly a crude approximation, is not highly different
from that of the observed coefficient for the nonwhite population.
Regardless, neither the observed coefficient of 1.09 nor the estimated
coeflicient of 1.9 warrants the conclusion that the total responses to the
~availability of AFDC income vary greatly by race.!

Reading {rom table 2, a 10 percent higher AFDC stipend, holding
2!} other factors constant, would result 1n an inecrease in the AFDC -
iecipient rate of approximately 14 percent for the nonwhite popula-
tion, slightlff less than half of which would be due to desertions of sup-
porting males. The estimated iinpact-of a 10 percent higher AFDC
stipend on the white recipient rate is 19 percent, with slightly more
than three-quarters due to desertions. The contributions of “welfare-
induced’’ female heads of families, as a proportion of the total disin-

1T An increase of .26 in the proportion of white female heads: of families is
-equivalent to a 1.53 increasc in the white recipient rate since the mean recipient
rate {.007).is slightly less than one-sixth the size of the mean proportion of female
heads (.041). The small total coefficient (equation 2) for whites may have resulted
from downward bias due to the inclusion of the proportion of widows as a separate
independent variable and the high degree of correlation between that variable,
the AFDC stipend, and the AFDC recipient rate. Changes in variable or model
specification, however, do not remove the ‘discrepancy in the sizes of the two
coefficients, and it is as yet impossible to determiné the source of the bias. The
bias does not appear, for example, in the coefficients of the male wage rate. The
coefficient of the male wage in equation (2) is slightly over six times the size of
the male wage coefficient in equation (1) for the white population, as expected.
1€ This is approximate since. the number of ”welfare-ingependent." female heads
is not known; 12 percent is the proportion of all female heads of families. '
o ] -1 This finding is consistent with a recent analysis of work orientations and
: T attitudes regarding welfare incomne. Sce Leonard -Goodwin, Do the Poor Wenl to
E lC ) : Work?- Brookings Institution, 1972, . , . L
‘

. * .
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centive coefficient, is considerable. This does not, however, mdicate
that. the proportion of families which dissolve for purposes of AFDC
cligibility is greater than the proportion of female heads of fumilies
who become AFDC recipients, This result would be surprising in light
of the heavy costs involved in family dissolution. Actually, as propor-
tions of their respective populntions, seven times as many “welfare-
imlepemlenl”’ female heads of families become AFDC recipients as do

Tamilies which dissolve for AFDC eligibility in the case of the non-

white population, for example. The relatively large impact of the
AFDC caseload from desertions arises from the larger base population
for family dissolution.

There is additional evidence which suggests that high AFDC
stipends influenced family splitting. If income from AFDC relative
to other income possibilities affects behavior, then the expected earn-
ings of males, as well as those of females, should influence the propor-
tion of female-headed families and consequently the AFDC recipient
rate. The results in table 1 confirm these predictions. As suggested
in the welfare model, the expected earnings of male exert a negative
and statistically significant effect on both dependent varinbles for both
populations. That is, low male earnings relative to AFDC stipends
are related to high female headship rates and high AFDC recipient
rates. : -

The coefficients of the AFDC stipend in equation (1) for both racial
groups indicate that a 10 percent higher AFDC stipend resulted in a - to
J-percent-higher proportion of females heading famlies. 'These effects are
statistically significant at the 1-percent level of confidence, which
strongly suggest that the findings are not statistical quirks. The data
imply, in other words, that independent of other factors, the size of the
AFDC payment itself was an important determinant of family dis-
solution.?

20 In addition to desertions of fathers, high AFDC payments provide anincentive
for mothers living with relatives to establish independent houscholds. Although
this effect may be operative for once-married women as well, it is likely to be
sirongest for single inothers. However, if the subgroup of single female heads of
families is regressed on the independent variables, the cocfficient of the AFDC

- payment i3 statistically less significant for both populations than the cocflicient

for separated female heads. In other words, the response to AFDC income is not
very strong for the group of mothers most likely to be living with relatives. This
suggests that the coefficient of the AFDC paymnent in equation (1) is primarily
the response of mothers already maintaining scparate households, and that the
main response to AFDC income is desertion by fathers. Additional evidence is
provided by the male wage rate, whose cocfficient is negative and statistically
significant in equations (1) and (2) (sce discussion. below). There is reason to
helieve that the cocflicient of the male wage should be less significant for the
group of mothers living with relatives because of offsetting influences of the male
wage. For example, for mothers who prefer to remain with relatives, high wages
of male relatives may enable them to resist the incentives to set up independent
houscholds resulting from high AFDC payments. In this case the cocfficient of
the male wage would he negative, that is, high mnale wages would be related to
lower proportions of female heads of families. On the other hand, high wages of
male relatives may enable women who prefer to establish separate households to
do s0 even if low AFDC payments do not cover additional costs. In this ease the
cocfficient of the male wage would be positive, There is evidence that these factors
may be operative in the regression of single female heads of families, The coefli-
cient of the male wage, although negative, is statistically insignificant (in fact,
less than its standard error) for hoth the white and nonwhite populations. This
should be compared to the strong statistieal significance of the cocflicient in the
regression of separated female heads (easily signifieant at the 19 level for both
populations). Thus, the fact that the male wage is negative and significant in
equations (1) and (é) suggests that the major impact of the availability of AFDC
income on family stability is desertion of fathers. ’
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The coefficient of the female wage is of the correct sign but is not
statistically significant in equation ?2) for either population. However,
this result is not surprising in light of the sizable portion of the total
disincentive coeflicient attributable to “welfare-induced” female heads
of families, and the high correlation between the two earnings figures.

Female employment opportunities, in the form of the female un-
employment rate, were found to have a significant effect on the white
AFDC recipient rate but the coefficient was not significant for the non-
white population.®

‘Table 3 presents preliminary results for the welfare model using 1970
data. With the exception of equation (1) for the white population, all
cocfficients of the AFDC stipend are statistically significant.?® The
predicted negative and significant relationship between male expected
camings ancd the dependent variables is also present in the 1970 data,

Unlike the earlier results the female wage is positive and statistically
significant in these preliminary results. It is possible, but as yet
untested, that this may be due to the omission of allowable earnings
retained by recipients in the AFDC program in 1970. In general it
is the cuse that the nwre affluent States tend to be miore liberal in the
administration of welfare programs, On the other hand, low payment
States often use accounting formulas that result in lower benefit
reductions than js the case in high payment States. If high wage
areas tend to allow about the sane proportion of earnings to be
retained, the AFDC program will be more atiractive to consumers
and, holding the male wage constant, there may be higher proportions
of femnale headed fwmilies and AFDC cases. These speculations
remain to be tested fully when SMSA data on retained earnings become
available. As in the 1960 results, the female unemployment rate is a
significant factor for the white population but not for the nonwhite
population,

2 The coefficient for the nonwhite population, however, was larger than its
standard crror, The significant coefficients for the female unemployment rates
in equation (1) for both populations may be reflecting the importance of the
male unemployment rate on the decision to desert since the male rate itself is not
included as a separate varinble. Much of the discussion in previous attempts to
estimate the determinants of the size of the welfare population has revolved
around the question of whether the level of welfare income or labor market condi-
tions such as the unemployment rate was the strongsr and more consistent
deteriinant of the proportion of the population receiving public assistance. (See,
for example, Kasper, op. cit.). These studies, however, used statewide unemploy-
ment rates, which are not accurate descriptors of conditions in particular labor
markets. In this analysis the SMSA unemployment rateiswsed, and the coefficients
are less consistently significant than those of the AFDC siipend,

2 The lack of a significant relationship between the AKXDC stipend and the
proportion of white women with children who are heads of fasuilies appears to be a
southern phenomenon. If south and nonsouth SMSA’s ar¢ handled separately,
the coeflicient of the AFDC payment is almost siznificant &t a 10-percent level,
with only 12 degrees of freedom, for nonsouthern SMSA’s.
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Table 3.—Determinants of the AFDC recipient rate and the proportion
of famulies headed by females, 1970

[Regression coefficlents (N'=41)}
Dependent variables
Nonwhite population White population

Percent female Reclpient Percent female Recipient
rate | hends rate
Independent variables (Equation 1) (Equation 2) {Equation 1) {Equation 2)
AFDC stipend.o.e.o... '+0.2276 1406928  +0.0518 141 5013
Female wage.oce-coceon. 1407318 1-43.5876 141 3059 145 1738
Male wage.ococeccancan 10,8223 t1-—2 1787 t-—1,4439 3 —4, 1653
ynemployment rat.cea. +0. 0406 -—0. 3904 +0. 0586 1 —0. 5946
R e . 6122 . 7551 . 8027 . 7524

1 Significant at .01 level,
1 Siguificant at .05 level.
1 Significant at .10 level,

In general, the coefficients of the AFDC stipend are smaller.in these
latter results than for the 1960 data, with the exception of equation
(2) for the white population which is in the range estimated for 1960.
Since this latter coeflicient is statistically the most significant of the
four coefficients in the 1970 results, it is possible that the lower
coefficients may be the result of imperfect specification of the 1970
model. There were changes both in the administration of public wel-
fare, and possibly in the public’s response to the availability of public_
welfare in the decade following 1960—the allowance of higher retained
earnings, the development of a movement emphasizing welfare as a
right, possible changes in the attitudes of middle-class consumers
towsrd the receipt of welfare income, for example—which may be
creating statistical ‘noise” in the estimated coefficients, creating
smaller coefficients and in general weaker relationships betweon the
AFDC stipend in particular and the dependent variables. It is also
possible of course that consumer response to the availability of AFDC
mcome may have weakened over time. Better specification of the 1970
cross-section model, and more important, an analysis of changes from
1960 to 1970 in the variables specified in the model, should shed some
light on these questions. Even the preliminary result, however, suggest
that the basic relationships present in 1960 are still in evidence in the
more recent data.
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INCOME SUPPLEMENTS AND THE AMERICAN FAMILY
By Pmurirs CoTricur and Jonx ScAxzoxi*
InTRODUCTION AND CONCLUSIONS

To assess the futnre of mamiage and the family it is useful to
understand the past. The first part of this paper summarizes trends in
marriage and divorce rates and changes in"the marital status of white
and nonwhite Americans. The living arrangements and family status
of children over the past several decades also provide clues to changes
in American famifjes.

Because much of the concern with the cwirent and future status of
the American family is generated by the dependent female family
head with children, we measure the tmpact of different factors that
explain the increase in the number of female family heads with children
over the past three decades.

Direct analysis of the impact of the level of AFDC benefits on
several measures of marriage and the family is possible when the
variation among the states in AFDC benefits is used as a quasi-
experimental desigu. If, for example, the level of AFDC benefits is a
powerful stimulus affecting entry to marriage, “family splitting”,
or marital instability, one would expeet to find that the marital status
of women or the family status of children would vary among the
States with high or low hencfits. Presumably, States paying large:
benefits would have more never married women, more children living
in families other than husband-wife families, and high marital in--
stability than would States paying low benefits.

Comparison of the marital status of women aniong States with
higher or lower AFDC benefits allows a test, albeit gross, for possible
effects of the AFDC benefit levels on rates of entry to marriage by
younger women. If high benefits deter marriage, we should be able
to detect sich effects. If the level of past AFDC benefits for female
family heads with children is not related to the family status of children
or the marital status of women, then the record of the past may be:
used, albeit cautiously, as a likely guide to predict the effect of income
supplements on marriage and families in the future.

We compare the commmitment to marriage and the family of adult
white and nonwhite men, and examine the marital status of men as a
function of their economic status. This allows a judgment of the -
strength of commitment to marringe and the family anmong white:
and black men, as well as providing clues to the likely cffect of income:
supplements in underminmg the institutions of legal marriage and
legitinate childbearing.

Differences in the percentage of white and -nonwhite ever-
married women in disrupted marital status are viewed in terms of a

*Departinent of Sociology, Indiana University. This researeh was supported
by Public Health Serviee grant MII 15567, Indiana University and the Sub-
commitltee on_Fiseal Poliey, Joint Feanomic Committee. We aeknowledge the
assistance of R. Lerman and L. Jackson in developing the statistical measures
used to examine changes in the number of female family heads over time,

S | «

(51)

w7
wemamts &

s

&



b5

general model of marital instability. The effect of economic factors and
racial discrimination in producing the observed difference among
white and black women is discussed. The probable impact of income
supplements on each major cause of marital instability allows an
inl! ormed judgment of the effect of future supplements on tfxe American
family. N

Conclusions

1. The marital status of the adult population has shown no steady

‘trend since 1890 in either the white or black population. Marriage

and divoree rates fluctuate with economic and demographic eonditions.
The recent increase in the age at marringe among younger women is
a4 response to current economic conditions that delay marringes. .
2. Stability of marriages, as measured by the percentage of ever-
married women 15-44 who are separated, widowed, or diverced has
scarcely changed in either the white or black population since 1940.
3. Between 1940 and 1970 the number of ever-married white moth-.

-ers aged 15-44 heading a family increased from 552,000 to 1,609,000—a

rise of 1,057,000. Among comparable nonwhite mothers the increase
numbered 509,000 feingle family heads. :

4. The percentage of mothers aged 15-44 in disrupted marriages
(separated, widowed, or divorced) who were family heads increased
from 43 to 79 percent between 1940 and 1970. This change in
the propensity to form separate households (rather than living as a
c]lih]) or other relative of the family head) is shnilar to shifts toward
separate housing and living arrangements among younger married
couples, aged couples, and widowed persons.

5. Four causes of the increase in the number of white and nonwhite
families headed by an ever-married" woman agnd 15-44 were exam-
ined: (1) increasing nuinbers of ever-married wipinen—or population
increase; (2) declining marital stability; (3) declining childlessness
among women in disrupted marital statuses; and (4) the increasing
propensity to live in separate households. .

6. The change in propensity to live as a separate household accounts
for about 38 percent of the total increase of 1,566,000 ever-married
female family heads aged 15-44. About 18 percent of the increase is
due to the increase in the number of ever-inarried women, independent

-of other changes, while 71 percent of the total increase is due to both

these factors in combination. Seven percent of the total increase is
related to declining childlessness alone. Ninety percent of the total
increase was relnteﬁ to the combined effects of changes in propensity,
population increase, and declining childlessness, leaving & meaximum
of 10 percent thatdgrelated to declining marital stability alone and in
combination with first three factors. There was very little differ-
ence between the white and nonwhite population in the contribuijon
that the four components make to the increase in numbers of female

family heads.

- 7. When the increase in female family heads aged 15-44 from
never-married mothers was included, the total 1940-70 increase
moved up by 183,000. Of the new total increase of 1,749,000 female
family heads, a maximum of 6 percent was related to rising illegiti-
macy.

Of the increase of 1,749,000 female family heads in all marital
statuses, 36 percent was related to changing propensity to form sep-
arate households alone. Population increase and the change in pro-
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ensity combined accounted for about 68 percent of the total increase.

ess than 13 percent of the total increase was due to declining child-
lessness among the ever-inarried, or increasing illegitimacy among
the neveranarried, independent of other changes. About 3 percent of
the total incrense was due to declining marital stability alone.

8. Illegitimate childbearing, bridal pregnancy and other measures of
fertility do not account for the large difference in the proportion of
white and nonwhite women who are female family heads. The main
reason a higher proportion of nonwhite than white women with chil-
dren are heads of a family is that a higher proportion of nonwhite
women are in a disrupted marital status. A higher rate of breakup of
first marriages among nonwhites and a Jonger period between separa-
tion, divorce, and remarriage for those whose first marriage fails,
accounts for the maujor portion of the racial difference in the percent of
woren in a disrupted marital status.

9. If AFDC bencfit levels are a cause of the increase in the number
of female family heads, the programn could have such an effect only -
through its effect on one or another of the four components of change
discussed under conclusion 3, above. The program cannot affect the
portion of change attributed to population growth; nor is it likely that.
the program has affected that component that is related to changing
fertility patterns. Analysis of benefit levels and the marital status of
women in 1950, 1960, and 1970 did not discover a relationship of the
program duta to age at marriage, stability of marriages, or the pro-
portion of women married in either the white or nonwhite population.
A possible AFDC program effect through the marital status or marital
stability factor is, therefore, rejected. This process of elimination
leaves only the propensity factor as a possible route through which
;,he _program could bave increased the number of female-headed
amilies. :

10. If the AFDC program hes powerfully contributed to the rise of
the female-headed {amily this effect should be reflected by a relation-
ship between the level of AFDC benefits and the family status of
children among the States. Analysis of State AFDC benefit levels in
1960 and 1970 found no negative effect of program benefit evels on
two measures of the family status of white children. In fact, white
children were somewhat more likely to live in husband-wife families
in States puying high rather than low benefits. '

11. A sumiar analysis of State AFDC benefit levels and the family
status of nonwhite and black children found no evidence indicatin
that the AFDC program encourages the formation of female-headcs
families. In fact, urban black children in high benefit States were

~ somewhat more likely 10 live in husband-wife families in 1870 than
were urban black children in low benefit States.

12. By 1970 the AFDC f)rogram had been operating for over 30
ears. After three decades of programn activity we found no impact of
igh or low program benefits on the family status of children, the

formation of female-headed families, age of marriage, marital status,
or the stability of marriages in either the white or nonwhite popula-
tions. A separate paper i this volume found no AFDC effects on
illegitimacy rates between 1940 and 1970.

13. The increasing propensity to form separate households by
mothers at risk of female headship is a trend shared by other Amen-
cans. A similar ¢rend was observed among older persons and among
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young husband-wife families. The decline in the percentage of aged
persons or young intact families who live with relatives is not a func-
tion of changes in public ‘assistance benefits. In the case of young
couples, the increased Ipropens1ty to live in separate housing cannot
be imked to any type of income support program. Groups thet do and
those that do not have access to public assistance or social insurance
have moved in the same direction.. ’ ‘

14. There is substantial evidence that blacks and whites do not
differ in their coinmitment to the institution of legal marriage. Within
both populations the rate of entry to first marriages and to remarriage
is similar when men with similar incomes are compared.

15. First marriages are more likely to be disrupted in the black than
white population. About one third of the racial difference in stability
of first marriages is related to differences in the distribution of income
{measured in a single year) between the two populations of men.

16. When remarriages are included, 96 percent of white and 87 per-
cent of black ever-married men aged 35-44 in 1960 were currently
married and living with their wives. If nonwhite men had incomes
similar to those of whites this 9-percent difference would probably re-
duce to 5 or 6 percent. Since many variables other than male income in
the year prior to census are not accounted for, we judge the expected
difference of 5 or 6 percent to be trivial, and conclude that the marriage
behavior of nonwhite males demonstrates a commitment to marriage
and the family similar to that shown by white men.

17, Racial differences in the proportion of womnen in a disrupted
marriage are the result of different levels of constraints against marital
instability and different levels ¢f marital satisfaction between the two
populations. High constraints against hasty marital dissolution were
related to high levels of income as well as to social factors., Low incomes
result in a lower level of constraint. Marital satisfaction and social
constraints are the main factors that differentiate couples that do from
those that do not remain together. Satisfaction with marriage is.a net
result of the balance of positive and negative inputs to the marringe.
Racial discrimination inrl)abor and housing markets lowers the level of
constraints related to income among non\\%xites, and also depresses the
balance of E;)sitive over negative inputs to nonwhite marriages. There-
fore, nonwhite couples have a lower level of economic constraints and
ar9 also less satisfied with their marriages than white couples. There-
fore, marital instability among nonwhites is higher. Higher rates of
marital disruption resuit in a higher proportion of nonwhite than white
mothers living in a disrupted marital status and being the head of a
family. The racial difference in the risk of female headship is not a
function of differences between the races in the value placed on legal
marriage and husband-wife families.

18. A program that would provide husband-wife as well as broken

- low-income families with an income squlement might increase marital

instubility or depress rates of entry to legal marriage if the economic
benefits of family splitting outweighed tbe social and other benefits
of legal marriage. There is no evidence that the past supplements pro-
vidgﬁ primarily to broken families by AFDC stimulated marital dis-
solution, or caused low income persons to avoid marriage. If the past

- AFDC program has not produced a clear-cut effect on marital behav-

iors after three decades, it seems unreasonable to believe that a
future pmymp that would not directly penalize intact families would
stimulate family splitting. v :
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I. TreExps 1N MARRIAGE, Divorce, aAnp Manrirar Starus

It is important to have some idea of the past if we are to have a
perspective on future behavior. Restricting an overview of American
marriage patterns to recent data would unnecessarily limit the

erspective one should have on very recent changes in the population,
?f, for example, the recent increase in the percent never married were
-a continuation of a long-run increase, then the significance of this
change would be heightened. On the other hand, if the recent change
is not an extension of a long-run trend, then it may merely represent
an accommodation to recent socioeconomic events, rather than being
the wave of the future.

Trends From Vital Statisties

Because of inadequacies in marriage and divorce regisiration in the
United States, color-specific rates froin vital statistics are not available.
The trend in national rates reflects the white trend, due to the nu-
merical superiority of the white over the nonwhite population.

Vital statistics on marriage rates per 1,000 unmarred women aged 15
and older are available from 1920. (Carter and Glick 1970: table 3=2
and NCHS, 1971: table 1). Therate in 1920 was 92 per 1,000. By 1930
the rate had declined to 67.6, and it remained in the lo% :eventies
during that decade. The rate moved up to about 83 in 1940, peaked
at 118 in 1946, receded to about 80 by 1954, and declined to the low
seventies during the 1958-63 period. The marriage rate has inereased
each year since 1963, and was about 82 in 1971.

As with marriages, the nitional divorce rate reflects most accurately
the trend among whites. The divorce rate per 1,000 married women
aged 15 and older was 8 in 1920. I't declined to 2 low of 6.1 in 1932 and
1933, and then moved upward and peaked at 17.9 in 1946. The rate
declined to 8.9 in 1958 and then increased reaching 13.4 in 1968 The
divorce rate for the 12 months ending in January 1972 was about 16—
not far below the post-World War II record high. (Rates prior to 1968
from Carter and Glick 1970: table 3-9; 1968 from Statistical Abstract of
the United States, 1972, table 79; 1972 rate estimated by the authors.)

The rise in the divorce rate after 1958 has been accompanied by an
increase in the number of children per divorce decree—fromn 92 childrex
per 100 divorces in 1955 to 134 children per 100 divorces in 1968.
(Statistical Abstract of the United States: Ibid.). The number of children
involved in divorce cases rose from 347,000 in 1955 to 782,000 in 1968.
With no further increase in the number of children per decree, the
number of divorces in 1971 (773,000) would imply that 1,035,820
children were involved. _

The general conclusion from this brief review is that both marriage
and divorce rates have varied in response to economic and other
conditions in the past. One should expect fluctuations in the future.
A change from one year to the next does not herald the beginning of a
new era. This point can be documented with Census Burean materials
which also allow analysis of long run trends in marital status, as well
as recent changes by age, sex, and color. .

Trends in the Percent of Adults Who Are Single

The 1890 to 1969 trend in tlie percent of men and women aged 15
and older who were single has been reported by Farley and Herinalin
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(1971: table 1). Among nonwhite men, the percent single (26 percent)
was-the same in 1969 as it had been in 1890. Among white males, the
pereent single was stable from 1890 through 1940, and it then dechined
to a low in 1969. We conclude that the data show no shift away from
entry to legal marriages in either male population. Men appear as
willing now as they have been in the past to enter a legal marriage.

Among women the pereent single among whites aged 15 and older
follows a pattern of stability from 1890 through 1940, with declines in
the percent single from 1940-1960, and no change since 1960. Among
nonwhite women there was an increase of 1 percent single in 1969
over 1900—hardly evidence of a significant trend away from entry
lo marringe,

Percent Single by Color and Age, 1960-71

The pereent never married among the total population of persons 15
and older will not reflect recent changes among younger age groups.
Thus, while rhe 1960 and 1969 trend for persons aged 15 and older
shows littl: change, the trend toward later age at marringe among

“young persons does indicate substantial change. The percent single

among wonen aged 14-34 in 1960 and 1971 is shown in table 1.

TasLe 1 —Percentage of women aged 14-34 never married, by color:

United States, 1960 and 1971

Color
White Nonwhite
Age of women ’ 1960 1971  Change 1940 1971 Change
14-17 . e 04, 6 97. 3 2.7 93. 9 07. 4 3.9
18-19 ... G67.7 76. 8 9.1 G69. 1 81.3 12,2
20-24. .. 27. 4 35.1 7.7 33.4 477 12,
25-29 . el 0.8 10. 3 G 3 15.7 24. 4 87
3034 e 6. 6 5.9 —0.7 9.6 14. 2 4.6

Source: U.E. Burcau of the Census (1#3). PC ()-10: Table 176: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current
Dopudnlion Reports, Suriee P-20. No. 225: table 1.

For whites aged 18-24, notable increase in the percent single
occurred. Among whites aged 25-34, little ciange can be found. Anfong
nonwhite women; the 1960-71 increase in the percent single is
larger than it'has been for whites at the same age. In 1971 a higher

proportion of nonwhite than white women were single at all ages. The

difference in the percentage single between white and nonwhite
women at the same age is'understandable, given the different level of
income in the respective male populations (table 17, below)!

Recent changes in the percent single are related to economic and
demographic changes that affect the propensity of men and women o
marry—changes that were, in part, responsible for the temporary
decline in marriage rates during the depression. Since the economy 13
not now at depression levels, one might claim that cconomic factors
could not be responsible for the recent change in marital status.
However, careful analvsis by Easterlin (1972) had documented the re-,
lationship between changing economic conditions mmong younger per-
soas and the change in marital status. Also, one of the delayed
demographic effects of the postwar baby boom is the recent “marringe

20-307T—73—5
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squeeze’’ (Akers, 1967) which causes a defieiency of nunibers ¢f men of
marriageable ages relative to women in the prime vears for first
marringe. Demographic and economic changes explain the recent
trend toward later nge of first marriage.

A shilt toward later marringe has oceurred before in response to
ceonomic events; the carrent shift is a response to recent changes that
aifect young persons, and is no evidence of rejection of marviage by
them. The shilt toward later marringe should have positive elfects,
Fertility is reduced by later marriage, and the high rates of marital in-
stability among those who marry young will now affect a smaller
proportion of the population than in the past, a change that may Lelp.
to stabilize the rising divorce rate.

The Percén.i.age of Ever-Married Women in a Disrupted Mar tal
Status: 1940-70

A major portion of this report is concerned with the 1940-70 <hange
in the number of female family heads aged 15-44, o trend that is re-
lated to the changing number of ever-married women-in disrupted
marital status categories. Table 2 shows the number ever married
and the percent of ever-married women aged 1544 in a disrupied
marital status (widowed, divorced or hushand absent).

TasLe 2.—Nwmber of women 15-44 ever married, and percentage
whose spouse is not present, by color, United States, 1940-70

[Numbers in thousands]

© Pereent whose spouse is

Number ever married not present .
Yeor - White Nonwhite White Nonwhiin
1070 e - - 25,775 3, 376 0.9 28. 0
1960 o ez 24,1066 3, 068 0.0 28. 2
1950 e ceees 22, 768 2, 852 9.5 26. 5
9.3 25.3

1940 ... (DR, 18, 405 2, 424

NoTe.—The numbers of women whose spouse is not present ave shown in table §, halow.

Saurce; Marital status from U.S. Census of Population, 1940, 1950 and 1860, and Currend Population Re-
ports, Series P-20, No. 212, fable 1, . co

About 9.3 pereent of white ever-married women aged 15-44 were
in a disrupted marital status in 1940, compared to 9.9 percent in 1970.
Among comparable nonwhites, the percentage increased from 25.3 to
28 percent over the 30-year perivd. This nicasure of the impact of
changing marital stability on the current marital status of women
shows little change.

II. TrRENDS 1IN LiviING ARRANGEMENTS OF ADULTS AND
CHILDREN

Trends Among Adult Women Aged 25-64,

Living arrangements of adults have changed over the past several
decades. The causes of changes in the distribution of the population
among various household status .categories have not yet been ex-
plained. We can, nonetheless, document the change, and then ex-
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amine its impact on increases in the number of female heads of
families.

Taile 3 shows the distribution of the adule female population by
houzchold status in 1950 and 1963, Among nonwhite wonen there was
an increase of 2 percent living us the wife of the head of a family be-
tween 1950 and 1969; over the same period, there was an inerease of
9 pereent in the proportion heading their own family. These two
changes oceur, in part, because of the large decline in the percentoge
of women living in families as a child or other relative of the family
hewnd. Fewer nonwhile women arve now “doubled up” in another
funily. They are more likely than in the past to be the wife of a family
head or to be the family head themselves.

TanLe 3.—Trends in household status of adwlt women aged 25-G4:
Undited States 1950-6Y9

[In percent)

Color
Nonwhite White T
1950-1969 . 1950-1969°
Ilouschiold status 1950 1969 change 1950 1969 chunge
Wivesof head . ... 835 57 2 74 79 b3
Head of family__._ ____._.__ 13 22 9 G 7 1
Child or relative of family ’

head . oo e 16 9 -7 12 3 -7

Primary or sccondary in- : N
dividual. ... .___ 12 11 -1 6 S 2
Not in houschold. .. ... .. 4 1 -3 2 1 -1

Total. oo conaoo- 100 100 100 100

o Souree: Derived from Turley and Ilermulin 1971: Table 4. Age standardized on 1960 total population

.

Among whites, the percentage of women who were the wives of the
family head mcreased by 5 percent between 1950 and 1969, while the
propoition who were female heads of fumilies increased by 1 pereent.
The 7-percent decline in the proportion living as a child or other
relative of the family bead generaily wus absorbed by an increase in
the percentage who were, by 1969, the wife of the family head.

Other Measures of Trends in Household Staius of Adults: 1940-70

One can examine change in living arrangements for different types
of adults. In table 4, we have displayed the 1840-65 or 1970 trend
toward separate housing arrungements for a variety of types of
people. The first column shows the percentage of mothers aged 15-44,
in a disrupted marital status who are family heads. (Not all of these
female family heads are living in separate housing. In 1960, about 23
percent of sll female heads aged 15-44 compared to 14.6 percent in
1970 were in subfamilies—see table 5, below. As the percent in .
subfamilies declines, one may assume the percentage of all female-
headed families in separate housing is increasing.) The trend from
1940 through 1970 shows a clear upward swing in the probability that
mothers at risk of heading a family will be doing so, and this change
is a major cause of the increasing numbers of female-headed families.
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Mothers at risk of being a family head are not the only group of
Awmericans who are shifting from joint family housing arrangements
to separate housing. ITn table 4 we find shifts toward separate housing
among widewed men and women, among coupies aged 65 and older,
among couplies with the wife aged 24 or younger, and among married
couples of all ages. An appropriate measure with which one may
compare the 1940-70 change in separate family status among these
disparate types of people must consider the 1940 level, in addition 1o
the ahsolute percentage change between 1940 and 1970. Taking the
1940-70, percent. ehange as the numerator, and the diiference between
100 percent. and the 1940 percentage figure as the denominutor, we
have an “clfective change vatio.” This ratio measares the extent to
which the observed change equals or is less than the possible maximum
change. ' :

The bottom row of table 4 compares this ratio for different types of
persons or couples. Among women at risk of female family headship,
the ratio 3s 63, & ficure slightly lower than that for all other groups,
exeept widowed persons. Althongh the absolute change in peccentage
points among widowe:l women (31 percent) is close to the percent
increase among women 15-44 at risk of headship (38 percent), the
lower percentage of the widowed in sepurate living quarters in 1940
results in a lower effective change ratio, Tuble 4 demonstrates that
the 1940-70 period was one of decliie in “doubling up®* living arrange-
nients umong a wide variety of Americans. Individuals and couples,
old and young, those with and those witheut public assistance or
social insurance shared a common move toward separate Housing and
separate houschold status.

Trewds in the Living Arrangements of Children: 1910-68

Sinee 1910 the pereentage of children under age 5 who are living with
their mothers. (with or without the father present) has not declined.,
The rate in 1910 wus 97 percent. for white 21d 87 percent for nonwhite
chifdren. In 1960 the rate was 99 percent for white and $6 percent for
nonwhite children under age 5 (Ifarley and Hermalin, 1971: p. 13),
When we ask what percentage of children under age 6 live with both
parents a trend emerges during the 1960’s. Furley and Hermalin (1971
table 8) report that in 1960 about 69 percent. of nonwhite children
under 6 lived with both parents, 19 percent were with the mother
alone, 1 percent with the father alone, and 11 percent with neither
parent. By 1968 only 61 pereent were living with boih parents, 25
percent with the mother, 1 percent with the father, and 13 pereent with
neither parent. The decline in the percentage living with both parents
is closely related to the incerease in those living with the mother alone.

Among whites, 93 percent of chikdren under age 6 lived with both
purents in 1960, 5 percent with the motlier alone, 1 percent with the
futher alone, and 1 percent with neither parent In 1963, the percent
living with the mother alone was up one point to 6 percent: the percent
living with neither parent was down one point, and the percent living
with both parents or with the futher alone was unclranged.
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IIT, Axanysis or Craxge 1N THE Nusmerr OF Fewmane Faunny
Heans: 1940-70

Annlysis of the trend in the number of ever-inarried female family
heads procecds in two stages. We first comment on different measures
of trends in the risk of bccommw a female family head. Having setiled
on the measure we then examine the causes of change in the number of

- ever-matricd women aged 15-44 wlho are lieading a {family. Following
this analysis we include single women, end then examine one common
explanation of the increase in the number of female f amily heads—the
alleged nnpﬂcL of the AFDC program, :

Changes i tlze Numbers of Famzlzr;s Headed by an Ever-Married Woman
dged 15-44

’J‘ublc 5 shows the number of {amilies headed by an ever-married
womnzan aged 15-44 with a child at the time of the censns. The number
e\dudmg subfamilies in 1960 and 1970 is also shown. The number of
female-headed families in 1940 and 1950 is thought to use definitions
that make the 1960 and 1970 count which included subfamilies appro-
priate to trend analysis.

TABLE 5.—~Number of ever-mar med femalr, Sfamily heads aged 15-44
-~ with children, 1940-70, by color

[Numbers in thonsands]
Coior
Year - . Whits, Nonwhite
30700l e e e ————— 1,600 . €81
1970—excluding sub-families. ... _____ .. _..__ © (1, 369) (386)
1060—all. oo e e ——— 1,210 451
1960 —excluding sub-families. . ... e : 923) "(351) -
1450-—all i : 618 217
1940—73111 - , 852 . 172
1040 to 1970 change_.___ e cmm—aaa 1,057 © 509

Source: 16th Census ol‘ the United States 1010; Population, Fainilles, Tupcs of Familiea, 1ables 3 and 7;
Consus of Population 1050, P-1¢ No, 84, tables 4, 5; Consus of ]’npulnﬂon 1960; Families, PC (9)-.4—4
T ul]ﬂ%s 51 and r’I Current J'opula!ion Repom, serles P-20: 218: ‘Tabia 4, Nover-married family lieads are
excluded.

Bol-\\'eon 1940 mul 1970 thc numbnr'of w‘ute f (umheq headed by nn
ever-married woman awul 15~44 inerease:” by 1,057 0()0 while the in-
crease among nonw hites was 509,000. Neither nu,rease suggests that
American familier are: less stable tlmn they were in the past. Changes
in‘marital stability are, in fuct, just one of several caus e of thei increase
m!thc number of families headed by-awoman.

Declings in the stability of marriages which increase the number of
ever-married women in disrupted marital statuses, is-one cause hehind
the inereased numbers of female [amily heads. A aecond ¢ause is found
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in population increase. Third, the number of femsale family heads may
inerease if the proportion of ever-married women in disrupted marital
statuses who ave childless declines, Finally, the mmber of female heads
will inerease if the poputation of women at risk of headszhip (those with
a child 1o disrupted marital statuses) changes its propensity to form a
separate family, : ‘

Changes in the Pereent of Disrupted Marriages
{ g

Onr analysis of the effect of changing marital stability is taken
from table 2, ubove. Only small changes were fornd between 1940 and
1970 in the proportion of ever-muried wonen 1544 in disrupted
marital statuses. : :

Change Due to Population Increase

With cther factors under control the effect of population increase on
the inerease in the number of wonien aged 15-44 who are head of a
famnily 15 taken from the cownts of ever-married women aged 15-44—
see table 2, above.

Change in the Propensity To Be Head of a Family

In table 4 we noted an increase in the propensity to head a family
among those women-at risk of female headship. This change is shown
by color in table 7 below.

Change in Fertility Patterns Affecting the Risk ‘of Female Headship

Trends in fertility affect the probability that a woman of a given
age will become a female family head with own child. Changes in the
percentage of women in an age group that is childless may increase
the number of feinale heads with children. _

Table 6 shows the trend in childlessness among women at risk of
beeoming a femaie family head. The trend and level of childlessness is
similur among both whites and nonwhites, although the causes of the
shared decline are different. The high levels of childlessness anmong
nonwhites in the earlier years were, primarily, the result of disease
and other health conditions that increased sterility and fetal loss, As
health conditions improved, childlessness declined (Cutright, 1972;
Farley, 1970). .

Among whites a similar involuntary set of conditions partially
explains thie high carly level of childlessness, but increasing bridal
pregnancy and a decline in the use of birth control early in muringe
wiong whites alter 1940 is probably more important (Cutright, 1972:
table 9). In sum, the decline in childlessness among nonwhites is
lurgely due to changes in dnvoluntary controls over fertility, while
the decline among whites is primarily due to a shift away from_vol-
untary controls over fortility shortly before and shortly after murriage.
This shift oceurred among all strata of the white population.
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TaBrLe 6.—Nwumber of women aged 13-45 in disrupted marital stafirs
cateqories including and excludivg childless women, by color: {Tnited
States, 19.50-71)
) [Numbers in thousands]

Nimher ever-mavried
in disrupted
nearriage eniegories

Number who live

horne ¢hildren Ieveent eliiledloss

Year —_— White Nonwhite White Nonwhite White  Nonwhite
970 ... . 2,051 445 2, (96 803 17. 8 18, 3
1060 .. __ . .. ... PR B b { 1] 81 ), 718 G691 20. 8 20, 2
ol el 2,157 758 1, G110 N8 20 4 32,8
YO o 1.719 614 1, 237 428 28,0 30. 3

19040 t0 1970 change . 832 331 §39 375 —1w.2 124

Sovree: Talble 2 Chiblessness from VL8, Buvean of Yhe Census, < Biffercatiol Feetifitg 190 gnd 1ri0c Women
by Number of Children Yorerbory=* 1950 from * Fertility,” vol, IV 1, & chapter O, tables 16 and 173 1080 fron
“Wowmen by Number of Childron Ererdiora, PC ¢2)~3A, tahles Kand 172 W0 from Crrrad Papulation Seporta,
2erfes 1-20, No. 218, patialty estimatel

Changes in the INsk of Being a Female Family Tead With Children:
195070

Table 7 shows the change iv the risk of being a female fumily head
aged 15-44 with children using three different denominators for the
population at risk. Never-married women are exeluded from all nu-
merators and denominators. Table 7 indicates an increase in the risk
of being a feranle family head for both white and nonwhite women
after 1940, regardless of the devominator chosen. With the exeeption
of the slight decline in the risk among whites between 1940 and 1950
(sce note to Table 7) all these measures show an increasing risk of
female headship between 1940 and 1970. The major change in the risk
occurred between 1950 and 1960—with an added but smaller increase
between 1960 and 1970. For nonwhites the increase in risk was large
and nearly equal from 1950 to 1960 and from 1960 to 1970.

TaABLE 7.~Measures of risk of female famidy headskip for women
aged 16-44: 1846-70

§1n percent])

Percent of women in

Tarcent ever married - Percent of wonwn in

disrupted marfial

aged 16-44 who are disupted marital status whe have ever
female heads of status that are fe- borin chiildren that

family with own male family heads are femule family -
. child with own child lieads with owa chiid
Yeur White Nonwhite Wihite Nouwhite White Nonwhite
070 e 6.2 20.2 63. 1 72.0 76. 8 84. 8
1960 (e 6.3 147 5357 52.1 70. 4 65. 3
1950, e 2.7 7.0 28. € 28.8 38.4 42. 8
1040, .. __._ Cemememana 3.0 7.1 28.0 44. ¢ 40. 2

' 3.2

NOTE.~1060 and 1970 data includa female subfamily heads. 1950 duta include both secondary and primary

families. 1950, 1960, and 1570 data use own children while 1'M0 includes related

88 well as own children. The

differcuce in definition hetweert 1990 and 1950 may account for the slight decliue in risk for whites and
moderate the increase in risk among nouwhites. The effoct of this change in definition in the subseuent

analysis is trivial.
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The large differences in rizk of female family headship beiween
white and nenwhite wonten using all ever-married women generally
dizappenrs when the more approprinle population at risk is chiosen.
Thus, the major explanation m any yewr of the higher percent of non-
white than white ever-married women being female family heads is
that a higher proportion of nonwhite than white women are in dis-
rupted marital statuses. As noted in Table 6 there is little difference
in childlessness levels ol white and nonwhite wonwen in disrupied
statuses in the sanme vear. Therefore, the larger percentage of ever-
married nonwhite women heading their own families shown in col-
umns 1 and 2 of table 7 is caused, for the most part, by the higher
proportion of nonwhites than whites in disrupted marital statuses.

Among whites the trend in the risk of female family headship in
the population at risk {(defined az women in disrupfed marital statuses
with (-,Li](h'on ever-born) moves from about 45 pereent in 1940 to 77
pereent in 1970; among nonwhites the percentage inereases from 40
{o about 85 percent. We refer to this trend us one of changing propen-
sity to form separate families in which the woman is head. The effect
of climnging propensity on the inerease in the number of female family
heads, mde mm‘ont of the increase in the population at risk, is con-

sidered in the following seetion.

Components of Change in the Number of Female Family Heads, 1940-70

In fable 8 we display the absolute and relative impact of changing
propeusities to form sepurate households, population increase, deelin-
mg  childlessness and marital stability on the 1940 through 1970
increase in the number of families headed by an ever-married mother
aged 15-44,

TaBLe 8.—Componcnts of 1940-70 change in the nmber of ever-married
Sfemuale family hicads aged 15—4.4 with ehildren, by color

[Numbers in thounsands)

Color
Compans ats of 1910-70 White Nanwhite o Taotul
inereass 1 the number of
female bunity heads Number Pereent. Nummbee Percent Number Poereent
(1) Higher propensicy
alome o . J98 N7, ¢ 191 47,3 2890 37.6
(2) Papulation increase
alone. oL o.. - 221 20. 9 67 15.2 288 18. 4
) Componcns 1 and
. 2eombined. oo ... 7Y 73. 7 333 634 1,112 7.0
(1) Diecliniing childloss-
ness alone_o oL ..o o 78 7.4 38 7.5 115 7.4
(M Components 1, 2, -
and 4 combined___ - OG0 91. 4 444 §7.2 1,410 . 90.0
{6) AMlarital stability
alone . 533 T T | 18 3.0 al 3.9
Toral ingense.... 1,057 100. 0 S0 100.0 1, 566G 100. 0

NoTh~Formaly for camputing the nmnbers in rows 1 throngh 6: (1) (Hf—]—t—' My @ !ﬂ(l’,—l’.):
\ e My &Y y

o (HA 00 1)y ey M (Y oy (M2 AL g o S (B2t

“’(.\1, B )= @ 5 T in MO G ) W 5 UE T

stthseripts L aud 2 gefor to 1940 and 1950, tesjeectively and M =number of female fnmily heads with a ehild

i disrupted marital status: M=number of mcthers in_ disropled marital statust D =numbey of ever-mar-

ricd women in a disropted marftal status, and P=mnnher of ever-tnmtied women,

Source: Tables 2,8, awd 6, above,

)l’..' where
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Rows 1, 2,4, and 6 show the increase in numbers expected from the
observed change in each component, had there been 2o change in any
of the remaining three components. Rows 3 and 5 show the contribu-
tion of various components in cembinution with other components to
the increase.

Among whites, for example, the change in propensiiy alone accounts
for 398,000 of the total 1,057,000 mcrease—ot- about 38 percent. The
inerease in the number of ever-married women alone would, had no
other components changed, resulted in a gain of 221,000 female family
heads. The combination effect of change m both propensity and popu-
Iation is Iarger than the sum of the change from each component
considered in isolation—row 3 shows about 74 percent of the total
increase is a result of joint changes in propensities and population
increase. By itself alone, the decline in childlessness is related to an
increase of 78,000 heads; when considered jointly with the first two
components 91 percent of the totul incrense is attributed to factors
other than changing stability of marriages. Thd contribution of the
decline in marital stalility aloneis about 3 percent of the total increase.

Among nonwhites the center columns in table § indicate results
quite similar to those detailed #bove for whites. The eombination effect
of changing propensities and population increase accounts for 65 per-
cent of the increase in numbers of nonwhite feinale family lieads, while
the addition of declining childlessness to the first two components
aceounts for 87 percent of the gain. The decline in nonwhite marital
stability alone is related to 3.5 percent of the increase.

The right hand columms of table 8 add the numbers resulting from
separate analysis of white and nonwhite change. We sce that 7)
percent of the inerease in all ever-married female family heads aged
15-44 is related to changing propensitics to form separate housceholds
and the increase in the number of ever-married women. When the
declive in childlessness is added to the firs€ two components we fGnd
that 90 percent of the increase emn be allocated to the first three com-
ponents. The role of marital stability is relatively small—it accounts
for just 3 percent of the inercase when considered ulone.!

Adding in Never-Married Female Famity Heads

The census of 1940 reported 28,000 white and 18,000 nonwhite
never-married mothers aged 15-44 ns female heads. In 1970 the

1 The size of the components in table 8 will echange if 1970 rather than 1940
measures are substituted at various points. For example, among neonwhites
formmula 6 results is an estimate of 18,000 added heads due to ehange in marital
status alone. One might ask whether this component would change had, 1970
rather than 1940 data been used. The first termn in formula 6 gives the pereentage
of cver-married women with children in disrupted marital statuses that were
heads: In 1940 the figure was 28 pereent while in 1970 it was 72 pereent. Sub-
stituting the 1970 fer the 1040 statistie will increase the marital status eomponent
to 40.3 thousand. This increase ecomes, in part, from reducing the actual effect of
rising propensities on the increase in numbers of heads and then aliocating this
change to marital status. Substantive interpretation of results obtained after
substituting 1970 for 1940 inputs is unclear.

—
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respective numbers were 63,000 and 166,000. (See table 5, nbove, for
sources). Among whites the total incrense was 35,000; among non-
whites it was 148,000. The upper puanel of table 9 breaks down the
total increase for never-married female family heads into the three
relevant components behind the increase. (Changing marital status
is not relevant.) Because no direet mensure of changing propensity
is available for the never-married, we assume that the change in
propensity observed for the ever-married is equal to the change for
never-married mothers. This assumption can tolerate considerable
error without serious consequences on the following analysis. The
data for the populstion increase component are the counts of never-
married women 15-44 in 1940 and 1970. Allocation of change to tiese
two components considered separately and then in combination is
identical to that detailed above in table 8. Allocation of change to
declining childlessness is a residual term—the difference between the
change 1 the number of never-married heads allocated to changing
propensities and population increase in combination, and the total
merease. We are unable to caleulate the contribution of rising il-
legitimaey (which is analogeus to declining childlessness among the
ever-married) because the necessary data are not available. However,
the method selected to represent the contribution of rising illegitimacy
is constrained by the previously deducted contribution From the first
two components. Finally, the relatively less precise calculations used
for the never-married can have little impact on our final assessment
of the compenents of change, since the contribution of rising numbers
of never-married heads to the increase from all marital statuses is just
10 percent.

TaBLe 9.—Components of 1940-70 change in the number of never-
married female family heads aged 15-44 with children and female
heads with children in all marital statuses, by color

Numbersin ihmxsands]
Components of 1940-70 White Nonwhite Total
increase in the number - -
of female famlly heads Number  Percent Number Percent Number Peree nt

NEVER-MARRIED FAMILY HEADS

(1) Higher propensity .
alone________.__.__ 20 57. 1 20 13. 5 40 21.9

(2) Population increase

alon ;

oo 2 57 15 101 17 9.9
(3) Components 1 and 2
combined_________ 24 68. 6 52 35.1 76 41. 5

(4) Inecreased illegitimacy
in combination
with Jand 2. ... 11 31. 4 96 64.9 107 58.5

Total increase_.. 35 100.0 148 100.0 183 100. 0
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AlLle MARITAL STATUSES

(1) Higher propensity

alone._o e ooo. 418 38.3 211 32,1 629 36. 0
(2) Population increase
alone. ce ceeeeo. - 223 20. 4 82 12, 5 205 17. 4

(3) Components 1 and 2

combined.._.._..._ 803 735 385 58.6 1,188 67.9
(4) Declining childless- :

ness alone o ______ 89 8.1 134 20. 4 223 12,7
(5) Components 1,2, and .

3 combined. . __.._ 077 89, 5 592 00.1 1,369 89.7
(6) Marital stability

alone_ ..o -o--- 33 3. 18 2.7 51 2.9

0
Total increase... 1,092 100.0 637  100.0 1,749 100. 0

1Phe numbers in 1hig line represent the ehange for ever-married from declining ehildlessness alone, and
{ he illegitimaey component. The Iattet ntiobers include a few thousand never married women who, strictly
spraking, should not he included in this line.

NotE.~The lower panel is the sum of the numbers for ever-inarried women from tabie 8 and the appro-
priate munbers for never-married women in the upper panel.

The upper panel of tuble 9 indicates that the change in propensity
seconnts for 57 percent of the white but only 13.5 percent of the
nonwhite increase. Population increase is a relatively minor factor
when considered alone. In combination the change in propensity
and population increase account for 69 pereent of the white and just
35 percent of the nonwhite increase. The difference hetween the total
gain and that which has been related to the first two components is
allocated to the effect of rising illegitimacy. For white and nonwhite
never-marricd women together ahout 58 percent of the total increase
is related to rising illegiimacy, Some portion of this figure is actually
coming from combination effects of illegitimacy with the first two
components, Even so, just 6 percent (107/1749) of the total increase
can be attributed to rising illegitimacy.

The lower punel of table 9 summnarizes the data for women all
marital statuses. For whites and nonwhites together, over two thirds
of the invrease in female family heads with children aged 15-44 stems
from the combined effects of changing propensities to form separate
houscholds and popnlation increase. Less than 13 pereent. of the total
inerease can be alloeated to changes in fertility patterns among the
nover-married and the ever-married. About 90 percent of the inerease

“is o function of changes in_propensitics, population increase and

fertilitv. Changing maritai stability alone accounts for ahout 3 pércent
of the increase, .

Ezpeclcd Change in Numbers of Female Fum i.-.fy Heads, 1970-90

Estimates of the change in the number of femule heads over the
next 30 years can be made by considering the likely change in each of
the four components. Of these four components the changing number
of women aged 15-44 can be estimated with a high degree of accuracy,
since many are already born, and changes in fertility will have only
moderate effects. In 1990 the number of women aged 1544 will be
about 57.6 million—about 28 percent more than the count for 1970.
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statictical Abstract of the United States,
1970: Table 7, using series D projection). Thus, if there were no further
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change in marital stutus, propensities or fertlity patterns we would
expect abhout 3,476,000 female heads in all marital statuses aged
15-44 in 1980—a gain of 957,000—or 38 percent—over the number in
1970. This gain from populution growth alene will underestimate the
aclunl change unless the net effects of changes from the renmining
three components are zero or negative. Is it likely that the other
components will have zero or negative impacts?

By 1970 the lovel of propensity to form separate houscholds was
hizh, and while it probubly will not decline, there are constraints
related 1o youthful age and low })urit_\' (Sweet, 1972) that should
prevent it from undergoing much further increase, If the proportion
of women who are single merenses this nay reduce the number of
femaie heads, net of other changes, heeause the risk of headship is o
different between ever-married and never-married women, Given the
small change aver the past three decades in the mavital stiatus of the
ever-married one might assame little further increase in the percentage
of ever-married woinen i disrupted marital statuses,

The lust component represents the effects of itlegitimncey and child-
lessness among the ever-married. It is likely that a favorable change
(i.e. one that will reduce the number of female heads) will occur.
The recent decline in illegitimacy rates (Cutright, 1973: Table 3)
should continue. The enormous decline in marital fertility among
both lower and upper income women (Juffe, 1972) should be accom-
panied by increasing childlessness among ever-married womet in the
early years of marriage. Thix latter change would increase childlessness
antong women at high risk of marital disruption in, say, the first 3
years of marriage. There is, however, little reason to thiuk that
childlessness will return to its 1940 level, and given the relatively
small impact of the fertility fuclor under the stimulus of enormous
change between 1940 and 1970, the likely impact on female headship
of n moderate reversal of past trends should not be overestimated.

I short, this speculative application of our method suggests that,
the components responsible for change in the past will not assume
the same order of importance in explaining changes in the future.
From populution growth alone, an increase of about 957,000 female
lieads nged 15-44 with own children is expected by 1990. The actual
increase may be smaller or larger, but given the likely course of the
coinpenents measuring the propensity factor, marital status, and
fertility patterns, it seems likely that population increase will be the
major fuctor behind changes in the number of female family heads
over the next 30 years.

The Effect of Timing the First Birth on Female Ieadship

Because ilegitimasy rates are higher among nonwhite than white
waomen, it can easily be assumed that one factor that explains why a
higher proportion of nonwhite than white women are female family
heads must be related to this differente in the timing of first births in
the two populations. ,

The 1967 Survey of Economic Qpportunity, conducted by the U.S.
Barean of the Census, provides datu that ean be used to assess tho
imipact of illegitimacy and the thning of legitimate first births in rela-
tion to the data of marringe on the probability of female headship.
The average mother in this 1967 sample wus sbout 40 years of uge, so
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we are looking for a long run impact on illegitimacy or the timing of

first legitimate births. Does timing of the first birth affect the chances

{,)l_m.t], t?l mother will be a female family head some years after her first
irth?

Table 10 shows the percentage of American mothers aged 59 years
or less who were family heads, according to a classification that groups
mothers according to marital status and the time of the first birth in
relation to their marriage, if any. In the first row are mothers of illegit-
imate children who were never married at the time of interview.
(Seven pereent of white and 19 percent of nonwhite mothers whose
first births were illegitimate were never married.) The third and fourth
columns show the percent of mothers who were heads of a family. Overall,
11 percent of white and 33 percent of nonwhito mothers were family
heads. The group with the highest risk of headship in either population
aro mothers of illegitimate children who have never married. However,
these never-married mothers are a small minority (6 percent of non-
white and under 1 percent of white) of all mothers.

TaBLE 10.—The percentage of mothers aged 59 and "under who were
Jemale family heads, by fertility history of first births and marital
stalus, by color: United States, 1967

Percent female family Adjusted percent
heads

Number of mothers family heads
Fertility history and
narital status White Black White Black White Black
Never married: 1llegiti- .
111:% 7 S, 30 375 88 98 NA NA
Ever married:
Illegitimate.___._.__ 386 1,589 13 27 13 25
. Pregnant brides..... 956 1,034 11 29 11 29
8 to 14 mnonths...... 3,401 1,0Mm 10 28 11 29
15 to 24 months_._.. 2,325 674 10 26 10 27
More than 25
months.oo . ooo-.. 3, 430 975 10 28 10 28
Others, including never '
married. - - cccccecanaa 318 701 21 74 20 73
Total e canicccceae 10,906 G, 044 11 . 33 11 33

Source: 1967 Survey of Economic Opporiunity. Tabulations provided by James 8weet, Departmont of
Bociology, University of Wisconsin, Madison. Timing from mnrrlafe to first birth defines births within 7
months as representing ‘nmmarltal pregnancy, hence the category of “pregnar” brides.” Adjusted columns
statistically control for differences among women in different fertility history _nd marital status categories
S\lvithln each color group) on years of education, rural or urban residence and age at interview. Adjusted

fferences for mever married women alone were not computed. Nover married women are ineluded with
“others,” a group that includes women with missing data that provontod their being placed in a specific
fertility -history codc. Because never married womon are included with “others’’ the column total is greater
than the actual total count.

If we ask whether tho risk of headship among women who ever
marry is greater among those who have had a first illegitimate rather
than a first legitimate birth, we have a clearcut answer. Amon
whites, there is a difference of only 1 or 2 percent between unwe
mothers who later marry and other types of mothers. Among nonwhite
mothers, the unwed mothers who later marry are no more fik'ely than
are nonwhite mothers of legitithate firstborn children to be a female
family head. This lack of an impact of an illegitimate first birth for
ever-married unwed mothers holds up with statistical controls for
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education, Flnce of residence, and age at interview. Therefore, for
unwed mothers who later marry, illegitimacy does #ot heighten the
risk of later female family headship in comparison with the risk run
by methers of legitimate children. Because 93 percent of white andd S1
percent of nonwhite mothers whose first birth was illegitimate have
married, the eflect of illegitimacy in raising the level of female family
headship in either population can only be relatively small.

The presence of unwed mothers not yet marrizd inflates the level of
feraale family headship for nonwhites by 4.2 percent. The white level
1s inflated by 0.2 percent. Although the cflect of illegitimacy on the
level of female family headship among blacks is sizable, one should
note that the white-nonwhite difference in the lavel of female headshi
is reduced by ouly one-fifth when the effect of higher nonwhite illegiti-
macy is removed).2 The basic cause of higher levels of female fainily
headship among nonwhites is the higher proportion of nonwhite
ever-married women in a disrupted marital status—not illegitimacy.

Income Supplements and the Increase in Female Family Heads

What docs this analysis of the components of change behind the
rise in the number of f‘emule family heads suggest about the role of
past incomne maintenance policies and family structure? Have past
policies been n cause of the increase in fomale family heads? What
might future income policies do to moderate the impact of each com-
ponent of change in the future?

One component responsible for a large share of the past increase in
female family heads was population increase alone and in combination
with changing propensitics to form separate households. It is difficult,
if not imposab&e, to empirically link past income supplement policies
to the population component. The component of change related to
the decline in birth control use early in marriage cannot be linked to
past incoine supplement policies, any more than income supplemments
can be held responsible for rising illegitimate births. Nor has solid
evidence emerged that would show a causal connection between

_income supplenient programs and the small changes in marital status

]tlm::1 also play a small role in the rise in the number of female family
reads. :

Outside of the income programs, we know of no social programs
whose intent was to increase population growth, shift the pattern of
fertility control downward, increase illegitimacy, or decrease marital
stubility. If so, then there are no easily identifiable programs that
one might scek to revoke, and thus reduce the number of female family
heads n the future. .

One major cause of change, not yet discussed, is the propensity
component. Change in this component might be considered to be a
function of past income supplement programs which have reduced
economic constraints that may have depressed the propensity to
form female headed families in the past. Why has tﬁe propensity
among women at risk of headship to form separate households changed?

? This impact can be assessed by statistically removing unwed mothers who
never marry from the numerator and denominator used to caleulate the perecent of
women who are family heads. If no nonwhite unwed motlhers were found in the
category of never married, the percent of the remaining nonwhites that wowd be
female heads would be 28.8 percent, A more detailed analysis of these dnta is
reported in Cutright (1973¢). :
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Is 'this change a function of increasing benefits under the AFDC
program?

AFDC as a Cause of Inereasing Propensity To Form Separate Famiiies
We now ask whether it is likely that changes in welfare benefits

are responsible for the increase in the propensity of women at risk to
establish a separate houschold. Sinep the AFDC program is a major

source of income to recipients aged 15-44 with children and ne husband

present, we ask whether variutton among the States in the level of
AFDC benefits ? is a canse of (1) differences by State in the living
arrangements of children or (2) differences Ir, State in marital status.”
We can also ask whether chanees in benefit levels in various States
wre related to changes in marital status and the living arrangements
of children. Available 1970 census data do not allow direct study of
the propensity to establish.separate houseliolds on a State-by-Stute
basis. However, data on marital status and family status of ehildren,
by color, do provide an indirect index of State and color varintions
in the level of female headed families in 1960 and 1970. If, for example,
most children live in husband-wife families, the level of female headed
families will be low. If the AFDC program has contributed to increas-
ing the propensity of women with children to establish separate
Liouscholds, then differences in the family status of children by State
should be related to different levels of AFDC benefits. Monthly
benefit levels for the average AFDC family for specific years were
adjusted to 1967 consumer prices. We recognize deficiencies in our
analysis. For example, in many high benefit States there are prograins
for mal¢ headed families that emerged in the 1960’s. Also, many
program related characteristics other than benefit loevels are not
controlled. Finally, possible effects from nonprogram factors such as
urbanization Ieveis, ate., are not adjusted. Still, it is usually the case
that strong direct effects emerge, if they exist, under relatively
simple analysis. Given the lack of previous work in this area the
following sections may still, for a1l their limitations, constitute a
useful exploratory analysis. _

The small differences in family size among the States produce only
minor average family henefit effects, and these were not adjusted.
States are grouped into four strata of nearly equal size in the analysis
of whites, and three strata in the analysis of nonwhite or black charne-
teristics. The smaller number of nonwhite strata is required becnuse
many States have small nonwhite populations and some States have
few blacks among their nonwhite population.

AFDC and the Family Status of White Childes

. Table 11 ranks the four white strata by the monthly family benefit
in 1960 and 1970. Most States remained in the same stratum in the
two periods. In 1960 the mean family benefit in the stratum paying the

3 Utilization of AFDC by the population defined s cligible under State regu-
Iatious tends te increase as benefit levels inerease, Not surprisingly, States with
high benefit levels also tend to he States in which a larger proportion of female
headed families receive AFDC benefits. Therefore, our tables comtrasiing the
level of bencfits with the family status of children tend to maximize program
effects hecause both utilization and the benefit level covary and we have made no
attempt to control for utilization among bhenefit strata,
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highest benefits was $186 per month, and this rose to $208 in 1970. In
contrast, the States in the Jowest stratum paid an average benefit of
$80 a month in hoth 1960 and 1970.

'TABLE 11.—Percentage of families with own childien that are husban-
wife famiies; 1460 and 1970: whites ‘

Monthly aversge Perecmage of funilics with ¢lil
fanlly heneth dren that are busband-wife famihes
AFDC benelit stretum 160 1170 1160 150 Changre
Highesto o oo __.. o 186G £208 95,1 41,2 -1
2d . 152 HEY 3. 7 ), 3 -3 4
ad. .. 12() 121 92, 8 ). -4 — 2.4
Lowost S0 S0 A

i 40,5 —21

Source: 1'K0 fiumily status of ehifldren hy $1 nte (rom 1960 Census, J'C (1) £ Tabie 111, 1970 family status of
children by state froin 1970 Consus, PC=113: Table 22, Sovigl Scerrity Bulietin, vavious yeacs for Docomber
160 and 1470 average monthiy benefits per fmmily. All 1960 and 1070 henefits expresswd in 1967 dollars.

1970 Strata:
1lghest: New York; Massachusetls; New Jersey; Pemnsyivania; Conneeticut; Illinois; Minnesota;
Ihode Island; New Hnmpshire; Alnska; Wisconsis; North Dakoin,
Qll;i\‘lorngml; Michiignn; Washington; Kansas; California; Sinth Dukotu; Jowa; Coiovade; Idaho; Vir-
ginin; Oregon.
3d; Maryhunl; Montana; Utab; Nebraska; Maine; Wyoming; Indiana; Oklahonu; Delaware; Arizonn;
New Mesieo; Tesas;
Lowest: North Caroling; Kentueky; Missourl; West Virginia; Tennessee; Georgin; Nevada; Arkansas;
Flovida; Louisiani; South Cavolinm; Alabama; Mississippi.
1900 Strata: .
lighest; New York; Wisconsin; Connectiont; Californin; 1liinois; New Jersey; Mussachuserts; Wash-
ington; Minnesota; New Hampshive; 1dnho; North Dakota,
2d; Town; Oregon; Utnh; Rhode Island; Wyoming; Kansas; Coloradoe; Michigan; Marylkmd; Montana;
Pennsylvania; Ohio : .
3d: New Mexico; Nebraskn; Arizona; Alaska; Vermont; South Dekota; Indiana; Oklnhonen; Maine;
Waost Virginia; Loulsigna: Virginia. : .
Lowest: Nevada; Missonri; Delaware; Geergla; Kentueky; North Cargling; Tesas; Tennessee; Foridn,
Arkausas; South Caroling; Alubama; Mississippi. :

The right-hand side of table 11 shows the percentage of families
with own children present that were husband-wife families. For ex-
ample, in the high benefit stratum in 1970 we find that 93.1 percent
of all white families with own children were husband-wife families. ‘The
remaining 6.9 percent of families with own children wero, 1prcdomi-

families
with own children that were husband-wife families across henefit
strata in 1960 we find no significant pattern. States paying the lowest
benefits were nearly equal to States paying the highest benefits in this
measure of the family status of children. Thus, the proportion of white
families with children that were hedded by ‘women doe<not seem to
have been related to the level of AFDC benefits in 1960. Inspection of
the next column allows a similar conclusion for 1970. The rght hand
column indicates that the 1960-to 1970 decline in the family status of
white children was about equal in high and low {enefit States.

Table 12 groups States by the change in inonthly AFDC benefits be-
tween 1960 and 1970, and relates these changes to the change m the
percentige of families with children that are husband-wife fumilies.
The top stratum of States shows a mean AFDC benefit gain of $45,
while the lowest stratum shows an average decline of $21. States with
the lurgest benefit increases show a decline of —2.2 percent and States
with the greatest benefit losses show a decline of —2.7 percent. The
< Jerence between the two extreme strata is minor and it is opposite
to the pattern that would be observed if rising benefits were o cause
of the rise in white female headed families.

20-30T—75——6
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TanLe 12.—Change of monthly average AFDC' benefit and change in
percentaye of families with own  children that “are husband-wife
Jamilies; 1960-70: whites

Chau{m {u pereent of
Monthly uvcmga familivs with own

. family benefit childron that huve
AFDC benefit change stratum change ! husband wife
families

Highest $45 -2, 2
2d . 15 —-2.5
L P ST SO —1 —2. 4
Lowest. —21 -2, 7

LATFDC benelit in 1967 dollaes.

Sonree: See table 1, It should Le noted here thiat changes in avernge family benefits do not reflact only
clnges in AFDC payment Jevels. Average benoefits can rise or fall as fainilles gain or lose income from other
solirces such as alimony. veterans pensions, or social sectirity.

Highest stratum: Pennsylvania, Aluska, Vermont, New York, Virginia, South Dakota, Rliede Island,
Mussachussetts, Michigon, New Jersey, Oklahoina, Minnesots. .

2d stratum; North Dakota, Texas, [linois, Maine, Delaware, New Hampshire, Connecticut, Tennesses,
Kuusas, Florida, Arkansas, North Caroling, Colorado.

. 3d stgmﬁlm:kx\.hbnmn, Kenlucky, South éurollna, Wiscousin, Maryland, Washington, Indiana, Missouri,
owa, Nebraska,

Lowest, strajum? Mississippl, Georgla, West Virginia, Idsho, Oregoa, Nevada, California, Arizons, Utah,
New Mexico, Wyoiniug, Loulsiana,

A different measure of the family status of white children is available
for 1970. In table 13 we group States by the level of AFDC benefits
in 1970 and show the percentage of white children under 18 that were
living in husband-wife families. Census also provides a tabulation for
}Jersons in urban areas, Among urban children 87.5 peicent in the
ighest benefit stratum were living in husband-wife families, compared
to 84.1 percent of urban children in the lowest benefit stratum. This
finding, of course does not mean that high AFDC benefits encourages
husband-wife families. It does tend to support the conclusion that the
AFDC program does not encourage the formation of female headed
fomilics. If the AFDC program paying high benefits encourages
formation of female-headed families by decreasing marital stability,
by decreasing the propensity to marry, by encouraging illegitimacy, or

by increasing the establishment of separate househuids, the effects .

of cne or more of these alleged effects of high AFDC benefits shauld be
manifest in the living arrangements of children. We conclude that this
evidence does not support the view that the AFDC program affects
the formation of white female headed familios with children.

LTABLE 13.—Percentage of children under 18 living in husband-wife

Jamilies i 1970, by monthly average AFDC benefit and jace of
residence: whiles :

Average  Percent in husband-wife families

. monthly
AFDC 'boncﬂt stratum . benefit 2 Btate total Urbsu areas
$208 88.2 7.5
- 166 86. 6 85, 1
121 86. 3 85. 4
80 84.9 84,1
1 Benefits in 1967 dollars. ’ ‘

Source: Sce table 11 for States by beneflt stratum in 1970,
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AFDC and the Family Status of Nonwhite and Black Ofn'ldrcn

Table 14 groups States in which 80 percent or more of nonwhites are
Negro into three groups. In both 1960 and 1970, low-benefit States
show a lead of about 3.5 percent over the highest benefit States in the
per ,(]mt of nonwhite families with children that are husband-wife
families.

TanLe 14. -——I’ercmiaqe of families with own chclchcn that are hustand-
wife families, 1960 and 1970: nowwhites *

Average monthly Percent of Gunilies witih children

family banelit 2 that are hushand-wife familjes -

AFDC benefit stratum 1960 1970 1960 i Chauge
THEROSt o 2 — o oo $171 $201 748 658 —0.0
Middle oo e 109 108 76. 7 68. ¢ —-8.7
Loweste o 67 68 78. 4 9. 2 —~9.0

; i Fxc]udes States in which nonwhite population is less than 00 percent Negro, and States with fow nonwhite
amil
1 Bumiits in 1967 dollars.

0802
Highest stratum: New York, Connecticut, inois, New Jersoy, Distriet of Columbio, Michigan, Mary-
land, Pennsylvania.
Middle: Ohio, Indinna, Louisiana, Virginia, Missouri, Georgin, Kentucky.
Lowest: North Carolinu, Texas, Tonnessee, Florida, A:knnsas. South Caroling, Alabams, Mississippi.

970:
Highest stratum: New York, New Jersoy, Pennsylvania, Conneclicut, Illinols, Mieliigan, Distriet of
© Columbia, Virginia,
Middle: Maryland, Indians, Delaware, Texas, North Carolina, Kentucky, Missourd, Tennessee.
Lowest: Georgia, .\rkansas, Florida, Loulsinnu, South Cm‘oLna, Alabams, Mlssissipp

Sowrce: See table 11.

Between: 1960 and 1970, the share of husband-wife families with
children declined sharply: this decline was of equal magnitude in the
highest and the lowest benefit stratun,

FWhen States are grouped by the amount of AFDC beneﬁt change
between 1960 and 1970 we find, in table 15, that the decline in family
status of children was slightly hwher in the stratum with a $10 benefit
gain than in the stratum with a "$36 gain, while States with a $9 loss
showed a slightly lower dcchne.

TasrLe 15.—Change in monthly average AFDC bencﬁt and change in the
percentage of families with own children thal are husbamlfw?je
Jamilies, 1960-70: nonwhites

Change In pm.entnge

of fanilies with

Averagemonthly  owu children that
family benoflt are husband-wife

AFEC bonefit ehange straium clinnge ! familics
Highest_ i - $36 -0.8
Middle. o oo e 10 --10.0

L OWeS e e e e e ———— ’ —9 —8.1

1 Benefits in 1967 dollars.

Note.—Stratum; Iﬂgbcst Ponn;y]vanla, New York; Vlrglma, Michilgan; Now Jersey; Texas; Ilinols;
Conueclicat. Middle: Fennessee; Florlda; Arkansas; North Caroling; Distriet of Columbia; Alabama;
Keniucky, Lowest: South Cm'ol.fnn. Maryland; 1ndiaus; Missouri; Mississippi; Georgla; Louislmw.

Source: Seo table i1,
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The data in tables 14 and 15 might be used ax weak support for the
hypothesis that AFDC was influencing female Tamily formation
among nonwhites if it were true that other charseteristics that vary
with benefit levels were constant. Up to this point, no other charac-
teristies related to family structure have been controlled. Table 16
partially corrects this omission.

TABLE l(i.———l"m'cnntage of chiddren wnder 18 Iz'z'fng‘r'n hotsband-wsife
Samilies in 1970, by AFDC benefit and place of residence: blacks

Percent in hushand wife familivs

. - Average monthiy —
Henefit evel straotum benelit Stute lotal Urban arcus
ighest oo oo e e eeen $205 535. 4 A5, 3
Middle. ... . ... v 132 36, 8 - 55. 6
Lowest o o i 76 a5, 7 53. 0

Notk.—High stratum ; New York, Massachusetts, New Jersey, T'ennsylvania. Connecticut,
Illinois, Wisconsin, Michizan, Washington, District of Columbia. Middle : Kansas, California,
Virginin, Maryland, Intana, Oklahonia, Deluware, Texas, North Carolina. Low : Kentucky,
%Hsn?m;l. chnnessc. Georgia, Arkansag, Florida, Louisiann, South Carolina, Alubama,
Mississippi. !

A few States excluded from the 1970 nonwhite analysis (table 14) are included iIn tbis
table, because census reported black children separately from other nonwhites,

Sonrre: See tnble 11.

In table 16 we have the percentage of black children under 18 living
in husband-wife families in 1970. Children in urban areas are separated
from children in the State as a whole. The black population in States
paying the lowest benefits is more likely to be in rural than urban
aress, and studies of family characteristics in both white and black

opulations indicate lower rates of marital instability and fewer

- female headed families in rural than in urban places {Cutright 1971b:

table 2). Thus, table 16 allows control of a demographic characteristic
that helps produce the weank pattern of effects related to AFDC
benefits In table 14 and 15. We find, in table 16, that the percentage
of black children 1ivianDin husband-wife families in 1970 is 55.7
{)ercent; in the lowest AFDC stratum, compared to §5.4 percent in the
high benefit stratum. The small advantage to children in low AFDC
benefit States is removed when the effects of place of residence are
controlled, Among urban black children (over 75 percent of the black
})opulation_ is urban) 55.3 percent in high benefit and 53 percent in
ow benefit States are in husband-wife families. Thus we conclude,

. as we did for whites, that this preiiminary analysis yields no evidence

indicating that the AFDC program encourages the formation of -
female headed families. Rather, the level of benefits -a.p})ears to have
no effect on those events that generate different types of families.

AFDC and Marital Status: 1960-70

--L the level of AFDC benefits does not effect ‘the family status of
children, it is unlikely that it has large effects in increasing the per-

centage of women who are married but separated from the husband. -

Direct axamination of the relationship of benefif levels ta the marital
status:-of women was conducted on a State by State basis for 1950,
1960, and 1970. One guestion was whether the level of AFDC henefits
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depressed the percentage of white or nonwhite women who were
living with a hushand at ages 15-19, 20-24, or 25-34.

Among white women in these three age groups we found no rve-
lationship between the level of average monthly AFDC benefits and
changes in marital status after 1950. States paving benefits in the

lowest quartile were similar to higher benefit States in the decline in

‘the percentage of women who were married and spouse present.
Most of this decline, which is limited to the two youngest age groups,
is a_function of the increase in the percentage of women remaining
single aofter 1960, rather than being a result of declining marital
stability among the ever-married. Between 1950 and 1970 there was
~virtually no change in the percentage of whites aged 25-34 living
with a spouse in any of the four AFDC( benefit strata. Direct analysis
of changes in benefits and changes in marital status found no re-
lationships between the two measures. :

States were grouped into thiree AFDC bencfit strata, and a similar
analysis for nonwhite women of comparable ages was conducted. We
discerned no pattern of effects indicating that the benefit level dis-
courages early marriage or disrupts marriages in the older age groups.

We conclude that the evidence from these exploratory anelyses does

not indirate that white or nonwhite women in States with relatively

high or low AFDC( benefits respond to these real or potential behefits
by changhig their marringe pattein or by disrupting their marringes
because some measure of economic security is provided by the AFDC
prograum. ‘ '
AFDC and the Propensity Factor

We used the available-data in a State by State analysis of the family
" status of white and nonwhite children to see whether the percentage of
children in husband-wife families, or the percent of families with
children that were husband-wife families, was related to the level or to
the change in the level of AFDC benefits. Neither whites nor non-

whites displayed a relntionship between the family status of children

- and the level of AFDC benefits. Our-measure of the family status of
children in 1960 allowed the AFDC program to operate for over 20

vears to differentiate the family status of children by States. At the

end of this period of program operations we found no differentiation
by State that was related to the AFD(C program. In 1970 we had
two measures of the family status of children that might have been
affected by the operation of the AFDC program. Again we found no
relationship between the level of benefits and the family status: of

<hildren for either whites. or nonwhites. We concluded that thie -

AFDC program has not been & factorsbahind past changes in white
or nonwhite marital status or family structure. It secms impossible
to atiribute the change in the propensity of white and nonwhite
mothers in disrupted marital status to form separate families to the
effects of the AFDC program. g '

If the AFDC program is = t a cause of change over time in the pro-
pensity to form separate female-headed households we may ask
“What is the cause of this change in propensity?”’ This is similar to a

uestion posed by Beresford and Rivlin (1968) in their discussion of
“he trend toward separate living arrangements among older Americans.

ensity of the aged to form separite households. to social security

)
l{‘lcjthough those writers attributed some of the increase in the pro--

~
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benefits, this cause was not empirically demonstrated. The authors
did note a number of empirically-based centradi¢tions to the thesis
that increases in income of the aged were a basic cause of changing
propensity, and concluded that other factors—which they called
“tastes” for separate housing—wero responsible. The shift to separate
housing may often involve & tradeoff in which a gain in privacy leads
to a worsening of economic position, but the value of privacy is higher
than the cost of nonprivacy incurred by living with relatives. ;\fnny
aged porsons now traode off higher living standards for privacy. At
.the mmoment no one appears to know why older people have done this,
any more than we really understand why younger and economically
hard-pressed husband-wife families are far less likely to be doubled
- up than was tho case in the past (table 4, above). Many young hus-
band-wife families now also trude off privacy for lower economic status.
These changes amnong the aged and among young married adults
may allow us some perspective in viewing a similar change in pro-
pensity among mothers in disrupted marital statuses or never-married
mothers. These women are not the only Americans whose propensity
for separate living arrangements has changed. Groups that do and

" groups that do not have access to public assistance or social insur-
ance programs have moved in the same direction. The growth of
transfer programs for the aged and for the dependent mother has
tended to make things a bit easier for those who receive the benefits
-but the transfer programs are not in themselves a cause of the increase
in the pm})ensity to form separate households or families.* Finally,
the level of headship among those at risk is now so high that further
chanfcs in_this component are not likely to inflate the number of
female family heads greatly. -

IV, Tue Incoms oF MEN aNp Racial DiFFeRExcEs IN
: Mariran StaTUs

‘The higher proportion of nonwhite than white mothers in a disrupted
marital status is the major explanation of higher rates of female family
headship among nonwhite women. Why is the mnarital status of mothers
in the two populations so different? Does the difference in marital
status indicate a lower commitment. to the institution of marriage
nmonﬁ nonwhites? Are the differences tlue to cultural effects, or can
they. be jinked to more concrete casual factors? These and similar
questions can only be subf'ected to p- tial empirical tests because the
research required to provide fully s...sfactory answers has yet to be

# Using 1960 census materials James Swoet (1972) has examined characteristics
of mothers 59 and-under in disrupted marital status that are relatad to the
rrobability- at they will be a female family head. Neither race nor education
evel is related to the probability of headship. The faotors that are related to the
probability of headship (e.g., :¥e of you cﬁest: ohild, number of childyen, the age
of the mother, and the $ype of martial srurtlon she has experienced). do not
appear to provide a clue as to the causes of the trend in the propensity to form
separate families. While Sweet also finds that the prebability of headship is related
to the level of enrnings and to the level of ‘“other’” income, some 32 percent of 1960
mothers at risk had no other income, Within this group with no other income the
probability of headship was 74 percent, compared to 84 percent among women with
other income. The level of headship among women witl: no income other than
earnings in 1960 was nearly double the 1940 and 1950 levels of headship for all
wol!).iien &uisﬁt:g.ce Tﬁh;s pm\%idio:a:ome lg;!idﬁ,\d \zeight mfm that chinges g

ublic assists ve not bean a s cant cause of ¢ g pro es
P@ female-headed families, s I . R
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undertaken. Nonetheless we can provide . relatively clear answer to
the question of whether significant differrnces exist between whites
and nonwhites in their commitment to the institution of legal marnage.
We can also consider the effect of economic differences on the marital
status of the white and nonwhite population.

Male Income and the Marital Status of Men: 1960

Detailed tabulations from the 1960 census allow comparison of
three measures of the marital status ef men. Only males aged 3544
are shown, although similar results are obtained using younger and
older age groups. Table 17 allows one to compare white and non-
white nien according to their 1959 income. Within each color group
we can answer the following questions: “IHow does income affcet the
probability that a man will still be never married at this age? Among
those who are ever married, how is 1959 income related to the stability
of first marriages? Finally, if remarriages are allowed ammong ever
married men, what relationship does income have with this measure
of male marital status?”’ )

The first two columns of table 17 display the percentage of men
never married. Among white and nonwhite males sharp declines in
the percentage never married nccompany rising income. The major
variation in the percent never married occurs below the median
income level for ever married men in each population. There is little
change in the percentage never married above that median income.
If we contrast. whito and nonwhite men with no control on income
differences we.find 11. percent of nonwhite and 8 percent of whites
never married. This 3 percent difference provides no support to the
view that nonwhite men are more reluctant to enter legal marriages
than are whites. Comparing the percent never married within the
income interval in whiclr the relevant white median income ($3,913) is
found, we observe no difference between the two populations, In sum,
we find no support for the view that nonwhite men are less likely to
enter legal marriages than are’ whites at comparable income levels.
Indeed, 1t is somewhat remarkable that lower income nonwhite nie
are as likely to be ever married as we find them to be. .o
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Among ever-married men white median income was 82528 higher
in 1959 than that of ever-married nonwhite men, This higher level
of white income affects racial differences in the stability of first nar-
ringes, as we observe in the center columns of table 17, The pereentage
of ever-married men <all living with their fiest wife increases as in-
comes increase in both populations, Overall there is a 19-percent

_difference favoring whites; this difference declines to 13 percent in

the income interval containing the white median incomie, and is only
10 pereent above $7,000. The percentage of men still living with the
first spouse is a poor measitre of convmitment to the institution of
niriage because it does not index the motivation of the male popu-
lntion to mairy and live in a hoshand-wife family, The percentage of
ever-narried men not currently divorced or separated dne to marital
diseord allows for remarringes, and therefore provides a superior
measure of the strength of commitment to the institution of marringe
as 1 means of fulfilling adult roles. The data are shown in the righthand
columns of table 17, _

We find that 96 percent of ever-married whites and 87 percent of

"ever-imaried nonwhite men aged 35-44 are not divorced, or |Iwrum-

ERI

nendy separated from their carrent spouse. In hoth populations
increasing income is related to more favorable marital status. The
overall racial difference of 9 percentuge paints declines to just 5 per-
cent when nonwhites with incomes sitnilar to the white median inconie
ure compared. 4

The control on 1959 income of the man does not adequmety control
for economic factors that affect marital stability. At the sume lovel of
income in a given yvear, per member consumption in the nonwhite
family will be lower due to larger family size; ussets will also be lower;
the cumulative past income and the prospect for future income growth
will be lower; the larger nuinber of dependent other adults nggravates

crowding in the nonwhite household; the quality of neighborhood is

lower; the physical quality of housing per dollar expended is lower;
and health of faunily members is poorer [Cutright, 1971a). None of
these factors is fully controlled with a control on lnst year’s income,
although all these differences will tend to increase racial differences
in marital stability. Given these considerations we concitde that the
level of commitment to the institution of legal and permeent mar-
riage is similar in the two populations of men. While tlis appears
likely, we still have the question of why instability of first marnages
is so high among nonwhjtes and why, In spite of small differences in
the n:arital status of white and nonwhite men, we have fouid large
ifferences in the marital statu- f ever-muried wonen.

Why Marital Status of Ever-Married Women Differs Between Whites
and Nonwhiles

Although this review of 1860. census materials has found strong
effects of male income on male marital status, a comparisom of white
and nonwhite ever-married men at the same 1959 income level did
not complétely- eliminate differences in marital status. And, while a
measure of marital status that allowed for remarriages showed small
differences, this observation should not blind one to the fact of higher
rate of disruptions of first marriages, It is the higher rate of first

,matriage disruption, in cenjuction with a longer period frowm separation

C divorce and divorce to remarriage that accounts for the large differ-
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ence in the percentage of nonwhite as compared to white women who
are in o disrupted marital status (Glick and Norton 1971: table 3).
We now ask why the rate of first marriage hrenkup is higher among
nonwhites.

INCOME, CONSTRAINTS, AND SATISFACTION

The decision to terminate a marringe is the ontcome of the level of
satisfaction with the marriage, and tho level of constraints that
inhibit dissolution of the marriage. At the same level of satisfaction a
high level of constraints may result in a stable marriage, while a lower
level may allow the marriage to dissolve. At the same level of constraint
a high level of satisfuction may result in stable marriage while a lower
level of satisfaction may nllow the marriage to break up.

Constraints explain, in part, why increases in income are accompa-
nied by higher lovels of stable marriages. The higher the income the
higher the level of economic and social constraints that inhibit hasty
marital dissolutions. At higher income levels the loss of social status
ta husbands and wives steming from dissolution of the marriage may
be greater than that experienced by couples further down the income
distribution. The decline in acomonic well being as & consequence of
farmly breakup may also be greater for the upper income couple.
Cumulsted assets increase with iIncome, and this factor may also inhibit
hasty decisions to terminate the marriage. Since a higher proportion
of nonwhites are in the lower income intervals, the constraints against
nonwhite marital breakup are lower. Economic constraints can be
viewed as a negative type of control over marital disruption that varies
with past, current and expectad future incoms levels.

A positive control over marital dissolution comes from feelings of
happiness with the marriage. Couples that are very happy with their
marriages do not part companr. t the same income lovel white and
nonwhite coupies are not equally pleased with their marriages (Renne,
1970: tables 6 and 7). Why are nonwhites less satisfied? To understand
this finding requires understanding of how a high or low level of marital
satisfaction is achieved. Careful analysis has sghown (Orden and Brad-
burn 1089 ; Bradburn 1969; Bird 1270} that satisfaction with marriage
is not the simple result of the feeling one has about ane'’s spouse. .
Rather; the level of satisfaction is determined by the balance of
positive and negative inputs to the marriage. Further, the measures
used to index the level of positive or negative inputs to the marriage
are not associated ; the Ievel of negative inputs is not a function of the
level of positive imputs. Therefore, both dimensions of marital satis-
faction operate to determine the level of satisfaction each spouse
feels toward their marriage. '

The negative dimension has been measured by -the number of dis-
igreements the couple has had recently about childreu, .spending
woney, and so fort:s. This measure is called the “marital tonszion :
index” (Bradburn, 1969). The measire of the positive dimension for

. both husbands and wives is usually derived from questions on com-

paniorship and sociability of ‘the ‘spouses. However, Bird' (1970) has
shown that the husband’s positive’feelings about thé marriage are
closely related to his satisfaction with his job. This finding was ex-
pected because, in addition to the role of husband antl father, wark is
the major role through which men fail or succeed in establishing
themselves as successful and worthwhile adults. The experienco the

¢



’ 85

man hus at work should affect his marriage, aud table 13 indicates
that this expectation ean be documented. In table 18 we tabulate the
marital tension level sgainst the level of job satisfuction, =ad find
how these positive and negative determinates of marital happiness ore
related to t]he probability that difiorent types of men will say- that they
are “very happy” in their marringes. '

TabLE 18.—Percentage of husbands reporting very happy marriages,
by marital tension and the lecel of job satisﬂwlio-n-

Job satislaction
(pusitive input)

Marital tension index (negative fuput) ' High - Middle low Total

| 0 O 89 A9 65 ° 74
Middle.. oo e eeae ——— 74 80 36 56
Migh .. ____.. me e cmceecemem————- 56 36. 27 39
Total . e cccceceaa 72 50 39 54

Souree: James H. Bird, “A Statistical Study of Maritai H‘applnm." faster's paper, Departinent of
Sro(c:lgogy, Vanderlilt Univmsuy, 1470, Data courtesy of National Opinion Research Center, Univetsity
of Chlcago. .

NoOTE.~N =310 whites,

In this sample of white couples we find the percent “very happy”
increases from 39 to 74 percent as we move from high to low levels of

.marital tension. We also note that the percentage ‘very happy’’

Q

declines from 72 to 39 percent as job satisfaction declines. Because job
satisfaction and marital tensions are no¢ related, each variable affects
the lovel of marital happiness when the other variable is being held
constant, For example, among persons low on marital tensions,
the percentnge “very happy” is 89 among those with high job satis-
faction, but only 65 percent among those low on job satisfaction. The
percent high on marital happiness .varies from 89 to 56 percent, as
& function of marital tension. Thes2 two variables, representing the
positive and negative inputs to mairiage, clearly show the effect
the world of work on male satisfaction with marriag.? :
‘High- job satisfaction is casused by on-the-job mobility, income
growth (Bradburn, 1969: chapter 10), and the {eelings that one’s
talents are being used. The difference between white and nonwhite
men in experiencing job mobility and income growth is severe, even
after other differences between the two.groups ave statistically con-

& A comparable table for blacks is'not available. Renne (1970: table 13), using
different measures of job satisfaction, companred the ‘level.-of marital dissatis-
faction among hu.ands and ‘wived by thalevel of job satisfaction among those
currently emerloy- <. Among white husbands and wives not satisfied with their
jobs, 24 and 25 perivnt respectively were dissatisfied with their marriages, Among
whites, saying thew -ere “very satidfied” with their ‘jobs only 14 percent of the
husbands and 2@ peaizent of the wives reported diisatisfaction with the marriage.
Among black husnunds-and wives L1 and 53 percent not satisfied with their work
were not satisfied with their martiage in. comparison to 22 and 28 percent of
black hushands and wives vespectively who were * very satisfied”” with: their jobs.
Within each popuiatien t:12 level of job satisfaction is related to marital dis-
satisfaction, and the percencage effect is larger among blacks than among whites.
Finally, at the samo level of job satisfaction nonwhites are less satisfied with
marriage than are whites. This difference would be reduced had income and other
£~ators .been controlled. ;
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trolled (Cutright, 1973: Duncan, 1969: table 4-4). A higher propor-
tion of Negro thun white men are denied job mobility and income
growth, events that reduaece nonwhite males' feelings of <avsfaction
from wark. Fetlings of dissatisfaction with work “spill over” and lower
the positive inputs to marriage, thus depressing the hushand’s level
of marita} satisfaetion, '

What wccounts for the lower levels of job mobility aud income
growth that depress job satisfaction and thus limit the positive input
to nonwhite murringes? The eanses of raciul differences in marital
happiness can be broken down into two components—the part of the
total difference that is a function of racial diserimination in the Inbor
market. and the purt that is not.

Racial diserimmation affects the level of current income, the level
of permanent income, the growth of income with age, and oceapational
mobility. Therefore, racial diserimination affeets both marital con-
straints and maritul sutisfactions, Recent work by Dimean (1969:
table 4-4) breaks up the difference in 1964 enrnings of white and Negro
men aged 25-34 vears, Duncan estimates that $660 of the %3.030
difference in 1964 earnings can be attributed to the nonwhite mule’s
lower =ociocconomic origins—his disadvantaged class backgromd.
An additionnl $720 is a funetjon of his lower level of weademie gchieve-
ment in school and fewer years of schooling. The remaining $1,650
of the white-nonwhite earnings difference (or 54 pereent of the total
difference) is independent of all the preceding fuctors, and may be
thought of as the cost of discrimination borne by a Negro male nged
25-34 in 1964.° : -

- This “cost” is cumulative over time. We estimate (from U.S. Buireau
of the Census, 1968) that the lifetime earnings of white and nonwliite
males will differ by some $200,000 of which some 54 percent (or
$108,000) is « function of racial discrimination, net of class buck-
greund, education, or academic ability effects. _

The difference in the marital status of ever-married white und non-
white women is viewed as one of the consequences of racial diserimi-
nation. Racial discrlmination depresses positiveinputs to the mariiage

- that- stem from_satisfaction with work and performeance of marital
roles. Low positive input reduces satisfaction with marriage and
leads to higher rates of disruption -in the nonwhite population: The
level of constraints ageinst marital instability is also related to the
?ifect of racial discrimination on the level of incoine, past, present, and
uture. , ’

After a marriage is disrupted, the time to divorce and the time to
remarriage is longer among nonwhites than among whites (Glick and

- Norton, 1971: ta%)les 3, 5, and 7). This difference is related to.lower
incomes of the nonwhite population which block rapid reentry to
marriage after one marriage dissolves. Both the higher level of marital
disruption and the length of time to remarry inflate the difference in
the percent of white and nonwhite women in a disrupted marital
status. The basic cause of a higher percentage of nonwhite women
in disrupted marital statuses can be traced to the consequences of

& Dunesn notes that attributing the class background difference ag a ‘cause’” of

Jower Negro male incomes ignores the point that this difference is itself o result

- of racial discrimination in the previous generation. Therefore, the ‘‘effect of

discriminadion” measured accounts only for discrimination against the sons, but
fails to include-discrimination against their fathers. .
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racial diserimination, rather thain to hypothetieal “cultural’” differences
between blaeks and whites,

V. Tue LIRELY Turact or Frrurk INCOME SUPPLEMENTS

I future income supplements (o intact or broken low-income
fumilies are to change the marital status or family status of the adnlt
population. they must change the rate of family furmation through
marriage or chunge tlic rate of maritnd instability and remarriage.

To depress the marringe rate, the supplements must overcome
the »alue placed on the institution of legal marriage by hoth men
aind women. We have found no evidence of a racial difference in the
commitment of men and women to legal marriage. Recent upward
shilts in the age of marriage are the result of economie and demographic
factors, and do not signal a movement away from legal marriage,
The swing 1o delayed marriage should be welcomne, because it will
reduce completed family size and may inercase marital stability. A
study of State-by-State variations in average monthly AFDC benefits
and marital status did not uncover any effect of this income sup-
plement program on the recent shift to a lnter age at marriage among
cither white or nonwhite women. It is umlikely that a future income
supplenient program for intact or broken families will depress rates
of family formation through legal marriage. :

“Among perspns already married, vanation in average monthly
AIDC benefits among the States was unrelated to the level of dis-
rupted marriages, Income supplements to intact families in the futare
might increase the rate of marital disolution if they lowered the
level of social and economic eonstraints or depressed marital satis-
faction. However, the level of constraints inereases with income,
and it'is difficult to think of the way in which supplements would
reduce constraints among married couples receiving supplements
unless both husband and wife were wiPling to dissolve the union
simply to increase family income through “family splitting.”” This
step would be unlikely unless the supplement program. was unable
to cope with such fraud and the judicial system was unable to extract
court-ordered support pasyments from the husband. Moreover, the
-constraint ‘ector includes both social and economic factors, and the
social costs of marital dissolution (e.g., loss of the status of being
legally murried) are ignored if one considers only the possible economic
advantage of family splitting. Further, it appears reasonable that of
the two' major factors that determine whether or not a marriage”
dissolves (constraints and marital satisfaction), the latter is a major
determinant of marriage disruption among persons that would become
cligible for incomo supplements. Will supplements to intact families
decrease satisfaction with the marriage? - .

Supplements could encourage marital instability if they alterad
the balance of positive and negative inputs to marriage that determine
marital happiness. To do this, the supplements would have to increase
the level of negative inputs flowing from the number of marital dis-
agreements and/or decrease, the level of positive inputs. Wa find it
difficult to imagine liow the. supplements would increase marital
tensions, particularly since one major source of marital tension has
to do with allocation of a limited amount of monoy. Supplements
might increase marital instability if they. reduced the positive inputs
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to marriage that come, for exatiple, from joh sati-faction, or hushe: 3-
wife interaciion. TtisTunlikely that a supplentent to the family incomne
would depress the job sati<faciion of erther the lmshand or the wile,
or depress positive inputs 1o marrage frorm hushand-wife interaction,

1t 1z unlikeix. then, that a supplement to an intaet family would
cause a decline in socinl constramis that inhibit marital dissolution
among those eligibla for the benefits. 1t is alzo unlikely thet additional
income will depress the level of positive inputs to the martiuge. Nor
is it reasonable to expect that added income will inerease negative
inputs to marringe. In terms of our model of the geners! cansal factors
that determine whether couples remain together or part company,
we conclide that there exists no reason to expeet that supplements
will increase marital instability among persons already murried, or
among those who will marry in the future.

The vast majority of persons in our society still prefer and gravitate
toward monogamous marriage because it is uniquely able to provide
a variety of rewards. Persons marry with a commitment toward

ermanence, but they also believe that if rertain rewards do not flow
rom the union they have the right to end it. Thus, Americans have
desires for marriage and for permanence, and they will marry and stay
married if the marriage turhs out to be sufficiently rewarding (Scan-
zoni, 1970, 1971, 1972).

While most persons think of marital rewards solely in interpersonal
terms. it is evident that these rewards often hinge on the level of
economic resources that are available to husbands and wives. Thus
marital stability increases with correSponding inecreases in income of
the husband. Providing additional funds to low-income husband-wife
families should increase the probability of their remaining stuble,
rather than decrecase it. Both Farley (1971) and Cutright (1971b)
estimate mviderate positive effects on nonwhite marital stability from
various policies to shift the distiibution of nonwhite males across
income intervals {0 equal that of white males.”

" Would the infusion of transfer income from an income supplement

rogram decrease commitment to marriage and the family? We have

ound nothing in our review of the past or recent level of comgnitiment
to marriage and the family to indicate that supplements would have a
negative impact. We conclude that income supplements to intact-
families pose no threat to legal marriage, legitimate child-bearing
with m muarriage, or the stability of marriage. :
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ILLEGITIMACY AND INCOME SUPPLEMENTS
By Pmrues Cerrigur*
SUMMARY

In comparative imternationnl perspective the U.S. illegitimaey
rate around 1960 ranked 23rd in a list of 46 countries. The rate for
[7.5. nonwhites ranked t7th and the rate for U.S. whites ranked
37th in a list of 48 populations. The U.S. nonwhite rate is comparable
to the rate for leclund and below that of 15 Latin American nations—
lavgely beeanse U.S, nonwhites have rejected the institution of con-
sensual or eommon law  marriage, and have better control over
fertility than do populations in Latin nations.

For both whites and nonwhites illegitimaey rates were relatively
stuble from 1920 through 1940. After 1940 the white illegitimacy rate
gradually increased and reached a high in 1968—the last vear for
which national data are available. The nonwhite rate rose from 1940
through 1965, but declined hetween 1965 and 1968. All age groups
participated in the increase of illegitimacy rates between 1940 and
1965; older nonwhite women have shown declines of 30-35 percent
between 1965 and 1968. Illegitimacy rates among teenage nonwhite and
white women continued to increase through 1968.

Hlegitimacy rates are determined by the degree to which a popula-
tion of unmarried women in the childbearing years is subject to iu-
voluntary controls over conception and gestation, as well as by the
amount of sexual activity, and use of effective contraception and
induced abortion. - - »

The rise in U.S. illegitimacy rvates after 1840 was not caused by

) dcgline in the use of effective contraception.

nduced abortion by pregnant unmarried women probably declined-
between 194C and. 1950, and then rose slowly during the 1954-65
period among both whites and nonwhites. The rise in abortion after
1954 could not keep up with the increase in the white and nonwhite
“illicit”  pregnancy rate—therefore, illegitimacy rates continued
upward during a period of increasing abortion use. Induced abortion
of illegitiniate pregnancies was about the same in the 1960’s as it
had been in 1940, ' o : .
Improvements in control of venereal and other diseuses since 1940
have greatly reduced sterility and spontaneous fetal loss among non-
whites and, to a lesser extent, among whites. Improvements in
nutrition in both populations have contributed to an increase in
fecundity among girls aged 17 and under. We estimate that some 88
ercent of nonwhite increases in illegitimecy to women aged 15-44
etween 1940 and 1968 and 19 percent of the white increase can be
accounted for by improvements in health conditions that reduce.
involuntary hindrances to both gestation and conception. From 1940
through 1965 4l of the increase in nonwhite teenage-illégitimacy

v
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rate< and a guarter of the increase in white teenage rates was related
“to improved health, rather than increasing sexual activity.

Small increases in sexual activity ma, account for that portion of
the rise in illegitimacy not 2lready accounted for by improved health
conditions, '

About 60 percent of white unwed mothers and 80 percent of non-
white are below 125 percent of the poverty level at the time of birth.
The illegitimacy rates of low-income women are about eight times
higlier than are the rates of nonpoor women in the white population;
the rates of low-income nonwhites are three times greater than those
of nonpoor nonwhites. About 45 percent of the difference between
white and nonwhite illegitimacy rates is related to the higher propor-
tion of nonwhites below the low incore line. :

Unmarried mothers have lower utilization of medical service before,
during, and after pregnancy than married women cf similur economic
status. This partially accounts for their higher rates of fotal loss and
maternal mortality in childbirth, and the higher infant mortality
rate of illegitimate children. '

Since some 90 percent of illegitimate children are not wanted by the
mothers, the prevention of pregnancy or birth can be achieved by a
«hift in, access to, and utilization of medical services from the present
pattern. Subsidized contraception programs were evaluated for their
potential to reduce illegitimacy. The characteristics of unwed mothers
and of the present subsidized contraception-only program suggest that -
illicit pregnancies will be not reduced by more than 13 to 27 percent,
However, if this effect were to be reinforced by the addition of lggal

- abortion to program services, we would expect a reduction of perhaps
50 percent in the total U.S. illegitimacy rates within 6 to 8 years.

e effect of different’ types of government “‘welfare’’ programs on
illegitimacy weére reviewed. Illegitimacy ratos outside the United States
are not related to the benefit level of {amily allowance programs.

In the United States illegitimacy plays an increasirig role in deter-
mining total AFDC expenditures, and wurrently ac~~runts for about 30
percent of all ARDC benefits. However, we ca...:ut conclude that
AFDC benefits are a cause of illegitimacy. Analysis of trends in
numbers of families on AFDC and change in ille~iti--acy rates re-
vealed several examples of periods of dec%i.ning or ~..:*.;2-numbers of

. families on the rolls accompanied by rising illegitin.:~y. Further, the

reat explosion of AFDC in the 1965-70 period wss accompanied

y declining nonwhite illegitimacy rates for women aged 20 and older,

and by nearly stable rates for olrirer white women. During this pariod
teenage rates rose, as.they had been.rising since 1940. .

Gross comparisions of State benefit and State illegitimacy rate
changes from 1940 to 1960 found no relationship between AFDC
benefit change and illegitimacy rate change for either whites or.non-
whitess In 1960 there was no difference in 1llegitimacy rates for whites
between States paying high benefits and States paying low benefits. .
In 1970 there was no.systematic association between white or non-
white illegitimacy rates and AFDC benefit. levels. It is likely that -
attempts to control illegitimacy by lowering benefits or restricting
access to benefits will have no more effect on illegitimacy. in thefutyre
‘than similar efforts have had on past illegitimacy. - ' .

Economic theories of fertility may not apply to illegitimacy because
these theories assume ratio‘na{ deliberate calculation by parents and
O ess to perfect means of fertility control. - o T
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We compared birth control, adoption, and mcome supplemenis as
methods of reducing or eliminating social and material punishments
related to illegitimate childbearing. Income supplements have little
impact in contrast to a wide range of benefits from birth control or
adoption, It should be noted that punishments, while formidable,
have not eliminated illegitimncy in the past. The option to reduce
the sanction of sole responsibility for child care through adoption is
far more available to whites than nonwhites. In spite of having this
option available, the white illegitimacy rate is far lower than the
nonwhite, »

We examined the possibility that income supplements might
reduce use of birth control or increase the number of illegitimate .

_children living with their mothers—and thus increase the public
dependency burden. We concluded that income supplements would
affect none of the factors that determine the living arrangements of
illegitimate childreu and their mothers. Furthermore, all available
data on recent fertility trends among low-income women suggest
increasing utilization of contraception and sbortion during a period
of rapid expansion of the AFDC prograin. Existing barriers to birth
control, not tlfe present or projected income supplement program, are
the main hindrance to voluntary control over illegitimate fertility.

I. MEASUREMENT AND THE IMMEDIATE CAUSEs OF ILLEGITIMACY
.. Measures of Ilegitimacy

The most common measures of illegitimacy are: (1) The number of
illegitimate birtlis, (2) the ratio of illegitimate to all births, and
(3) -the illegititnacy rate—the number of illegitimate births per 1,000
unmarried women of childbearing age. Unmarried women include
never-married, widowed, and divorced woinen. For analytic purposes
the number of illegitimate births is not useful and the illegitimacy
ratio is so powerfully affected by changes in marital fcrtiTity and,
marital status that it has only limited utilit(?f. The illegitimacy rate
per 1,000 unnarried women in their childbearing years (defined
in the United States as 15 to 44) provides a measure of the birth
rate to the unmarried population. Since most studies of levels or
changes in illegitimacy want to measure the probability of an illegiti-
mate birth to the population at risk of such a birth (unmarried womnen
for the mnost. part), 1t is necessary to use the illegitimacy rate.

The accuracy of an illegitimacy rate depends on: (1) Valid and
complete registration of illegitimate births; (2) accurate counts of
the unmarried female population by census; and (3) minimal dis-
tortion of the resulting rate due to the infusion of illegitimate births
from women who are married, but nonetheless deliver children that
are registered as illegitimate. In general, analysis of these problems
has indicated that U.S. illegitimacy rates (when adjusted for
known ecrrors) provide a reasonably acéurate measure of the
level as well as the trend of illegitimacy. (Cutright, 1972¢: appendix:
Measuring Illegitimacy in the United States.)
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The Immediate Causes

In the absence of measurement error stemming from one or another
ol the above factors, the immediate causes of an illegitimacy rate are
similar to the immediate causes of fertility rates in a population.
Following Davis and Blake (1956) we have three immediate causes.

1. Exposure to risk of pregnancy, which is determined by: (a) the
praportion of unmarried women having sexual relations; /b) the age
at which sexual activity begins; and (¢) the frequency of enitus.

2. Control over conception among those unmarried women exposed
to risk of pregnancy, a factor influenced by: (1) invohitary control
due to inability to conceive; and (b) voluntary control through the
use of contraception or sterilization by women able to conceive.

3. Control over gestation, involving: (a) involuntary fotal loss from
spontancous abortion or stillbirth; or (b) voluntary [etal loss from
legal or illegal abortion.

The number of illegitimate births and the rate will alsa be affected
by the percentage of pregnant unmarried women who carey the fetus
to term but marry before the birth. These women are pregnant
brides—the legitimate child was conceived before marriage.” The
pereentage ol women pregnant outside of marriage who marry prior

“to the birth varies among populations and among subgroups within

the same population. Both cross-national comparisons and analysis
of subgroups within the United States indicate that differences in the
probability of marriage before birth among populations is a fimetion
of such factors as the number of previous births to the mother, the
age of the unmarried woman, her relationship with the putative
father, and the marital status of the putative father. Differences in
the probability of marriage prior to birth exist, and these diffevences
are related to the illegitimacy rate.

A population with a high out-of-wedlock conceived birth rate

(legitimated plus illegitimate births per 1,000 unmarried women in

the childbearing years) will have a low probubility of legitimation
(Cutright, 1972b; 1972¢). A population with a low out-of-wedlock
conceived birth yate will have a low illegitimacy rate end a high
probability ol legitimation. Women who become pregnant brides wmo
by and large women who would have become brides with or without
the pregnancy, since their sexual activity leading to pregnancy is
with & man they want to marry and is restricted to a man who wants
to marry his sexual partner. Women gyho become unwed mothers rather
than pregnant brides have sexial rdlations with men they do not care
to marry, men ineligible to marry, or with men they know do not want
to marry them, o

In the United States nearly 70 pereent of white compared (o 24
percent of nonwhite pregnant unmarried wonen marry before birth,
thus legitimating the out-of-wedlock conceived birth. This differcnce
in the probability of legitimation is a function of the higher rate of
out-of-wedlock conceived births in the nonwhite . population. It is
the rate of out-of-wedlock conceived births, not the probability of
legitimation, that is the main immediate cause of racial differences in
illegitimacy rates.
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Figure 1 illustrates the stages that precede an illegitimate birth. The
analysis begins with the uniarried female population, some of which
is sexually active and therefore is at risk. These women are retained
-as we move to stage 3. Some sexually active women are sterile and are
unable to conceive. Among women who are fecund (able to conceive)
only those not using contraception effectively remain at risk of preg-
nancy. Only the sexually active feeund women not using effective
contraception will become pregnant. Between 20 and 40 percent of
pregnancies of 4 or more weeks gestation in different populations
terminate in spontancous fetal loss (Shapiro, et al., 19714 Janies, 1970).
A pregnancy not terminated by spontaneous fetal loss can be ternu-
nated by induced abortion.

Figure 1. Steps 1o Unwed Kolherhood

Step
.
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Source: P. Cutright, 1971a: 27.

The pregnant unmarried women who carries the fetus to term may
marry or not marry before the birth. Those not marrying will have an
illegitimate birth if they avoid stillbirth. Stillbirths are infrequent—
under 2 pércent of all deliveries. In the United States only live born
children are counted as legitimate or illegitimate births., Unmarried
women with an illegitimate live birth become unwed mothers.

Similarly, married women who havé adulterous or incestuous inter-
course can be followed through the same stages, except that legitima-

Thus, the level and the trend in levels of illegitimany is tho end result

of patierns of sexual behavior, fecundity differences, contraception,
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involuntary and voluntary fetal loss. These immediate causes prior Lo
legitimation by maringe nternet to affect the probability of legitima-
tion which, in recent deendes at least, is not believed to be a truo
inmmediate cause of illegitimacy.

-

11. Histonrican, axd CoMPraRATIVE PERSPECTIVES
Trenrs Since 1750

Historieal data on illegitimate births exist for a number of European
states and nations sinee avouns! 1750. Analysis of trends in Europe

" allows one to divide the years sinee 1750 into three distinet stages.

"The first, period extends from around 1750 to around 1870, the second
from around 1880 to 1940, and the third includes the post-World War
11 vears (Cutright, 1972D). '

The first explosion of illegitimacy in Western nations oceured after
1750. All across Europe the rates drove upward, peaking between
1860 and 188G in most nations (Shorter, 1971: 265-272). Recent work
(Shorter, 1972) attributes this long-run rise to social, demographic and -
eronomic changes that resulted in the diffusion of modern ideas of self-
expression and individualism among the lower classes who, for the
first time, had moved from a life situntion that repressed nonmarital
intercourse (and perhaps premarital sex with the future spouse) to one
in which family and conununity authorities were no longer able Lo
exercise control. Thus, rising sexual activity among couples that would
not marry brought with it increasing illegitimacy rates.

After about 1880 illegitimacy rates all across Europe receded (Cut-
vight, 1971a; Shorter, Knodel and van de Walle, 1971). In nation
after mation the rates began n decline that continued through the
1930’s. What explains the decline of illegitimacy after 18307

The decline in illegitimacy was nccompanied by n common change
in nearly ali Ewropean nations—the decline of marital fertility rates.
Declining mavital fertility, was not caused by a decline in coital activ-
ity; rnther the decline was due to increasing use of abortion and male
methods of contraception—coitus interruptus and condom. Incrensing
use of birth control by the muaried populution during this period
indicated a set of coaditions that allowed birth control among the
nnmarried sexually active population:to increase as well. It seems
likely that illegitinmey declined in most nations because birth control
increased. In some nuttions n decline in common law marriages whose
issue were defined as illegitimate may also account for scme part of
the dechining rate to older women. The decline in the rate was less
pronounced among teenage girls, a fact that may be accounted for by

“u dramatic rise in fecundity among the young after 1880 (Tauner,

1968) as well as by improvements in other health conditions that
decreased sterility “and spontancous fetal loss (Cutright. 1972a).
Improvements in health conditions must have moderated the decline
in illegitinmey after 1880, but no measures of this effect ave available,

The third era in the history of illegitimacy begins around 1940.
Hlegitimacy rates in Europe remained low during World War 115
after the War some nations experienced stable, others declining and
still others rising rates. We can statistically -account for most of these
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different post-War patterns, by examining differences among nations
in the control of marital fertility and (‘hnnwcs in the age at marriage
and legitimate childhearing (Cutright, 197Ta: table 2). “That analysis
of (-lmnnrc in post-World War IT rates included the United States,
Canada, , Australin and New Zealand, as well as Japan and all Dmoponn
nations that do ot allow logal abortion on demand. The resulls of
that study of 23 populations dcmlv showed that post-World Wav 1T
illegitimacy rates tended to increasé when marital fertility rates
indicated. wenk efforts to control legitimate clnldbenrmg; also, illegiti-
macy rates tended to rise when the age of marringe was going (lown,
and when; therefore, the age of l(\(rltunnlv duldbumno wias dvdmm"
The 1950-60 increase in ll]omlmm(,v in the, United States is not
unusual. Other populations with similarbehaviors (e.g. Canada,
England and Wales, Secotland, New Zealand, and Austl'alm) also
experienced a similar rise in 1llo<rlt1nm(,y

Awareness of these historical trends and the changes that appear (0
explain them do not support traditional c\plmmtlons of illegitimacy as
resulting from seeularzation ‘or social disorganization. Nor do the
ffuctuations over time give support to some psychological O\plmmtmns
()l illegitimaey which 11(*:11 un\ved mothers as tvplcnll\f ‘disturbed,”
ncumtu- 7 ihsyehotie,” or “acting ont”’ various needs. {Pauker, 1969
has pm\ulod an excellent review of this literature. Also, anal\qls of
illegitimacy rates among women with the same years 01 birth [Cut-
right, 1970: Ch. 6] indicates that the same cohort that had a very high
l“(‘“llllll.l(‘\’ rate atone age may have alow rate in later years; thesame
unmarried women may have a ver v low illegitim m-\'mto in Lhclr carly
vears of childbearing but then have a ]n«rll rate in the later years of
(hlldl)cmmsz These hndmgs, when consl(lcw(l .110n<r with the’ (,w,honl
nature of illegitimacy rates indicates thut excessize reliance on psy-
chological (-lml ncteristies of unwed mothers to explain varving illegiti-
nacy rates is no more useful than would he an effort to explaim unem-
ployment rates with psychological varinbles.

U.S. Llegitimacy in Comparative Perspective

The United States obviously is not the only nation in which illegiti-
mate children are horn. Table 1 shows illegithmacy rates in 46 nations
around 1960. The note to table 1 indicates differences in measurement
of these rates dmarily between Latin American nations and lce-
land, compared to the othm populations. In this table the treatment of
the u)nscnsunlly married in high illegitimacy nations allows a some-
what similar treatment of sepm'ntcd women in the U.S. population.
One ¢an apply either the rate of 90 or 64 to the U.S. non-white popula-
tion and emerge with little difference in the comparative picture. The
illegitimaecy rates of European populations or U.S. whites are not
dlnnwod nuich by including or excluding separated women, because
fow women aged 15-44 are .sepm'nlrd

Among these 46 nations the United States 1.1111\5 23d. Nationally we
are about av cerage, although the total U.S. rate is below that of only
five non-Latin populntlons. The total U.S. rate is far below the rates for
Uruguay and Argenting, which also have tht 10-12 pereent nonwhite
populations.
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L L . =
Tavre 1-—Illegitimacy rates per thousand wnmarried women in 48
populalions areound 1960 .

Jation Rank Rule ] Natlon + Rouk Rate
Deminican Republie.___ 1 218 Sweden oL 25 20
NI e oo 2 W9y Denmark_. oo ... . e 26 18
Mosduras_ . ..o ______ 3 I3 Austradin.. oo __. 27 17
b Salvadoroo_o________ 4 189 Canndn ..o _______. 28 17
Venwesuela s oo . D 188 Poland oo __ 29 16
Guademdao o __: L. 5 60 ) France_ . oo oome oo 30 16
Panmwma ceow o __ 7 168 | England and Wales.o____ 31 15
Peru_ oo b 167 | Yugoslavia___._________ 32 15
Eenador__. ] 137 1 Tungary oo __ 33 .13
Paraguay.. 10 135 | West Germany-.__.__._. 34 12
Costn Rien i 106 ) Seotland_ ______.______. 35 11
Cubv. o .- e oo 12 104 | Caechoslovakin_____ ... _. 36, 11
Mexieoo oo 13 100! United States, white..__. a7 .0
Colombin.___.__________ 14 7SENorway 38 ]
Teeland_ o __________ 15 76| Finland .o .______ 39 8
Uraguay______.________ 16 606 | Switzerland o _________ 40 7
United States, nonwhite.. 17« 64| Luxembourg.. ... ._.____ 41 7
Chile. o . 18 481 Belglumio oo oL 42 G
Argentina_ o _______ 19 43 Ttaly oo oo L. 43 5
Austrin.g oo ______ 20 27| Spain. . ..-_-. e 44 5
New Zeatand_____._.____ 2 26| Iveland . ooeooo ... 45 4
Portugnl . 22 24 | Netherlands oo o _.._ 46 4
Bulgarin_ _ o ___________ 25 24 GreeeCe - oo oo e 47 2
United States..._______ 24 22 Japan. ool 48 2

Note—TLalin American natjons, Bulgarin and Yugoslaria use wonien 16 to 48 while other populstions
use woment 15 10 44, The additlon of unmarried women 45 10 49 produecs rates slightly fower than wonld he
found had only wotnen 1510 4 been used. Rates in Latin Amerlean nations and leeland include consensually
married with single, widowed and diverced women in the denominator of the rate. Illegitimato hirths,
regnrdless of tho marfial status of the mother, are in the numerater of all rates, Color speeifte rates in the
United States ineluded separated women, a ¢hange which has substantial effects on nonwhite rales (they
move from W 1o 61) but little elfect on white rates (they are 9.3 and movo 10 8,9). T'he total U.8. rate declines
from 21,7 to 20,1 by adding separated women. Illegltimuey rates in Latin nations and Ieeland would be
lower hiad illegithimate births to consenually married women been removed o the nuinerator and this
group of women nlso removed from the denominator, Latin Ayneriean wd U.S. births ndjusted for under
n-pur{.mg: U.S. population adjusted for census undercount. Rate for Now Zealand excludes the Maori
population.

Source: Luatin’ Ataceriean nations from Johnson and Culright (1073: table 13.4); Iceland from Cutright,
1970: Table 1.15; remaining nations from Cutright, 1971b: Appendix table I, United States rates from Cut-
right, 1472¢: Talde 2 and appendix table 7.

What may come as o surprise is the relatively low illegitimuey rate
of the U.S. nonwhite population, Its rate is below that of all but two
Latin Nations—both of which have large white populations—and is
lower than that of all-white Teeland. This suggests that (1) the level of
fertility control among U.S. nonwhites at risk of illegitimacy 1nay be
higher than that of other populations in which coital aetivity is also
common among the unmaried, and (2) U.S. nonwhites reject an
alternative to legal marriage widely adopted by other depressed popu-
lations—that of consensual marriage. The percentage of U.S. nonwhite
women in consensual marriages is no greater, and perhaps smaller than
that of the Nordic population of Ieeland—3 to 4 percent of nonwhites
compared to 5.6 percent: of Iceland’s in 1960, (Cutright 1970: Table |
1.12, and Beasley and Frankowski, 1970: T'able 5). Since consensual or
conunon law marringes are xecognized as legal in a number f U.S.
States, the few-nonwhites in such living arrangements should, in
practice, register births as legitimate, although no information on thie
subject exists,
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II1. Trexps 1N U.S. ILLEGITIMACY: 192068
Trends in Numbers of Births and the Illegitimacy Ratio

Table 2 shows the trend in the number and the ratio of illegitimate
births, by color, from 1920 through i968. These measures ofb illegiti-
macy differ from the figures published over the years by various agen-
cies within the U.S. Government. First, the data shown here are cor-
rected for underregistration of births. Therefore, the numbers of
illegitimate births are higher than estimnates previously published.
Second, as u result of the correction for underregistration of births, the
national illegitimacy ratio—the number of illegitimate per 1,000 total
births—is Ingher than previosuly published estimntes because adjust-
ment for underregistration of white und nonwhite births adds rela-

. tively more illegitimate than legitimate births to the adjusted national
birth estimates.

TaBLE 2.—Istimated number of illegitimate births and illegitimacy
ratios: United States, 1920-68

1Mlegitimate births Ratio per 1.000 hirths

Year Total White Nonwhite Total White Nonwhite
1920 _.___ 86,365 38,490 47,875 29, 3 15. @ 125. 0
1930 ... 90,800 42,296 48,504 34. 7 18. 6 141. 1
1940______. - 102,996 43,473 59,523 © 40,3 19. 8 166. 4
1945. ______ 128,190 58,670 (49,520 44. 8 23, ¢ 179. 3
1950 ... -. 148,372 54,353 04,0198 40,9 175 179. 5
1960 189,733 064,812 124,921 462 18. 6 202, 4
1960 _. 230,428 83,333 147,005 53. 4 22.9 215. 8
1965 . ____ 207,055 124,196 172,839 78. 6 39.7 263, 2
1968 ... _ 343,815 155,200 188,615 97. 8 53. 3 312. 0

Source: P. Cutright 1972¢: table 1.

The total number of illegitimate births was about 86,000 in 1920.
From this low point the number rose to 103,000 in 1940, 148,000 in-
1950, 230,000 in 1960, and 344,000 in 1968. Projections by the National
Center for Health Statistics (1968) of the expected number of illegit-
imate births for 1980 are 403,000, under the assumption that the 1965 _
nll.te will continue, and marital status of women aged 15-44 does not
change.

With few exceptions the trend in the number of illegitimate births
has been accompanied by a rising illegitimacy ratio for the Nation
and for the white and nonwhite population. From a low of 15 illegiti-
mate per 1,000 total births in 1920, the white ratio rose to 53 in 1968.
The illegitimacy ratio for nonwhites was 125 in 1920 and it also rose
over the years reaching 313 in 1968.! ' '

Although the illegitimacy ratio is frequently used as a measure of
the level or changes in the level of illegitimacy, 1t is a measure of doubt-
ful utility, because it is heavily influenced by marital births and by
marital status of the population. Changes in marital fertility and/or
changes in the maritaf status of women 15-44 will affect the illegiti-

I Although the proportion of births that are illegitimate has increased, and is
much larger in the nonwhite than white population, demographic analysis finds
virtually' no impact of illegitimacy on the cnmpleted fertility of whites and non-
whites. Nor is the racial difference in fertility increased by the racial difference in
illegitimacy. Finally, illegitimacy had no significant impact on the growth of the
white, nonwhite, or total population of the United States over recent decades.
(Cutright, 1973a.)
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macy ratio. These problems are discussed in the appendix of ("utright
(1972¢). For analytical purposes the number of illegitimate births -
per 1,000 unmarried women of childbearing age—the illegitimacy
rate—is preferred, because it is not directly affected by changes in
marital fertility or marital statuos.

Trends in Hlegitimacy Rates

Table 3 shows the trend in illegitimacy rates, dj¥ age and color—
where available data permit age-specific caleulations. ‘These rates
differ from those published in the U.S. Government reports (Nationul
Center for Health Statistics, 1968) beesuse the number of illegtimate
births is larger after births were corrected- for underregistratvon und
the denaminators of the rates were adjusted to account for uader-
ennmerntion of the pwpulation of unmaried women by Census
(Siegel, 1968 . The cffect of the correction for nnderregistration of
births diminishes as registration improves, and becomes negligible
arowld 1960. The cffect of correcting for underenumeration o the
populstion, however, remuins rather steady over time. Adjustment for
underenumeration nfwa.\'s has a much larger effect on nonwhite than
white rates, beenuse nonw hites are wore likely to be missed by Census
than are whites, When this adjustment is not made nonwhite rates
are influted because the count of women at risk of an illegitimate
birth is artificially low.

TavLe 3.—Adjusted age-specific illegitimacy rates, all women and by
color: United States, 192068

Age

Age of mather stan(lzlc;v?-

Year and colar 150l 0t0 A St ntoH 3510 4 15to 44 18 10‘4.;
All women:

L3 .1 1 SR 87 ...
O30 o e e eammas 78 ... .
1940 ... 8.7 10. 6 8.1 5 8 2.8 50 7.9
1045 . _ .. 10. 1 16. 2 13.0 7.7 3.3 10. 5 10. 1
1950 . _.___ 13. 6 21,7 20. 5 13.7 4.7 14. 5 14.1
1955 . .. ... 16, 1 33, 6 33. 9 22. 4 6. 4 19. 5 19. 3
1960_...._. 16. 4 39.9 41.7 27.8 88 21.7 21.7
1965 _.__. 1.5 393 48. 4 37.2 10. 3 23. 4 23. 7
1968 . ... _ . 20.7 30. 4 37. 6 28.0 86 24,1 23. 2

White:
1920 e mc———————— 4.4 ____ ...
1030 . o et aw—— e 4.3 ...
1940_.__.__ 3.6 6.0 13 3.9 3.6
1945 ... 4.4 10. 1 1.5 5.'% a1
1950 . __.__ 53 10. 0 2.1 6.1 - 5 8
1955 ... .. 6.2 14,9 2.8. 7.9 7.7
1960_..._.. 6.9 18. 5 3.9 9.3 4.3
1965. ... __ 8.0 217 4.9 1.5 il.4
C1968______. 9.9 22. 6 4,7 13.0 12. 4
Nonwhite:
1920 . e eimemmaaaea 41.5 ...
1930 o e e meaae= | 3 PO | I,
1040..___._ 48.4 52.2 10. 8 39.1 39. 7
1945 ____.__ 55 64. 8 13.0 45. 4 45. 3
1950_______ 69.8 1035 20.0 68. 9 69. 1
) 31 155 S 77.6  127. 4 24. 4 83.2 ‘83. 5
1960______. 78.5 147.1 31.9 90. 2 90. 2
1965 _ . ... __ 79.6 142.2 37.8 94.4 95 3
1968. . __. 86.5 109.0 24,2 83.0 80. 2

Souree: P, Cutright 1972¢: table 2, Ar standurdization used the distributiva of unmuarried woiten to age
groups In 1960 as the standard population.
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Looking first at the rate for both white and nonwhite women com-
bined, we find a slight decline in illegitimacy from 1920 through 1940.
From 1940-65, illegitimacy rates for each age group increased; the
age-standardized rate in 1965 was triple the rate of 1940. Between
1965 and 1968, the age-standardized rate declined slightly, in spite of
a further gain in the teenago illegitimacy rate. The 1965-68 decline
in the age-standardized rate was the result of declines in each age
group 20 and older. In general, the trend using all women also applies
to both the white and the nonwhite populations. Both populations par-
ticipated in the upward trend from 1940 to 1965, and the decline among
older women between 1965 and 1868. *Whether measured by percentage
change or by absolute change in rates, older nonwhites experienced a
sharper dechne than did whites between 1965 and 1968. In percentage
terms, the 1965-68 increase among teenagers was larger among whites
than nonwhites, but the absolute increase was considerably greater
" smong nonwhite than among white teenagers.

IV. CuAnGES IN THE IMMEDIATE CAUSES oF ILLEGITIMACY: 1940-68

The following sections review changes in the iinmediate eauscs of
illegitimacy. As with any fertility rate, illegitimacy will be affectod
by the degree of voluntary or involuntary control over conception and
voluntary or involuntary control over gestation. We first review what
is known about changes in sexual activity, contraception, and steril-
ity—the controls over conception. Then we discuss changes in spon-
taneous fetal loss and induced abortion—the controls over gestation.
The impact of improved health conditions on illegitimacy rates are
estimated. After removing the change in illegitimacy rates cuused by
improved health, we arrive at estimates of change due to rising sexual
activity.

Voluntary Controls Over Conception: Coital Experience -

A 1971 national probability sample of teenage unmarried girls
(Kantner and Zelnik, 1972; Zelnik and Kantner 1973) provides the
only available measures of coital experience among girls at risk of an
illegitimate birth. No national data for older unmarried women are
available. The 1971 study cannot be compared to earlier Kinsey data
(Kinsey et al., 1953; Gebhard e} al., 1958) because the Kinsey reports

were not drawn from representative samples of the population.

The first column in the first row of the top panel of ta :F 4 refers to
the percentage.of white girls aged 15 years in 1971 who réported ever
having intercourse. The next figure in that row is the percent of single

irls aged 15-19 years who reported intercourse by age 15 or earlier.

he difference between the two figures may reflect errors in memory by
older girls, a trend toward earlier intercourse within the sample, the
attrition from the sample of teenage iirls who marry and are thus lost
to this sample, failure to understand the question, or other factors such
as sampling error.,
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TanLE 4.—Percentage of never-married women rgporting coitus at age 15,
age 19, and ages 16-19, by race: United States, 1971 :

Ago at interview (percent)

Race and coitus by age Age 16 Agel9 Ages 15 to 19
White: .
15 ... 11 O] 7
19..._.. (" 40 ()
15 to 19 O] O] 23
- Black ]

B e e eiemCean 32 Q] 24
L U (1) §1 (*)
15 t0 19 - 24 0] 54

! Statistic cannot bo computed,
Source: Kantner and Zelnik, 1972: Table 1: Zelnik and Kantner, 1972,

The second row in the top panel reports that 40 perecent 6f whites
aged 19 at interview claimned {o have had coitus at some time, while
the third row notes that 23 percent of unmarried whites aged 15-19
reported coitus at some time prior to interview.

Among black teenagers, the percentage with coitus by age 15 and
nge 19 was 32 and 81 percent, respectively. The percent reporting
coitus by age 15 is lower among girls aged 15-19 tﬁan among those
aged 15 alonc; about 54 pereent of nonwhite teenagers reported coitus.

At age 15, about three times as many nonwhites as whites have had
coitus; using either the reports for girls age 19 at interview, or the
data for all teenagers, the percentage of nonwhites with coital experi-
ence is about double_the figure for whites. These differentials in ¢oital, -
experience do not adequately reflect racial differences in out-of-wed-
lock conceived births among teenagers. For example, the tecnage
nonwhite illegitimacy rate is nearly 10 timnes the white teenage rate.
When both illegitimate and legitimated (by marriage) out-of-wedlock
conceived births are combined, the nonwhite teennge rate is about
four times higher than the white rate (102 births per 1,000 unmarried
nonwhite teenagers compared to 27 births per 1,000 unmarried white
teenagers during the 1964-66 period—the only available . years;
Cutright, 1974: %‘able 1). Thus, the racial differen<e in coital experi-
ence is not large enough to account for racial differences in births
conceived by unmarried teenagers.

Voluntary Controls Over Conception: Contraception

Illegitimacy rates may increase if effective use of confraception
declines. There is substantial evidence that the rise in illegitimacy
after 1940 was not caused by a decline in effective contraception.
Table 5 shows the available data from large studies of both whites
and blacks from the 1930’s through 1971.
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TasLe 5.—Nleasures of contraceplive use by wwmarried feenagers and
unwed mothers, by race; 1930, 1960, and 1971

1471
Pereent of cur- 1460, pereent. of 1030F's, poreent of
Dereent alwiays rently pregmnt unwed mothers  unwed mothers ever
Rues usitg, uged 1510 19 regular user using every time  wlng contraeeption
Whiteoo oo ... 21 24 n 12
Black. .o ____. 15 17 7 7

Somee: Zellk and Kantner, 1972, Cmrlfln, 1972¢: Table 8, See Kuntner sud Zelnik (1973), for analysis of
conttnceptive e among unmarried sexually active teenagers,

Among girls 15 to 19 in the 1971 sample 21 percent of white girls
who ever had intercourse and 15 pereent of similav black girls said
they alwavs used contmeception. The 6~-percent. advantage to the white
sexmlly active vanishes when we compare the percent ‘(not reported
in table 5) never using—s=onme 15 or 16 percent of both ruciul groups
never used anything, Knowing that a young girl reports alwnys nsing
contrnception provides no measure of the effectiveness of her con-
traceptive effort—a point documented by the second columu of the
table, where we find that 24 pereent of white currently pregnant-
out-of-wedlock girls and 17 percent of black girls simitarly pregnant
report that they were regnlar users. One might conctude that con-
traceptive use was higher among the pregnant than among the
nonpregnant sexually active teenager. Rather, we suggest that survey
data on contraceptive use iadicate very low levels of effectiveness
fmong unmarried young girls,

The 1960 and the 1930 dwta also shown in table 5 refer to unwed
motliers of all ages—most-of whom are yonng women. After the birth
of the child these unwed mothers were asked about contraceptive wse.
In the 1960 sample the percent reporling use every time was 10 percent
for whites and 7 percant for black wnwed mothers: Tn the 1930°s study
the percent.reporting wuse at some lime was 12 and 7 percent—a figure
that would have to be lowered to make it comparuble with the 1960
mensure.

The 1930"= studies also found no difference in pregoancy rates
between black women reporting use or no wse of contraception. For all
practical purposes the level of effective use by bincks before 1940 was
zero (Pearl, 1936; Farley, 197", The oniy way for elfectiveness 1o go
was up, although the 1971 data indicate that little Improvement
among voung unmarried women liad ocenrred. Similarly, the 1971 data
show nothing that wouid indientz notable levels of effective contracep-
tion among voung white unmarried girls. These observations are sup-
ported by other evidence on the efficacy of contraception and trends
in use of various methods reviewed elsewhere (Cutright 1972a). We
conclule first, that the illegttimacy rate did not increase because of n
decline in contraceptive 11se and second, that the present level of
effective contraceptive practice among young unmarried sexually
active couples is little greater than it was in the past. |

STERILIZATICN

Although temporary contraception is still the major method of
voluntary conception control among the sexually active, sterilization
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operations also eontrol conception. Changes sinee 1920 in the percent-
age of unmarried women exercising voluntary eontrol over fecnndity
through contraceptive sterilization must he very very small. Both
males and females electing this form of permanent contraception are
overwhelmingly murried and older. Increases in male and female
sterilization among married couples (Phillips, 1971) cannot change the
illegitilnacy rate.

VOLUNTARY CONTROLS OVER GESTATION

Voluntary fetal loss from legal therapeutic induced abortion is not
an important factor in accounting for changes in U.S. illegitimacy
rates. Tietze (1968:784) reports a decline in the ratio of therapeutic
abortions per 1,000 live births from 5.1 to'3.5 and then to 1.8 for New
York City, between the middle 1940’s and the early 1960 period. Other
national estimates are compatible with both the level and trend in
New York City. Since the majority of therapeutic abortions are to
white married women, the possible impact of a decline in legal abortion
on a rising white or nonwhite illegitimucy rate can be discounted.

Illegal induced abortion

A review of tremds in induced illegal abortion among whites and
nonwhites since 1940 (Cutright, 1972a: 1972¢) using data on maternal
death by cause concluded that for whites unmarried women were more
likely thun married women to resort to illegal abortion; this was also
true for nonwhite women, though the difference in utilization of illegal
ubortion between married and unmarried nonwhites was smaller than
in the case of whites.

. Since we know that there has been a vast decline in spontaneous
ubortion, a stable or increasing abortion death ratio (the ratio of
materiiil death from abortion to maternal death from other causes)
from 1940 to 1965 could not have been caused by increases in spon-

- taneous abortion. Unfortunately, the only period for which the abor-.

tion death ratio can be calculated by color and marital status is 1949~
51.

Abortion death ratios for all white and for all nonwhite women are
shown in table 6 from around 1940 to 1965. For both whi_tes and non-
whites, the abortion death ratio for all women was much higher in 1940
than it was 10 years later.

TaBLE 6.—Abortion death ratios by color and marital status: United
States, 1940-65

WO o ®

White Nonwhite
Year All women Unmarried only Allwomen Unmarried only -
1939 to 1941 _ ... _.._. 22,7 08.3 23. 5 31
1949 t0 1950 . .. ..._. 11. 7 50. 7 14. 8 19.
1950 t0 1983 ... ... __.._ 12, 0 52.0- - 14,8 19.
1954 to 19567 _________.._ 14.5 62. 8 17. 8 24,
1959 to 1961___ . ______._ 19.2 ¢ 83.1 29. 4 39.
1962 t0 1965 . __.... 21.3 92,2 27.9 37.

Bource: Cutright, 1972c: Table 27. Ratios for unmarried women in 1949-81 from direct observation; ratios
for unmarried women in other years are estimated from the observed ratio of unmarried to all women
aborticn death ratios in 1949-61.
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This large decline in the abortion death ratio probably indicates a
decline in the induction of abortion between 1940 and 1950. This
interpretation i» ¢onsistent with the increase in general fertility rates
over this 10-year period. The abortion death ratios increased from
1950 to 1960 and they remained high for nonwhites or increased for
whites alter 1960. The leveling off of the general fertility rate began
in the mid-1950s, and it declined after 1958, This associntion between
trends in abortion doath ratios and general fertilivy rates therefore may
provile some support for our use of the abovtion death ratio 28 an
mdicator of trends in induced abortions for married and unmarried
women. For 1951-62 the proportion of maternal deaths from abortion
in New York City increased from 26 to 42 percent. Among whites it
went from 14 to 25 percent; among nonwhites it moved from 36 to 49
pereent (Omran, 1971:505). This trend provides added support for
the validity of the measures used here. - '

Becanse we have ouly one point in time for which abortion death
ratios may be caleulated for unmarried women, o fixed multiplier of
any kind will provide a trend in abortion death ratios for unmarried
women that will mirver the trend for all women. If one can accept the
idewthat trends in induced abortion among married women may be
accompanied by a similar trend among unmarried women, then the
appifcation of a fixedd multiplier (sco table 6) to estimate the abortion
death ratio for unmarvied women would be appropriate. -

How do these estimates of the trend of induced ahortion among the
unmarried fit with the tronds in illegitimecy rates? For nonwhites,
illegitimacy raté increases after 1940 cwn, i part, be explained in
terms of improved health conditions—see tables 8 and 9 below. Aflter
1955 tho increase in the nonwhite illegitimacy rate slowed down. It
is impossible to say that the decline in the rate of increase after 1955
was eaused by increasing induced abortion among nonwhites, rather
than by some other change. Still, the likely increass in duced
abortion was accompanied by a leveling off of the increase in the non-
white illegitimacy rate. ‘

Among whites the rate of increase in illegitimacy was slower be-
twoeen 1940 and 1950 than it was after 1950, Some part of the 1940-
50 increase in illegitimacy may be due to doclines in induced abor-
tion, but the change in the illggitimacy rate was quite small—just 2.2
births per 1,000 women 15-44 over that 10-ycar period. During the
period of rising abortion death ratios from around 1955 to 1965, the
white illegitimacy rate also increased—by 3.7 births per 1,000. Small
¢hanges over o decade may casily be overvintorpreted, since few
women are involved. Still, we have the question of why the white rate
shonld increase at all, if induced abortion among whites was increasing
at the sanme time, '

From studies of other populations with illegitimacy rates similar to
white U.S. levels (Cutright, 1970: ¢h. 4) we know that rising illegit-
imuey often nccompanies a rising abortion death ratio. Also, for
the same post-World War 11 time periods, illegitimacy rates tend to be
stable or decline when the abortion death ratio is also stable or declin--
ing. A plausible explanation of why both abortion and illegitimacy in-
crease or are stable or declining at the same time, can be approached
by thinking about the pregnancy rate that underlies an illegitimacy
rate. When the pregnancy rate increases by, say, 10 per 1,000, cvery
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one of these added pregnancies will have to be aborted (or legitimated)
if the illegitimaey rate is to remain stable. When pregnaney rates are
increasing, the induced abortion rate (whether figured in terms of the
rate to a population of women, or the likelihood that a pregnant
wormnan wil‘ abort) may increase. But ‘the abortion rate will not gain
enough to do mere than slow down the rising illegitimacy rate. There
must be a net gain in abortion over and above the net gain in the
pregnancy rate if an increase in induced abortion is to produce a decline
m the illegitimacy rate. Large net gains were not likely when abortion
remained illegal. | -

THE EFFECT OF INDUCED ABORTION ON DIFFERENCES BETWEEN WHITE
AND NONWHITE ILLEGITIMACY RATES

With or without a control on age, the abortion death ratio is higher
for unmarried whites than for unmairied nonwhites. Sinee a larger pro-
portion of white unmarried maternal deaths ave from abortion, this
may indicate a higher use of induced abortion among pregnant un-
married whites than among pregnant unmarried nonwhites. There-
fore, one might conclude that some portion of the difference between
white and nonwhite illegitimacy rates is due to the greater likelihood ~
that the pregnant unmarried white than the pregnant unmarried non-
white would have an induced abortion.

This conclusion can be true at the same time that the induced
abortion rzwc per 1,000 unmarried women is higher among nonwhites
than whites. Assume two unmarried female populations aged 15-44,
one with a pregnancy rate of 40 and the other with a pregnancy rate of
140. If 50 percent of the pregnancies in the first population are volun-
tarily aborted, while only 25 percent are aborted in the second, the
induced abortion rate per 1,000 women in the first population will be
20, while it will be 35 in the second. Because pregnancy rates per 1,000
women in the white and nonwhite unmarried populations are so dif-
ferent (Cutright, 1972¢: table 31 estimates 39 and 183 per 1,000 un-
married women aged 15-44 in 1964-66 respectively for whites and
nonwhites), one cannot conctude that the absolute effect of induced
abortion on depressing the illegitimacy rate is less for nonwhites than
for whites, in spite of the conclusion that pregnant unmarried whites
are more likely than pregnant unmarried nonwhites to abort.

Finally, under legal abortion in New York City 1971 data (Tictze,
1973) show a legal abortion rate per 1,000 women 15-44 at 32 among
whites and 72 among nonwhites.

Involuntury Conlrols Gver Conception

There are two involuntary controls over conception that may
change and thus alter the trend of illegitimacy. The first type of
involuntary control occurs among the population of unmarried younger
women, and pertains to those factors that affect the age at which
they will be able to conceive a child if they have sexual intercourse.
The second: involuntary control occurs among older women who,
although past the age of adolescent sterility, never become fecund, or
become sterile through no choice of their own.
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CHANGES 1N INVOLUNTARY STERILITY AMONG YOUNGER WOMEN

Although a decline in the age of menarche (age at first menses)
among Western populations lias been documented for many vears, the
possible effects of such changes on illegitimacy rates among younger
womnen are rarely discussed. It is worthwhile investigating the decline
in the age of menarche for its possible effects on illegitiinacy rates
antong young women because such a decline should affect two fretors
that may, in turn, increase illegitimacy. First, a decline in the age at
menarche will inerease the percent of women fecund (able to conceive)
ut 2 given age. Second, a decline in_ the age of menarche may also tend
to increase the percent of women in a given age group having sexual
intercourse. Data are available to allow us to construct some hmits on

“which age groups could plausibly have their illegitimacy rates affected

by w decline of adolescent sterility.
THE TREND IN AGE AT MENARCHE

Many writers (Novak, 1921; Gould and Gould, 1932; Mills, 1937;
Tanner, 1968; Damon et al, 1969; Zacharias et af, 1969) have docu-
mented and attempted to explain the long-run decline in the age of
menarche in Western populations. There 1s general agreement that
one muajor Tactor responsible for the decline is improved nutrition and
lealth during preadolescent years. Recent work suggests that imi-
proved health conditions increase the rate of physical growth which,
m Lu)m, decreases the age of menarche (Frish and Revelle, 1969 and
1970).

A large study in England (Wrey, 1971) found no class differences
among English girls in” the 1950’s, although studies in earlier years
reported Jater age of menarche among lower class girls. Among broad
social classes!it may well be that in_modern industrial nations only
small differences if any in age at menarche exist. The 1965 national
fertility study found no difference in age at menarche between white
and Negro women born after 1910 (Ryder and Westoff, 1971),

It is impossible to state, with certainty, the extent to which age at
glemxrchc changed from around 1940 through 1968 in the United
States. '

One lwge sample of the U.S. population that may also be fairly
representative ofp income groups provides an estimate of age at
menarche for the population of white women who were around age
15 in 1960 (Zacharias et al, 1970). No study of comparable size and
representativeness for earlier years exists. However, the various
small studies of white woinen between 1920 and 1940 yield a consistent,
pattern; women in ecarlier decades achieved menarche at a later
age than did women around 1960. The available data suggest that
teenage girls in 1940 had a nean age of menarche around 13.5 years,
while teenage girls in the 1960’s had a mean age at nienarche of 12.5

ADOLESCENT STERILITY

Virtually no woman is fecund before first menses, and most women
do not become fally fecund for some time after first menses. Recent
data indicate that the period of partial sterility following menses
may be around 2.5 years. This period is suggested by the finding that
the difference between the mean age at menarche and “regular menses”
is about 2 years 3 months (Zacharias et al., 1970: table II).
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ESTIMATING CHANGES IN FECUNDITY FOR YOUNG WOMEN: 1940-68

The impact of a I-year decline in the age of menarche on fecundity
has heen reported by Cutright (1972a). A decline in age at menarehe
will result in u net incrense m the pereentage fully fecund at a given
aze, For example, at age 155 years and assuming a 2.5-yeur period
of sterility, about 69 percent of girls were fully fecund in 1968 compared
to just 37 percent in 1940—a net guin of 32 percent,

If we arbitrarily take an increase of 15 percent fully fecund as
change that might affect illegitimacy rates, with the hypothesized
I-yenr decline in the age of menarche from 1940 to 1968, and the 214-
year period of sterility, then pregnancies among women below the
age olJ 14 would not be affected. Therefore, illegitimaey rates of women
14 and nnder =hould not increase much due to increasing fecundity.

Under the assmnption of n 2L4-year sterile period, pregnancy rates
among unmarried women at ages 17 or 17.5 years and older should
not be greatly affected by I-year decline in the age at wenarchie,
Therefore, any sizable increases in illegitimate births to women 18 or
older could not be due primarily to increasing fecundity caused by the
decline in the age at menarche. On the other hand, illegitimacy rates
at ‘ages 15, 16, and perhaps 17 might increase because the fecundity
of women at these ages has mereased substantially,

CHANGES IN INVOLUNTARY FIRST CHILD STERILITY AMONG OLDER
WOMEN!{ DISEASES AND GENERAL HEALTH

Changes in_involuntary first child sterility have been measured by
Farley (1970: 109-111). Using census data Farley argues that since
very few women who marry wish to remain childless, changes in the
percent of ever-married women who reach age 45 without beatring a
child can be used as a measure of change in involuntary sterility.

Trends in childlessness among ever-married women show that only
6 to S percent of ever-married white and nonwhite women attaining
age 45 in the 1880’s were childless. Thereafter the ¢hildless percentage
among nonwhites increased more rapidly than it did among whites,
and this measure of imvoluntary sterility reached its penﬁ among
women completing childbearing in the 1950’s. The early rise in child-
lessness, and its decline after 1940 was due to the rise dind eventual
decline of untreated venereal and other diseases. Improved living
conditions after 1940 may also have coniributed to the decline of
childlessness among women entering their childbearing years after
1940. (See Grove and Hetzel, 1968 und Farley, 1970, ch. 9 for trends
in diseases related to childlessness.) .

The association of the childless percentage with illegititnacy rates
and bridal pregnancy from 1920-39 is quite striking., The level of
childlessness among cohorts reaching age 20 from 1920 to 1939 re-
mained both high and stable—while illegitimacy rates and bridal
pregnancy among whites and nonwhites were also low and also rela-

“tively stable, The decline in involuntary sterility after about 1940 was

accompanied by a rise in white and nonwhite illegitimacy and bridal
pregnancy. (Cutright 1972¢: tables 9 and 10.) Beeause the decline
in involuntary sterility among nonwhites was greater than it was
among whites entering their childbearing years after 1930, the impact
of this decline on illegitimacy should be larger for nonwhites than for

20-307—73———8
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whites, Numerical estimates of the effect of the decline of involuntary
sterility on illegitimacy rates are discussed in a later section.
Al

EFFECT OF INVOLUNTARY FECUNDITY LOSS DUE TO AGE: 1960

Childlessness does not measure involuntary fecundity losses that
are related to aging in a “healthy”’ population. The impact of fecundity
loss lurgely due (o age, rather than to diseases related to poor public
health or severe poverty, can be assumed to be constant over time.
While consideration of normal loss of fecundity with age does not
expluin trends in illegitimacy rates, it does help understand the impact
of this [actor on the level of illegitimacy in a Hlealthy population, and
also the different levels of illegitimacy between younger and older
age groups in a given year.

In table 7 we see that the fecund percentage peaks in the 20-24
age aronp, and then gradually declines. In the second column we give
the llegitimacy rates for 1960. The third column shows the expected
illegitimacy rate assuming that all women had been fecund, and
assuming that sexual activity, contraception, abortion, and legitima-
tion of out-of-wedlock-conceived birtiis were no different among the
fecund and the subfecund. By mathematically transforming all sub-
{ecund women into fecund women, we can, under the above assump-
tions, estimate the effect of fecundity loss on the illegitimacy rate of
each age-color group. This effect is shown in the last column of table 7.

TaBLE 7.—Percentage fecund, observed, and *‘fecund only” illegitimacy
rates by age and color: United States, 1960

Effect of fecun-

Observed ilegit- Fecund dity less than 100
Age and color Percent fecund  imuacy rate, 1960 only rate percent
White: ‘
1510 19 ... 76. 8 6.9 9.0 —-2.1
0t0 24 - 87.5 18, 5 21.1 —2,6
Wto 20 o 79.0 17.1 21. 6 —4, 5
3010 34 oo 64. 0 10. 8 16. 8 —6. 0
39t0 39 - 53.0 G2 11.7 —5. 5
4010 44 o ___ 35.0 1.9 5.4 —3.5
I6to4d . 73.0 9.3 12. 7 —3. 4
Nonwhite:
Wto 19 oo 78. G 78. 5 99. 9 —21. 4
20to 24 .- 87. 5 147. 1 168. 1 —21.0
25t029. - 79.0 137. 4 173. 9 —36. 5
3010 34, oo 64. 0 97. 3 152.0 —04. 7
391030 oo 53. 0 50, 2 94, 7 —44,5
t0to 4. .. 35.0 13. 7 30.1 —25. 4
15to 44 . 73. 0 90. 2 123, 6 4

—32,

Source: . Culright, 1972c: Table 11,

Among whites and nonwhites the largest absolute effect of fecundity
loss occurs nmong women 30-34. At all age levels the absolute eficct
of fecundity loss is much smaller on white than on nonwhite rates.
However, hecanse fecundity loss with age is the same in both popula-
tions, the percentage effect of fecundity loss on the illegitimacy rate of
each popuﬂution is the same. For each group the “fecund only’ rate is
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37 percent higher than the observed rate. Thus, the effect of an estintate
of the total impact of fecundity loss, under 1650 health conditions, is
to reduce illegitimacy rates by 37 percent,

A second useful result of computing illegitimacy rates under the as-
sumption that all women in all age groups are fecund is to test alterna-
tive hypotheses about why illegitimacy rates among women 30 and
older are lower than the rates of women 20-29, One explanation is that
the older the women the less likely they are to be able to conceive.
While true, this factor has been removed from the “fecund only” rate:
we see that the “fecund only” illegitimacy rate for white and non-
white women 30-24 is lower than the “fecund only” rate at nges 25~
29; the fecundity-adjusted rates for wonien 35-39 are below those at
ages 30-34, while the adjusted rates to women 40-44 are lower still.
Therefore, fecundity loss does not account for the steady decline in
observed illegitimacy rates above age 29. .

An altermative explanation of the decline may be that sexnal ac-
tivity deereases. This hypothesis, however, is not supported by the
onl¥ data pertaining to the issue (Kinsey et al., 1953: tables 76 and
168). The Kinsey figures suggest that the likehhood of illicit coitus
among both never married and previously married women inecreases

e drome-age 15 through age 29 and, with' the exception of previously

narried women, does not decline through age 30-45, At all age levels,
the active incidence of coitus (percentage exposed to risk) is higher
wmong previously married than among never married women, Also,
the weekly frequency of cottus among sexually active women is higher
among those previously married than among those never mariied. Be-
cause the proportion of previously married ameong the total unmnziied
increases with age, 1t is clear that the decline of illegitimate birth
rates at age 30 and above cannot be ascribed to a decline in coital
activity after age 30. - -

The decline 1n illegitimacy rates aniong older age groups canmot be
explained by an increase in legitimation of births conceived out of
wedlock, since the percentage of out of wedlock conceived births legiti-
mated by mariage declines with age (Cntright, 1972¢, table 23). We
have now eliminated fecundity loss, declining sexual activity and in-
creasing legitimation as explanations for declining illegitimacy rates
after age 29 with increases in age. We conclude that the declining il-
legitimacy rate across older white age groups is largely caused by
spontancous or induced abortion and/or contraception.

E'stimated fetal loss at all gestation periods

Tistimated fetal loss per 1,000 pregnancies by age and color, are
available for a population of married women enrolled in the Health
Tnsurance Program (HIP) of Greater New York—a prepaid medical
care program, Suspeeted cases of induced abortion have been removed
(Shapiro, et al., 1971). About 187 white and 315 nonwhite spontancous
fetal deaths per 1,000 pregnancies of 4 or later weeks’ gestation are
estimated. These estimetes understale total spontancous fetal loss
hecause no fetal loss occurring before the fourtls week is included.
Erhardt (1963), for example, has estimated that of every 1,000 preg-
nancies, 112 abort before the beginning of the fourth wock of gestation.
James (1970) estimates a third of fertilized ova are lost before the
firs¢. month.
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ESTIMATING CHANGING SPONTANEOUS FETAL LOSS, 1940-60

Estimates of change in fetal loss of 4 or more weeks’ gestation from
1940 to 1960 muy be made by first caleulating the true level of fetal
loss in 1960 (Shapire, et al., 1971) per 1,000 live births, by colar,
These data 2re then adjusted to account for the higher level of fetal
loss among uumarried than married white and nonwhite women in
1960. The ratio of the true level of fetal loss, by color and marital
statns, in 1960, to the registered level of late fetal loss is computed
for 1960. The multiplier for umnaried women is then applied to
registered late fetal loss to unmarried women, by color, in earlier
veurs. This calculation yields the estimated true level of fetal loss of
4 or more weeks' gestation in 1940. The difference between the esti-
mated true level in 1940 and 1960 represents the change in spontaneous
fetal loss over time. Declining spontaneous fetal loss after 1960 is
not taken into account, an omission that places & conservative
bias on our estimates of declining fetul loss over time because we
actually apply the data to the 1940-68 period. Our procedures vield
an estimated decline of 316 spontancous fetal deaths per 1,000 white
illegitimate births, and a decline of 639 spontanecous fetal deaths per
1.600 nonwhite illegitimate births hetween 1940 and 1960. (See
Cutright, 1972b and 1972¢ for details.)

The Inpact of fmproved Health on Illegitimacy Rates

We can measure the likely impaet of improved health on the 1940~
68 change i illegitimrey rates by asking this question: What would
the 1940 illegitimacy rate have been had 1940 health conditions been
equal to those of 19687 If we find that the 1940 rate to be expected
under 1960’« health conditions would be equal to the 1968 ille-
gitimacy rate, then one could readily claim that all the increase in
the illegitimacy rate between 1940 and 1968 was caused by improved
lealth effects on involuntary fertility controls, If only 50 percent of
the observed 1940-68 change in rates is a funciion of improved health,
then the remaining change might be allocated to increased sexual
activity, or possibly errors in the measurement of the effects of
improved health.

TaBLE 8.—Lffect of 1940 health conditions on depressing 1940
llegitimacy rate, by age and color.

Ilealth condition

Higher spon- Lower Higher
taneous fetal leenage first child -

Color Ags loss frcundity sterility Totat
Nonwhite_..__..___. 15t019.__. —23.2 -9 6 —4.6 —37. 4
White_____ - ¥Hto19._._ —. 8 —. 6 —. 2 ~1.6
Nonwhite..._. - 15to44. .. —24.9 —3.9 ~10.8 —38. 6
Whit{‘. .............. 15to 44.___ —1.2 —-.2 —. 3 -1.7

Source: Data for girls 15 to 19 from Cutright 1972a; table 3, lere we have pdded the decline in first ebild
sterillty. Change in illegitimacy rates to girls 15 to 19 excludes births 1o girls 14 and younger. Sce Cutright
1972a; table 1 for these exact rates. Data for women 15 10 44 from Cutright, 1972¢; table 10,
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Table 8 shows the probable impact of poorer health conditions in
1940 as compared with those in the 1960’s on the 1940 illegitimacy
rate of teenagers, and of women aged 15-44. Among nonwhite teen-
agers, for example, higher levels of spontaneous fetal loss suppressed
the 1940 rate by 23.2 births per 1,000; lower teenage fecundity (due
to n higher age at menarche) suppressed the rate by another 9.6 births
per 1,000, while higher first child sterility had an additional impact of
4.6 fewer births per 1,000 unmarried nonwhite teenagers. The total
impact of all henl‘:h couditions in this group is.—37.4 births per 1,000
in 1940. ‘ “ o

Among white teenagers, identical procedures do not result in health
offects comparable to those among nonwhites. The total impact on
the 1940 white teenage rate was to depress it by 1.6 births per 1,000.

The illegitimacy rate of women 15-44 shows effects similar to those
indicated for teenagers. Among nonwhites, the 15-44 rates was de- -
pressed by 38.6 births per 1,090 in 1940; among whites, the 1940 rate
of women 15-44 was depressed by 1.7 births per 1,000.

The combined health effects shown in table 8 can be compared to
the observed 1940-1968 change in the appropriate illegitimacy rates.
This step allows calculations of the percent of the observed change
that may be allocated to improved health rather than other causes.
Table 9 shows the 1940-1968 nbserved change in illegitimacy rates,
the change due to improved health conditions, and the change due to
other causes. Among nonwhite teenagers, 102 percent of the change is
related to health conditions—a finding indicating that changes in
other immediate causes (e.g., sexual activity), may have declined.

TanLe 9.—Change in 1940-68 illegitimacy rates related to improved
health and other causes: United States, by age and color

Totsi Health o ‘%“"’

Ape . ob:und mhmll Other mlnht:“l to

Nowwhite_oooeoo__ 15t0182_ ____ 36.5 37.4 —-0.9 102

White_.. oo eoue. 15t019___... 6.2 1.6 4,6 26

Nonwhite. cuoa.__. 15to 443 __ 43.9 38.6 53 88

White.._ - ..... .- 15t044. ... 9.1 L7 7.4 19
From (able 8 above.

10 19 rates exelude births to mothers age 14 and under, sos Cutright 1972, tabla 1.
10 44 rates from table 3, sbove. e ! .

Among teenage whites, however, only 26 percont of the observed
change is related to improved health: the change in the white illegiti-
macy rate not related to improved health amounts to 4.6 births per
1,000 girls 15-19. R .

Among women aged 1544, improved hesalth accounted for 88
percent of the increase in the nonwhite rate, and 19 percent of the
white increase. The change in the illeﬁitimacy.,mte of unmarried
women 15-44 not related to improved health is 5.3 and 7.4 births
per 1,000 among nonwhites and whites, respectively.
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If all of the increase in illegitimacy rates not allocated to improved
health is a function of increasing coital activity, the minimum esti-
mate of the increase in the percent of women having coitus is found
by converting the change in the rate per 1,000 due to “other causes”
(in table 9) to percentage terms. This yields an estimate of a minimum
increase in the percent with coitus of around one-half of 1 percent
for 3 of the 4 groups. Since not all women having coitus become
pregnant, and some of those who do become pregnant fail to carry
to term, this minimum estimate must be multiplied by an estimate
of the percent of the sexually active who carry to term. A reasonable
estimate may be 20 percent (se2 Cutright, 1972¢, for details} although
this will differ for women in groups with varying rates of fetal loss,
contraception use, and coital activity. If this multiplier is doubled
(to 40 percent), the alleged increase in the proportion of sexually
active would be estimated at only 5 to 7 percent. :

V. Economic VARIABLES AND ILLEGITIMACY
Economic Status of Unwed Mothers

Although a national survey of the economic status of unwed mothers
at the time of birth does not exist, it is possible to provide rough
estimates. We then can calculate approximate illegitimacy rates by
color and economic status, and thus test the hypothesis that differences
in illegitimacy rates among color groups are a function of the economic
status of these subsets of the U.g. unmarried female population.

A study of 1967 births in California for which medical expenses
were paid from public funds provides the first set of data. Berkov

(1971: Table 4) reports that 52 percent of white illegitimate—but

only 10 percent of white legitimate births—had medical costs paid
from public funds. Among blacks, 76 percent of illegitimate and 40
percent of legitimate births were puid for from public funds. Because
public financing of births is means-tested and restricted to the low-
mcome population, it is clear that unwed mothers are more likely than
wed mothers to be poor. A second interesting pattern is that umong

. both color groups, the younger unwed mother is about as likely as
_her older counterpart to be poor.

These California data may understate the percentage of unwed
mothers in poverty. First, it is unlikely that every poor unwed mother
delivering in Califymin in 1967 had her birth paid frem public funds,
while it is improbable that any appreciable number of nonpoor unwed
mothers had theijr births {»aid from public funds. Second, the economic
status of California is well above that of the rest of the Nation, and one
might expect that a smaller proportion of California’s unwed mothers
would be poor than is the case in the Nation as a whole. Third, eligi-
bility levels for publicly subsidized births may be lower than the near-
poverty line,

Thus, we would expect that a correct estimate of the poor among

- the Nation’s unwed mothers would be somewhat higher. Campbell’s

estimates for 1960-65 births shown in table 10 lack a direct empirical
foundation but appear, nonetheless, to be quite plausible. -
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TasLE 10.—Distribuiion of - births dy legitimacy slatus, color, and
poverty status: United States, 1960-G5

Poverty status

Pooyr and

Legitinacy status and color near poor- Not poor Total

Totad Births o eeoe e ool 29 71 100

White. o oo e 23 77 100

- Nonwhite o oei_._ G5 35 100

Legitimate births_ .. ____ e 26 74 100

White. oo ie e 21 79 100

Nonwhite.___ oo o _o__. 59 41 100
Tllegitimate births . _ o oooeeeooo . 74 26 100 -

WVhite . o eeo o mmemccmeeemeel - 62 38 100

NONWHitCa e meeceecceeeas 82 18 100

hhsi(i“me: Arthur Cawapbell, 1968, derived from tables A~1 and B-1, using median estimates of illegltimato
LS.

In the following analysis we estimated (regavdless of age ol the
nwther), that 60 percent of white and 80 percent of nonwhite illegiti-
mate children born in the 1964-1966 period were to women below the
near-poor poverty line. From the 1967 Survey of Economic Oppor-
tunity we tabulated the number of unmarried women, by age, color
and 1966 poverty status. The percentage of unmarried women, who
were low-income or nonpoor, when applied to our estimates of the
number unmarried in 1965 provides the appropriate denominator
from which illegitimncy rates can be estimated for each racinl, age,
and economic group. Table 11 shows the estimated illegitimacy rates
by poverty status, age, and color for the years 1964-66.

TasLE' 11.—Estimated annual average illegitimacy rates by color, a-ye,(
and poverty status, Umied States, 196 4-66.

[Ilegitimaey rato per 1,000 unmarried)

Poverty status

Poor and

Color and nge 1ear poor Not poor Total
White:
15 t0 19 e 33. 5 3.6 7.8
20 to 24 47.0 0.9 21.5
25 1029 70.4 . 1.7 23. 4
30 to 34 32.3 0.1 16.1
35 to 44 12. ¢ 2.5 4.8
15 10 44 42,1 5 4 11. 3
Nonwhiie: '
15 t0 10 i 101. 9 33. 6 72. 4
20 to 24 . e e e 223. 1 5. 0 187. ¢
25 t0 20 . 258. 2 5H3. 8 146. 2
B30 tod4 . . 183. 0 a2, 2 121. 9
35 todd . .. 4G, & 17.7 34. 9
15 todd o 128. 8 30.0 88..2

Nore.—If lllegl(.imac?r was a cause of poverty status the rates to the poor would be biased upward. lliegiti-
maey should not affect the poverty status estimates for 1not hers haviug afirst birth, beecause poveny status iy
estimated prior Lo that birth. A first illegiiimate child will not affcct the poverty status of higher birth order
utiwed mothers if they have adopted or released the first or prior child. Prior illegitimacey will not affect
poverty statusof most ot hers already below poverty at the time of the first birth, Only a smali sumber of
women nianpoor at first birth who retain the child and are thus moved below the poverty lne prior o
a second or ligher order birth could be counted as moiliers whose illegitimacy affected their poverty status.
Thus, the direction of possibie causality Is from poverty status to illegitimacy, not from iliegitimacy 1o
poverty status, The negligiblo effects of illegitimacy on poverty status some years after the first hirth arg
reviewed in Cutright, 1973b.

Source: P, Cutright 1672c: table 30.



114

Among whites in all age groups, poor and near-poor women are more
likely than nonpoor women to have an illegitimate child. For example,
the illegitimacy rate for low-income white teenagers is over 33 per
1,000 while the rate for the nonpoor is less than 4. The goor white
tecnager is nearly 10 times as likely as the nonpoor white teenager to
have.an illegitimate child. A similar differential exists among whites
aged 20-24. Among whites 25 and older there is somewhat less dif-
ference in the illegitimacy rates of poor and nonpoor women, but it
is still quite substantial. Among whites of all age groups, the illegiti-
macy rate among the poverty group was nearly eight times the rate
among the nonpoor.

Among nonwhites, illegitimacy rates of the poverty group are about
triple those of the nonpoor. This difference is fairly stable across age
groups. :

From data on the economic status of unmarried women from the
1967 Survey of Economic Opportunity we found that 16 percent of
white unmarried women aged 1544 and neaily 55 percent of similar
nonwhites were below the near-poverty line. Because the illegitimacy
rates of both whites and nonwhites vary by economic status, it is clear
that some part of the white-nonwhite difference may be related to
the higher rate of poverty amon%vnonwhites. We can take the non-
white population in 1965 and ask, What-would the illegitimacy; rate of
the nonwhite papulation be had unmarried nonwhite women been no
more likely than whites to be g;o:r?

To answer this question we first apply the percentage poor among
whites (16 &Percent) to the total number o? unmarried nonwhite
wonien aged 15-44 in 1965, We then aprly the observed nonwhite
illegitimacy rates from table 11 to this hypothatical population of
poor and nonpoor nonwhites. Had these rates been maintained, but
the population of nonwhites been distributed to economic groups in
the same proportion as whites, the resultitig nonwhite illegitimacy rate
would have been 53.4—rather than the observed 88.2 per 1,000. Under
conditions of similar white and nonwhite economic status, instead
of the observed annual average number of nonwhite illegitimate births
of 161,500, there would have been about 98,000. The expected illagiti-
macy rate of 53.4 represents a decline of 34.8 from the observed rate of
88.2 Thus, one might conclude that some 40 percent of the observed
nonwhite rate is related to factors resulting from the different dis-
tribution of white and nonwhite women to economic classes.

If one imagines the host of noneconomic as well as aconomic cha
that would have to occur before the poverty status of the nonwhite
and white populations would become equal, then our calculation of a
hypothetical nonwhite illegitimacy rate under equal economic con-
ditions certainly must understate that expected rate. With all these
qualifications, one can still estimate a minimum ‘“effect of a higher
risk of poverty” on the difference between the white and nonwhite
illegitimacy rates in the 1964-66 iod. The observed color dif-
ference is 76.9 1,00C. Under conditions of equal poverty status this
difference would be reduced to 42.1. Thus, about 45 percent of the
white-nonwhite illegitimacy rate difference during 1984-66 can be
allocated to the higher proportion of the nonwhite population in
poverty.
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Income, Income Distribution, and Illegitimacy

The temptation to investigate the influences of economic variables
on illegitimacy rates has been stoutly resisted by most researchers.
Given that some fairly reliable data on illegitimacy and economic
stutus are now available, what kind of speculations may be made?
Remenibering that the small change in illegitimacy rates we are
trying to explain with econoinic variables is about the same for blacks
and whites (after correcting for chunge due to health), we first ask
whether the patteins of changing economic status within and between
the white and black population are related changing illegitimacy
rates.

TRENDS IN FIXED MEASURES OF INCOME OR POVERTY: 1950-70

If we neasure trends in economic status with a fixed poverty line
(defined here as the percent of families with less than $3,000 a year,

_ corrected for price changes), we find 20 percent of white families in

1950, but only slightly over 7 percent in 1970 had that little income.
The proportion of nonwhite families below this fixed poverty line
declined from 50 percent in 1950 to 20 percent in 1970. (Economic
Report of the President, 1972: Table ‘B-20.) Both white and non-
white illegitimacy rates increased over this time period. Thus, there
is little reason to believe that illegitimacy will disappear with further
declines in the percent of white or nonwhite fmniﬁes living below a
fixed poverty hne. An alternative measure of cha.nginﬁl econonic

changes the
median nonwhite family income was $6,516 in 1970, compared to
$3,014 in 1950—an increase of $3,502. Median white family incoine
in 1970 was $10,236, compared to $5,601 in 1960—an increase of
$4,635. (Economic Report of the President, 1972: Table B-20.)

" These lprge gains in median family income were not accompanied

by declining illegitimacy in either population.
MEASURES OF RELATIVE INCOMES

Between 1950 and 1970, nonwhite median family income more
ihan doubled, but the gap between the purchasing power of the
median black and white faniily increased—whites had $2,587 more
than nonwhites in 1950; by 1970, the dollar gap had increased to
$3,720. Thus, one can conclude that the economic position of both
whites and nonwhites has dramatically improved, or that the position-
of nonwhites compared to whites has become relatively worse. If
nonwhites view income in about the same way as do whites, it would
be reasonable for nonwhites to view their rising purchasing power
in a relative perspective and consider their relative economic position .
as becoming poorer. If illegitumacy rates are in some way related to
feclings about relative economic position, thén the relative worsening
in nonwhite economic status since 1950 might account for the non-
health-related increase in nonwhite illegitimacy since 1950. This
simpla illustration would not, however, explain rising white rates, a
problem we will return to shortly, after cornment on whether people

- view income in relative rather than fixed terms.
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Since World War II, Gallup polls have repeatedly asked adults to
estimate “the smallest amount of money a family of four needs to get
along” in the respondent’s community. White and blacks in similar
communities give similar responses, a finding that should not surprise
anyone. What is, perhaps, surprising is that the “smallest amount of
money” estimated-is-constantly going up. The public does not define
poverty in terms of a fixed measure of poverty. Rather, the public
definition of poverty moves with the trend in median family incomes.
If the median family income is $5,000, the smallest amount of money
needed to get along will be estimated at around $3,000 by the public;if
the median family income is $10,000, the “smallest amount of money”’
needed to get along will be about $6,000. Whatever the median, the
smallest amount of money needed to avoid poverty will be about 60
percent of the median (Rainwater, 1973). This finding is of potential
importance in understanding the relationship of poverty, level of in-
come, income distribution, and race to illegitimacy rates. -

A measure of relative economic status, squested by Gallup poll
data, would calculate the percentage of fami 1es that hved below 60
percent of median family income in each year. This would measure
the percent of families defined by the public (and themselves) as being
poor. Although this measure is not at hand, a measure of the percent of
families with less than 50 percent of median family income is available
since 1947 (President’s Commission on Income Maintenance Programs,
1969: Table 3—4). Since 1947, the percent of families with less than
half the median income has not changed—in each year it is about 20
percent of all families, or one-fifth of all families. The lowest fifth of
all families consistently are found to share about 5 percent of all

_money income in a given year (Ibid.: Table 3-2). The income of the -
lowest fifth of famihes has continually fallen further behind the pur-

chasing power of the average family. This is true within the white and
nonwhite population (Merriam, 1968). The lowest fifth of whites and
nonwhites in 1970 are further behind the median income than was the
lowest fifth of whites and nonwhites in 1950. Thus, the percentage of
families defined as poor by themselves and others has probably not
changed, but their economme position relative to that of average fami-
lies has become worse. . ~

If illegitimacy rates are, in some way, linked to the relative economic
position, then the trend in relatig incomes might suggest that both
white and nonwhite rates should increase, rather than decline, at least
among the daughters of the families in the lower depths of the income
distribution. Why the rates would increase (if they have) among girls
above a relative poverty line is a question that is probably best an-

swered by abandoning a purely economic theory of illegitimacy.
Indeed, given the lack of real evidence to link the recent U.S. trends

in income distribution with illegitimacy trends; it would be premature
to claim that relative economic position, if changed, would have a
large and immediate impact on the illegitimacy rates of the poor.

The Health of Unwed Mqthers and Their Children

Given that unwed mothers are so heavily concentrated in the lower |

income groups, we could expect that before and after their birth they
would be less likely than married women to receive health care from
physicians or fee-charging clinics. Unfortunately, there has been nc
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national study of the extent to which unmarried women do or do not
_receive adequate medical service before, during, and after pregnancy.
Similarly, no national study of the medical care received by illegitimate
children is available. In spite of these difficulties, some scanty but
direct information on contact with health services prior to defivery
is available. When coupled with indivect indicators, it is possible to
reach general conclusions regarding medical care and health of unwed
mothers and their children. Kovar (1968a) has reported the nuniber of
visits to physicians and medical facilities during the 12 months preced-
ing births occuring in 1963. The average white unwed,mother had 7.6
such visits. The average white wed mother with a family income under
$3,000 had 10.4 visits, and wed mothers with higher incomes had even
more visits. Thus, the unwed mother was less likely than the wed
mother in the Jowest income interval to seek or receive (or some com-
bination of these events) health caie prior to her delivery. Among
nonwhite women, a similar pattern emerges—the higher the family
income, the more frequerit the visits for health care. Also, nonwhite
unwed mothers are less likely than wed inothers to receive health
care. Further, at the same level of {amily income, nonwhites are less
likely than whites to receive care prior to a birth. i
Of the visits to physicians or medical facilities that do-occur, Kovar
(1968a) reports that the unwed niother is more likely than the wed
mother to use medical facilities rather than private physicians. Con-
trolling legitimacy and income, the white is more likell)y than the non-
white to visit a private physician.'@nly 35 percent of visits for medical
care among nonwhife unwed mothers were to private physicians, while .
64 percent of white d mothers’ visits were toyprivate physicians.
Among married wopfen in the lowest income interval, 47 percent of
nonwhite and 71 pfrcent of white visits were to private physicians,
while in the $5,000-$6,999 income interval, the figures were 64 and
80 percent for nonwhites and whites, respectively. We have no evi-
dence that the source of the patient’s care has any effect on the health

- of the mother or her child. We cite the statistics on place at which

service js received primarily because it documents the fact that money
is not the only reason nonwhite women are less likely than whites to
have e(%ual health care during pregnancy. These figures are relevant
to our later discussion of possiile steps ‘that may reduce unwanted
- illegitimate births. ' ‘
it were the case that nonwhite women were less in need of medical
services than white women, or that unwed mothers were less in need
than married women, then one might argue that no unmet need exists.
Clearly this is not the case, since maternal mortality is higher among
nonwhites than whites, fetal loss at all gesuation periods is higher
among nonwhites, and prematurity is higher among nonwhite than
white live-born children (Kovar, 1968b: Tables 1, 2, 5, 6). :
Differenices in U.S. infant mortality by legitimacy and color have’
recently been measured (National Center for Health Statistics, 1971:
Table 1). The differential risk of infant death tolegitimate and illegiti-
mate children, and by color, follows a pattern similar to that found
for late-registered fetal deaths. For example, the infant mortality rate
(IMR) for white illegitimate children is 64 percent above the IMR-
for legitimate children. Among nonwhites the difference is less—13
percent. These results follow a pattern observed for white and non-
white legitimate and illegitimate infant deaths ifi North Carolina for
the periods 1957-61 and 1962-66 (Scurletis et al., 1969: Table 2).
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We conclude that a relatively high risk of infrequent medical
‘care—a risk above the level that could be predicted from economic
status alone—differentiates white unwed from white wed mothers
prior to delivery. This effect is less obvious mnong nonwhites. Since
the available indicators of the health of the fetus, the live-born.
child, and the mother after delivery all indicate poorer health among
the unwed and thejllegitimate than among the wed and the legitimate,
it appears that unmarried pregnant women and their children could
nse considerably more medical services than they now receive. Utili-
zation ¢f preventive medical care to reduce the risks of illicit pregnancy
is also less frequent-ameng the unmarried than the married. (Kantner
and Zelnik, 1972.) To remedy this problem subsidized contraception
programs have been introduced over the past several years. The

" current status and likely impact of these programs in reducing illegit-

imacy is considered. in the following section.

- VI. Tue Liants or ConrracePTIVE PRoGrRAMS IN REnucing U.S.

InLEGITIMACY !

We can assess the likely future of illegitimacy in the United States
by considering its immediate causes, the characteristics of unwed
mothers, and the limitations of the present subsidized contraception
program that now is attempting to reduce unwanted pregnancy
among low income women. First, which of the immediate causes of
illegitimacy can be changed by public programs? .

mmediate causes subject to change.—No. one has the vaguest iden
how (o decrease sexual activity that results in illegitimate births.
"The propoition of out-of-wedlock conceived births that are legitimated
by marriage could only be increased by measures that would force
unwilling couples to marry. This is not a desirable goal of public

{)cl'al-tc reduction of public health programs to in¢rease
spontaneous abortion and involuntary sterility is unthinkable. This
process of eliination leaves only tiwo remaining immediate causes—
voluntary control over conception and voluntary control over gesta-
tion—that can be affected by public programs. We first consider the
view that contraception-only programs can have a significant impact
on illegitimacy, and then briefly consider the likely impact of adding
abortion on request to public programs. ‘

Ave Illegitimate Births Wanted Births?

Before any voluntary family planning program can cffcctively
reduce dllegitimacy it must enlist the cooperative efforts of sexually
active unmarried women. If it were the case that most illegitimate
births- were deliberate, then the prospects for-a successful program
would indeed be dim. v ' : :
 Both direct and indirect indicators of the wanted status of illegiti-
mate births have been reviewed elsewhere (Cutright 1971a). That
review suggested that no more than 10 percent of illegitimate-births
were deliberate’ wanted births. Of  further interest is the fact that
among couples trying to avoid pregnancy in-the Bowerman study,
86 percent of whites and 84 percent of Negroes reported that only
condom or withdrawal methods were used, while an additional 11

"1 For detail and documentation not inclided in this scetion see Cutright, 1974,
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pereent of whites and 12 percent of Negroes reported male aind female
methods combined. Only about 3 percent of white and less than 5
percent of black unwed mothers reporting contraceptive use were
using exclusively female methods. (Bowerman ct al. 1966: 408-409.)
It is clear that these unmarried mothers were dependent on the male
fov protection. The resulting pregnancies therefore can hardly be
scen as a deliberate result of the woman’s nonuse of contraception;
rather they are also the result of nonuse. or ineffective use by men.
The pattern of male contraceptive use resulting in illicit pregnancies
provides no evidence that the women wanted them,

Because it is unlikely that efforts to icrease male contraceptive
use will work (Cutright 1971a), programs to increase voluntary control
over illegitimate conception focus on ummarried women. Effective
contraception for women (pill, I.U.D. and diaphragm) is controlled
by physicians. What characteristics of unwed mothers will affect the
reduction of illegitimacy-by a physician-oriented female contracep-
tion program? What are the limits of a contraception program m

“reducing illegitimate pregnancy and births?

Characteristics- of Unwed Mothers and Cuntraceptive Programs

Povertiy—Table11 demonstrated that low-income unmarried women °

are much more likely.than the nonpoor to become unwed mothers,
Studies of fertility control’ problems’ among married couples indicate
that the low-income wife-ig twice as likely as others to report an un-
wanted birth (Bumpass and Westoff 1970: Table 4). Although it is
undoubtably true that some of this difference in cffective birth plan-

ning is related to financial and location barriers that diminish contra- -

ceptive effectiveness among the married poor, one may still conclude
that effective use of contraception’is lower among the poor than. the
nonpoor using the same methods of contraception. The fact that
unwed mothers are conesntrated heavily among the poor population
means that efforts must be made to overcome this pattern of ineffective
use of contraception by poor people. In the case of the unmarried,
three other characteristics also indieate further difficulties for a con-
traception program. -

-~ Low birth order—The previous fertility of unwed mothers differs

from that of wed mothers; nearly 73 percent of white and 54 percent of

. nonwhite unwed mothers in 1968 were having their first child. (U.S.

Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Serics P-23, No.
36, 1970: Table 28.) About 63 percent of all illegitimate births were
first births. This finding is radically different {rom what one finds in
studies of unwanted legitimate births—less than 2 percent are first
births. Contraceptive programs to prevent the bulk of unwanted
legitimate births can utilize the postpartum period in maternity
wards. But postpartum programs cannot possibly reach nearly two-
thirds of potential unwed mothers. To date, most of the contraceptive
prograins that reach a substantial portion of the target population are

'posti)m'tum programs. These programs can have only a limited impact

on illegitimacy rates.

contraceptive program is their youth. In 1968, for exaniple, 10 percent
of white and 18 percent of. noriwhite illegitimate birt 1S qccurred to
girls aged 16 or under. (National Center for Health Statistics, unpub-

P

Age~—The third characteristic of unwed niothers that bodes ill for a .
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lished data.) Put another way, nearly 10 percent of white and 18 per-
cent of nonwhite illegitimate births resulted from pregnancies to girls
aged 15 and under. Nearly 30 percent of white and 40 percent of non-
white illegitimate births were to girls who became pregnant before they
were 18. Under the laws of most States these minors camot legally e
treated by government programs without parental consent—nor ean
they legally receive_the services of private physicians without it.
(Pifpcl aud Wechsler, 1971.) Even if legal barriers were removed, the
vouth of this large number of unwed mothers will work against effec-
tive contraceptive practice, since they are less likely than older women
to be able to cope with moral confusions surrounding sex and con-
traception.

Coital activity.—~The median number of coital acts per vear for sex-
ually active mnmarried women is about 12-16 (Zelnik and Kantner,
1972: table 7). About half of all sexuully active women will have loss
and hall more than the median number. In contrast, the average num-
ber of coital acts for married women is about 80 (Westofl and Westof!
1971: table 1). The sexual activity of unmarried women having sex
at some time during the year not only is much less frequent, but also
tends to be less predictable. The fact that the majority of sexually
active unmarried women do not experience regular and frequent inter-
course over an extended period of time should depress the self-por-
ceived need for protection. For, unlike married women, many women
who will be sexually active at some time during the year are unable to
look ahead and see a future of frequent and regular intercourse. How-
ever, the group of sexually active women most likely to got pregnant
are those having frequent intercourse. This group should be more
likely than the less active to perceive the need for contrnception and
to come into the clinics to get help @f not already pregnant when the
need is perceived).

At the present time both the pill and 1UD are defined by most wom-
en as methods to be used during long-run periods of exposure to risk.
For many sexually active unmarried women, actual sexual hehavior
does not fit this definition, and they cannot be expected to nceept this
type of contraception. This should, in theory, be true of poor and non-
poor, young and old, low and higher-parity women, Until alternative
methods are developed, this segment of sexually active inmarried wom-
en are unlikely to receive an aceeptable female method of contracep-
tion from ecither public or private sources. In the absenee of a break-
through in technology (and in use when it comes to pass) the
distribution of coital acts among sexually active unmarried woimnen
suggests that a successful program using currently available methods
is likely to attract only 40 percent of Jow-income women at risk of
pregnancy. (Sce discussion around table 12, below).

In sum, the characteristics of unmarried women most likely to
become unwed mothers imply low use of a contraceptive program.
We now consider the characteristics of the current family planning
program that make it unlikely that it will do a great deal to reduce-
U.s. illegitimacy.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

121

Family Planning Program Characteristics

At the present time the family plaming program is Hmited to
providing services to women below the near-poverty line (Scheyver,
1970). This exchides the 84 percent of white and 46 percent of non-
white unmarried women aged 15-44 who are ebore the near-poverty
line. (Data from the 1967 Survey of Keonomic Opportunity.) Some
40 percent of white and 20 percent of nonwhite women having itle-
gitimate children are excluded because they fall above the near-
poverty line—see table 10, above.

A second program characteristic that restricts reduetion of ille-
gitimacy s its limitation {o contraception, and inadequate patient
eare that results in high patient contraceptive failure rates. For
example, Tietze and Lewit (1971) report that 24 pereent of “pill”’
patients in one large programi were pregnant, within 12 months,
while another program had a [ailure rate of only 8 pereent. Pill patients
under age 20 had an wnnual faihiee rate of 27 pereent, while patients
30 and older had 2 rate of just 9 percent. In contrast, 1UD Tailure
rates were two to three times lower than pill failure rates for all age
aroups, and were lower in all programs. Clearly the choice by physi-
cians of whether to push the pill or TUD will have an effect, but other
characteristics of the program will affect Tailure rates as well. Still,
even the best programs have failure rates of around 10 percent among
their patients.

Contraceptive failure rates among clinic patients should be con-
trasted with those for married persons before one concludes that
programs cannot aflect marital fertility or even illegitimate fertility of
the poor. The 1965 National Fertility Study, for example (Westoff
ad - Westoff, 1071:69), reports 12-month lailure rates among the
married popufation of 4 and 7 percent for pill and 1UD users respee-
tively—rates clearly better than the 16-, 18-, and 21-percent failure
rates experienced by users of condom, diaphragm and withdrawal,
respectively. Failure rates for users of rhythm and foam were 28 and
29 percent. These data illustrate the miportance of method—but
they also remind us that unmarried women are not alone in having
problems in conception control with present contraceptive methods, 1f
contraceptive programs among unmarried women could promote only
the level of fertility control of married wonten, one would still expect
considernble numbers of illegitimate pregnancies and births to oceur,

Probable Impact of Contraceptive Programs

A systematic assessment of the likely impact of varyving levels of

atient program participation on reducing 1illicit pregnancey is given
m table 12, In this table we also show three different failire rates in
the population of sexually active unmarried women d¢fore they do or
do not become patients. We vary the percent of sexually active women
who are patients in the program from 10 to 100 percent, and have
alternate annual contraceptive failure rates of 10 and 20 per 100
patients in the program,
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TanLe 12.—Percentage reduction in numbers of illicit pregnancies under
alternative failure rates before and after a program: by percent of
serially active wnmarried women i the program

_ Percent reduction of {llicit preguancies by patinnt
Coantraceptive fuflure  Percent sexually active foilure rate
rate Infore program women in program

10 percent contraceptive 20 percent contraceptive
follure allare

50 10 —8 -0
40 —32 —-24

70 —56 - —42

10¢ -—80 -0

30 10 -7 —4
40 -27 -—13

70 —406 —23

100 —-G7 —3%

20 10 -3 0
40 —20 0

70 —-35 0

100 —50 0

Table 12 shows that a contraception program with a failure rate of
20 could reduee illicit pregnancies by as much as 60 percent, so long
as 160 percent of womnen were in the program and the failure rate had
been 50 prior to the beginning of the program. While a failure rate of
50 may be appropriate for the American pepulation of married in-
digent women, it is too high for the population of sexually active
unmarried wornen, becuusze the coital activity over a year’s time of the
unmarried iz well below that of mwried women. However, if it were
true that half of all unmarried women having one or more coital acts
over a 12 month period did become pregnant, the 50 percent faiture
ate would be appropriate. It can be demonstrated that this is un-
reasoniable (Cutright, 1972¢),

I we take the 20 percent preprogram [njlure rate and see what this
rate implies for the percentage of poverty level women who are having
coitns, this also leads to unreasonable estimates.

If we see what a fuilure rate of 30 implies about coital activity
ameng poverty level sexually active women, we would estimate 48
pereent of whites and 9 percent of unmarried nonwhites aged 15-44
lind coitus at some time daring the year. These estimates are consistent
with survey reports cited above (table 4). The 30 percent failure rate
seems more reasonable than cither the 50 or 20 percent failure rates.

Taking this {ailure rate of 30, we see in table 12 that a program that
could reduce the failure rate to 10 percent could, theoretically, reduce
illicit pregnancies by 67 percent—if 100 percent of sexualfy active
wornen were in the program. If the patient failure rate could only be
moved to 20 percent, the program could—even with 100 percent of the
womnen in it—only reduce illicit pregnancies by 33 percent. However,
implications of the distribution of coital activity among unmarried
women yield a more realistic level of progran utihization of 40 percent
(rather than 100 percent). The 40 percent estimate of program par-
ticipation may be optimistic, for not only do the majority of potential
unwed mothers have infrequent coitus, but they also tend to have
never been pregnant, and they are very young and poor. To each of these
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characteristics associated with ineffective contraceptive use we should
add a multiplier effect for the fact of being wmmarried. That is, each
of the above characteristics hins a greater impact in depressing effective
contraceptive use among the unmarried than among the married.

For the low-income population having sex at some time during a
year, table 12 indicates that the present program realistieally could
expect to reduce unwanted illegitimate pregnancies by some 13 to 27
percent, depending on whether patient failures rates are 20 or 10
percent. Beeanse the prograni does not reach the nonpoor population,
its effects on the total number of illegitimate pregnancies and births
will be even less. We conclude that, if unwanted illegitimate preg-
nancies and hirths are to be greatly reduced through puT.)li(: progruns,
the programs will have to be changed. One major barrier to ineressed
impact is the contraceptive failure rate. However, the programs ean
onfy prescribe those contraceptives which exist. and even with stronger
followup efforts to switch patients who have discontinited one moethod,
the problems inherent in- contraception-only programs will remain,
(Potter, 1971, and Potter and Sakoda, 1966.) For some vears to come,
all available contraceptive methods will leave large numbers of paticnts
with unwanted pregnancies.

Changing the Program

This assessment is supported by evaluation indieating no impact of
the contraception program on illegitimacy in Georgia nnd Tenuesseo
(Cutright, 1972¢). In the immediate future the goal of reducing illegit~
imaey through direct intervention by public programs is unlikely to
steceed unless new methods of birth control become available, If the
eoal of preventing pregnaney is shifted to include that of preventing
nnwanted births, the inclusion of abortion ns a backstop method for
contraceptive fnilure would lead to a reduction of illegitimate births,

The women least likely to use effective contraception are most likely
to usc legal abortion when it is available. In New York City, for ex-
ample, the ratio of legal induced abortions per 1,000 live births is higher
wmong the peor than the nonpoor; it is higher among nonwhites than
among whites; it is higher among the never-pregnant than mothers;
and it is higher among women under 20 than it is for women 20 and
older, In short, abortion is voluntarily used to prevent unwanted births
when the woman cannot prevent pregnancy. (Pakter and Nelson,
1971: 6-7; Cutright, 1972¢: table 35.) The evidence {rom other popu-
lations as well indicates that in the first few months of legal abortion
their number is about equal to that of illegal abortions previously
performed. After about a year of legal abortion their number begins to
exceed thnt of previously hidden illegal abortions with a decline in
llegitimacy rates resulting. In a period of 6 to 8 years, illegitimacy
rates decline by up to 50 percent in populations when no restriction 1s
placed on access to this method of birth control. (Cutright, 1972c¢:
table 36.) There is no evidence that any contraception program any-
where has had a comparable effect. (Furstenburg, et al,, 1972.)

The Janmuary 22, 1973 Supreme Court decision on abortion will have
little impact unless abortion services are readily available neross the
Nution. From "lietze (1973) the likely short run impact of readily
available legal abortion on illegitimacy can be ussessed n a crude way,

20-307—73——9
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Prior to legalization the number of illegitimate hirths to New York
City residents had heen increasing hy about 10 percent cacl year, In
1971—the first full year after legalization—the number of illegitimate
births was 12 percent below ¢he number for 1970—he first deeline sinee
1954, when illegitimate births were first recorded in New York City,
This decline is similar to that of other populations the first yeur after
Jegalization of abortion, and it should continue. Tietze (1973: 39)
estimates that about half of preguancies not spontancously aborted by
unmarried women were terminated by legal abortion in New York
City in 1971, The 1970 to 1971 decline in the number of illegitimate
births (3,800) when contrasted with the nunber of legal ahortions
(42,150) to unmarried women in 1971 indicates that legal abortion
Ias repluced abortions that were previously illegal and not coanted—
with only a sniall net gain in the total number of induced ubortions in
the first year of the new law.

VII. GoverNMEXT IncoME Suprort Programs axp IniLeaimivacy
Income Support Programs as a Cause of Illegitimacy
If total program expenditures are the dependent variable, and bene-

fits ave directly tied to births, (and if illegitimate children are eligible
and receive benefits) illegitimacy will be a cause of Governiment spend-

“ing. But one can ask whether the level of benefits affects illegitinaey,

thus reversing the direction of causal effects, Crities of “welfare”
programs often see their benefits as a cause of illegitimate births,
beeause the economic sanction against the unwed mother has been
replaced by what they assume is a reward,

The assumption that illegitimacy rates are dependent on Govern-
ment. programs vests-on the belief that the level of support acts to
stimulate nonmarital fertility—that an illegitimate birth is perceived
as a net benefit by the mother due to an improvement in her economie
position eaused by the resultant grant, This view assumes that most
unwed mothers and their children will have gecess to government.
funds, and that the costs to the mother of obtaining them will he
relatively low. According to this model, illegitimaey rates should he
most responsive to Government programs providing a high benefit
level, no means testing or other harriers to aceess to the program and
100 percent coverage of illegitimate children. Family allowance pro-
grams in developed nations do not always meet all three eriterin, but
several programs fit one or more of the program churmecteristies that
might stimulate illegitimacy.

Family Allowance Benefits and Illegitimacy

One might not expect a tiny grant to stimulate illegitimacy direetly,
Also, small grants could not be expeeted to have an indirect effect en
illegitimacy by nurturing a pronatalist mood in the population, On the
othier hand, 1t might be argned that a large allowance relative to
average wages would not only encournge high marital fertility but
woutld nlzo lere a “spillover” effect on llegitimucy hecause such o
program would be seen by the popitlation as evidence of pronatalist,
orientation by Government. '}‘hor(-fm'(' one might expeet higher
tllegitimacy, as well as higher mavital fertility.,
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Table 13 shows the value of allowance for families with three
children as & pereent of average wages and the illegitimaey rates to the
relevant age group (women 30-34 in these populations are the group
having a third or Ingher order birth). ¥or comparison the U.S. rate
is included, along with teenage rates in all nations.

TaBLE 13.—1966 family allowances for 3 children as a percent of average
monthly wages and llegitimacy rates to women aged 15 to 19 and
30 to 84, circa 1965

Hlegitimacy rates cirea 1908, age of

mother
“ Allowsiice as poere

Nution o cont of wages 3uto 3 151019
Framee i 41 . 30 6
Belginm e al. 34 13 2
T I 29 10 2
West, Germany .. oo cocoeaoenaoo 20 19 7
Netherlands. o oo ccccee e 15 10 . :
Swedena e ———ne 14 22 28
Canadite o oeeeeeccecceemean 7 27 13
United Kingdom . oo maoo_- 4 44 11
United States. oo oo enccccecaan- 0 37 18

Bource: Hlegitimacy rates from Cntright 1071h: App. §; family nliowance relative to wages are maximirm
levels (which are generally ¢lose to minbman benelits) and are taken from President’s Connnissinn on
Income Maintenance Progruins {1470}, table 2, 1-1; 415.

France pays the highest relative benefit and the United Kingdom
the lowest. The illegitimacy rate at age 30 Lo 34 in the United hing-

“dom was 44 compared to a rate of 30 in France. Inspection of the rank

order of benefits against illegitimaey rates to older wonten reveals
no association, and we conclude that illegitimacy rates of older women
are not affected by the relative size of family allowance benefits.
There is no “spillover” effect. _

Inspection ol teenage rutes allows a similar conelusion. The rate is
6 in France—with high benefits, and 28 in Sweden with its low relative
benefits. Both Canada and the United Kingdom have very low
relative benefits and teenage illegitimacy rates two to six times
greater than the five nations paying the highest relative benefits.
Clearly study of factors other than the relative size of the family
allowance program are needed before national differences in illegiti-
macy rates can be understood.

AFDCQC and llegitimacey in the United States

Comparing the number of AFDC families with the illegitimacy rate
is mislending beeause the illegitimacy rate measures one population
at risk, while the total count of AFDC families is not specific to the
same populatior. Still, several examples of the absence of the expecied
relationship between changes in illegitimacy and total AFDC families
can be shown. For instance, one finds the itlegitimacy rate unchanged
from 1930 to 1940, although the number of families on AFDC was
zero in 1930 and 372,000 in 1940. The illegitinacy rate increased from
8 to 11 between 1940 and 1945, while the number of AFDC families
declined from 372,000 to 274,000. Between 1950 and 1255 the number
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of A¥DC fumilies declined from 651,000 to 6¢:2.000, while the illegiti-
macy rate increased from 15 to 20, The number of families on AFDC
increased from 1,054,000 in 1965 to 2.5 million in 1970, while illegiti-
macy rates did not change. Clearly, then, there are numerous examples
of time periods when illegitimacy rates increased while AFDC rolls
were stable orin decline; also, we have examples of periods in which
illegitimacy rates were stable while the number of AFDC families
was rapidly increasing. f one used increases in number of client
families overshort-run periods as a measare of change in aceess to and
utilization of AFDC by eligible female-herded families, the historicul
record will provide data that would ecithir support or disprove the
hypothesis that increased access will inerease illegitimacy rates;

TanLe 14.—Number of illegitimate children 17 and under on AFDC in
1961 and 1969, by color

[Numbers in thousands)

1961 1969
White Nonwhite Total White Nonwhite Total
Number surviving. — ... 1,111 1,734 2,845 1,522 2,281 3, §03
Nunber after adoption
and legitimation_ _____. 333 1,438 1,771 457 1,939 2, 396
Numberon AFDC____.__ 179 470 649 1397 11,171 1, 568
Percent on AFDC_______ 54 33 37 187 160 G5
! Est imate.

NoTe.~Data on survivors estimated by assuming 97 percent of white and 94 percent. of nonwhite births
during the 17 preeeding years survived. Of these survivors, 70 pereent of white and 15 percent. of nonwhite
children were estinated to have been either adopted or legitiminted by the marriage of their natural pareuts,
thius re moving themfron: the populationof survivors at risk of heing counted on AFDC roles us ilicgitimate.

Sourcce: P, Cutright 1972¢; table 24.
THE EFFECT OF ILLEGITIMACY ON AFDC: 1961—69

Table 14 allows us to test, although somewhat crudely, some al-
ternative explanations of the rise in the numbers of illegitimate
children on AFDC between 1961 and 1969. In 1961 there were 649,000
illegitimate children on AFDC: The number rose to about 1.6 million
in 1969, Of the increase of 919,000, about 26 percent is due simply to
the increase in the number of illegitimate children under 18 years of
age between 1961 and 1969, and 74 percent is due to higher utilization
of AFDC in 1969.

In May 1969, there were 454,900 AFDC families in which the father
was absent and not married to the mothers. All 1.1 million children
in this type of family were illegitimate—the average number of
children was 2.4 per family. Another 478,000 illegitimate AFDC
children were in other types of families. A minimum of about 2 million
AFDC recipients therefore were illegitimate children or unmarried
mothers. In families with the father not married to the mother, the
montlly AFDC benefit per recipient in May 1969 was about $45.16.
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Using this figure to calculate the annual cost of AFDC benefits to
unwed mothers and illegitimate children yields an estimate of about $1.1
billion in 1969. This was about one third the total cost of the AFDC
prograu: in 1969.

TIIE EFFECT OF AFDC ON ILLEGITIMACY: 1940-70

{

To find that illegitimacy affects the cost of the AFDC program does
not mean that the program is a cause of illegitimacy. Although
explaining the rise in illegitimacy since 1940 by: the AFDC program is
quitie pupular, little systematic efiort to test the hypothesis has been
made,

In testing the AT'DC program as & cause of illegitimacy we cannot
simply use national trend data to relate benefit leves! and changes to
illegitimncey rates. This is because the AFDC benefit varies greatly
among the States. This complication, however, provides the analyst
with the means of testing program effects; because the variation in
State beuefits is gnite large. Viewed in this way the State differences
in AFDC payments provide a quasi-experimental set of historical
data to test the main hypothesis, while also allowing assessment of
the probably futureieffects of minimum income supplement programs,

AFDC benefits per recipient are little different i families with or
without illegitimate children. However, family benefits are higher in
families with legitimate children becanse family size is somewhat
larger. When States are grouped into high-to-low benefit strata and
family benelit data ave used (as in tables 16 and 17; below) the average
family benefit will be higher than the average to families with illegiti-
mate children. This fact does not alter the relative position of AFDC
Euymeuts to families with illegitimute children among the States,

ecause the rank order of per recipient benefits or family benefits
using all families or only families wi LL illegitinate childven is virtually
identical. States will ze in the same high- or low-benefit stratum
whetler we do or do not specify benefit levels by the presence or ab-
sence of illegitimate children. (U.S. Welfare Administration, 1963:
table 56).

BENEFIT CHANGE AND ILLEGITIMACY RATE CHANGE! 1940-60

Eighteen States (sce table 15) have large numbers of nonwhites
and whites as well as illegitimacy data for 1940, 1950, and 1060,
Table 15 treats changes in AFDC benefits (in 1958 dollars) in terms
of the pattern of small or large changes between 1940 and 19690, In
this table, States are grouped according to whether they maintain
a consislent pattern of large benefit increases; whether they varied
from decade to decade, or whether they had a consistent poliey of |
small benefit increases. :
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Tanue 15.—DPattern of c¢hunge in aannal AFDC benefits and change in
: dlegitimaey rates, by color, 1910-60

nerease npnmunl AFDBC hmwl:n jrer reeipient Chamge i itlegitimney vate, LI G0
1910-50 1950-60 White Nonwhite
High 4.3 B0
Toarw 5.5 A
High 5.9 fi3. 9
LW e 2.7 G4. 0

U Virginia, West Virginia, Winois, New Jorses,

2 Wenineky, Louishni, Narth Carollsa, Ohio, Distriet. of Columnbis,
3 Florlda, Tennessee, Texus, Pennsy (vania, Mivhigo,

C Alalwann, 1, Misslssippi, South Carolina,

NOTE~"Large” lenefit gain hetween bot h periods was 81 or higher, with the mean galn In *kge gnin®®
States af §2 (compred to in small gain States) Hetwaen 1030 aued 1950, Mewn gadn b Jarge gain Stes
hetwveeen 1950 and 1960 was 359 pomnpaced to 10 i the sinall gain States, A eliange in Che gmuial Denefit per
recipient of, sny. 851 meana that the annual besielit at the end of the decade period wis 851 a venr higher
than jt wasat the beginning of the deende.

Souree: Benefit data by States from U.S, Soclal Seeurity Bulleting, varinis vears, adjnsted {o 1058 dollurs,
State {llegitimaey rates age age stancbarized, and were eafenlated from State bivth date adjusted for under
registration of births, and Census counts for unmarried women 15 to 4L

.

We find thet States with consistently high benefit inereases had
smaller white illegitimney rate increases than States with inconsistent
henefit changes; States with consistently small benelit inereases Iad
smaller white ilegitimacy inereases (han any of the othier three {ypes.

"There is no relationship between changing benelit levels and changes
in nonwhite Hlegitimacy rates. For example, nonwhite illegitisaey
rates in States with consistently high benefit increases jumped by
about 62, while those in States with consistently low benefit incercnses
went up by 64, Changing AFDC benelits are not velated to changing
Hlegitimacy rales in the 1940-60 period. ’

» AFDC BENEFITS AND ILLEGITIMACY: 1960 AND 1970

IHlegitimacy ratesin 1960 and 1970 may he compared alter including
married but separated women in the denominator along with single,
widoweld, and divoreed women. Counts of 1960 illegitimate births by
State are somewhat wore refined than 1970 data, beeause they include
illegitimate births (o State residen{s who delivered in another State
that reports illegitimacy, while 1970 data generally exclude out-of-
State births. The pumber of such births, however, is smull,

It is necessary to continne to confine an analysis of nonwhite rates
to States with predominantly bluck populations, beeanse illegitimacy
rates among various nonwhite groups are different. For example, in
Oklahioma in 1970 the rate was 77.8 per 1,000 unmarried nonwhites
aved 15-44; among American Indians the rate was 48,3 while among
blacks it was 91,8, Although Indians forned only one-third of the non-
white populaticn at risk, their presence in the nonwhite: populution
lowers (he vate from an expected level per thonsand of 91.8 (under the
common nssumption that virtually all nonwhites ure blacks) to 77.8—a
lnvge drop solely attributable to the composition of the nonwhite
population in this'State. Similarly, the illegitimacy rate to nonwhites in
Hawail was 27.2 per thouzand in 1970—his low nonwhite rate is due
to the different etlmic composition of the Hawaiian nonwhite popula-
tion compared 1o the United States as o whote, For these reasons those
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States with few blacks in the nonwhite population are omitted {rom’

_the following comparisons of illegitimacy rates and AFDC benefits in

1960 and 1970-—a procedure that alters the States included in various

benefit strata in some cases.

© AFDQC benefits and illegitimacy rates in 1960

Table 16 conpares the illegitimacy rate for white and nonwhite
women aged 15-44 in higlt-, middle-, and low-benefit States. For

-whites we find a mean illegitimncy rate of 9 -births per 1,000 in the

States paying the highest benelits, a rate of 10 births })m‘ 1,000 in the
middle stratum, and a rate of 9 per 1,000 in the lowest benefit stratum,

TanLe 16.—Ilegitimacy rates and AFDO monthly family benefits, by
color: 1960

Iflegitinuey vate

wr LU0
Moean i Numbler u1§m=u'rh-d
190 AT DXC monthly family benefit e bonEfit-—~  of States aged 1510 14
White: .
g e emm——————— $180 8 9.0
Middlen o v 116 9 10. 2
ToOW e e e 74 9 890
Nonwhite:
g o e 159 6 71. 6
Middlea e ———emm———— 102 7 90, 1
(103) (6) {82. 3)
T W o e e e e 67 7 89, 9
Extreme Stutes:
White:
ITighest 189 0] 8.3
LaOWES e o o oo . 44 @ 5.8
Nonwhite:
ITighest 189 (1) 04, 2
TiOWCS e o e e e e 44 @) 98. 7

1 Hlinols,
2 Mississippts

Norg.~Monthly benefits in 197 dollars, .

For whites, high benefit States aret Distriet of Columbia, Towa, Illinals, New Jersey, Minuesota, Ore-
gou, Washington, and Wisconsin. .

JFor whites, niiddle benelit States are: Michigan, Penusylvanis, South Dakota, Indiann, Loulsiana,
West Virgiunln, Virginia, Missourt, and Delaware,

For whites, low benefit States are: Georgia, Kentucky, North Carolina, South Caroling, Tennesseo,
Texns, Florhda, Alabama, and Mississippd,

For nonwhites, high benefit States are: Distrlet of Columbia, Illinofs, New Jersey, Michigan, Pennsyl-
vania, and Indiana.

For nonwhites, middle benefit States are: Loufsiana, West Virginia, Virginia, Missouri, Delaware,
Georgin, Kentueky.

For nonwhites low benefit States are: North Caroling, South Carolina, Tenuessee, Toxas, Florida, Ala-
bama, und Assissippiz

Among nonwhites the illegitimacy rate in the highest benefit stratum
was about 72 births per 1,000, in the middie stratuin it was 90 (82 when
Delaware, with its possibly unreliable rate is omitted) births per 1,000,

-while tlie nonwhite rate in the lowest benefit stratum was 90.

Comparison of the two States with the highest and the lowest
AFDC benefit show a slightly higher rate to whites in the highest
benefit State; among nonwhites the State with the lowest henefits
had the lLigher rate. We' conclude that, for 1960, this analysis yields
no evidence that the level of illegitimacy is & function of tfle level of
AFDC benefits.
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AFDC benefits and illegitimacy rates-tn 1970

The level of AFDC benefits and illegitimacy rates for women 15 to
44 in 1970 are shown in table 17. Among whites the average rato in
the States paying the highest benefits is 13.5; in the next Jowor benefit
stratum the average illegitimacy rate is 15, while it is 11 in the lewest
benefit stratum. -
Tasue 17.—Iliegitimacy rates by AFDC monthly fumily benefits, by

- color: 1970

pensbem

Iflegitininey rate
por 1,014
Mean Number _unmarrjed nged
1970 AF DC maonthly fawily benefit benetit of States 1510 -H
White: :
gl . $193 9 13. 5
Middleae e e . 120 14 15,1
LoW e e e mmmm——— 71 . 8 10.9
Nonwhite: . .
Highe . 189 7 82.9
Middlen oo e : 101 9 80. 4
: LW e 68 7 80. 9
Extreme States: :
White: S
Iighest - oo e oo 218 Q] 0 4
LoOWes o e o o 40 0] 9.6
Nonwhite:
Highest_ . oo e 218 O] 81 ;1;

Lowest. - - -0 40 ® 107.

t Now Jorsey,
3 Mississippl.

Norr.~Reneflts In 1967 dollars. . . ,

For whites the States are: 1ligh benefits: New Jersey, Illinois, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Wiseonsin,
Michigau, Distriet of Columbia, South Dakota, Pennsylvanla, and Washingtou. Middle benefit white State
are lowa, Virginia, West Virginia, Orezon, Delaware. Arizona. Texas, North Caralion, Kentneky, Colorado,
Nebraskn, Indlana, Oklnhoma, and Missourt. Low beneflt white stratum is Tennessee, Gerogin, Arkansas,
Florida, Louisiana, South Carolina, Alabama, Mississippl. e

Nonwhits high benefit States are Nuw Jersey. 1linais, Wisconsin, Michigan, Distrlet of Coluntbia, Vir-
ginta, Ponnsylvania. ) .

Nonwhite middle benefit States are Delaware, Texas, Nocth Caroling, Kentueky, West Virinia, Ten-
nessee, Nebraska, Indiang, and Missourl, Nonwhite low beneflt States are Alubsma, Arkansas, Georgia,
Florida, South Carolina, Mississippi. .

Among nonwhites the average illegitimacy ratein the highest benefit
stratum is 83 births per 1,000, in the middle benefit stratum it is 80,
while the rate is 81 in the lowest benefit stratum. , _

The lower panels of table 17 show the illegitimacy rates to unmarried
women aged 15 to 44 in the State paying the largest and the State
paying the smallest benefit. We find that the benefit in New Jersey is
five times greater than is the benefit in Mississippi. This difference
has no apparent effect in boosting either-the white or nonwhite illegiti-
macy rate in New Jersey: for both racial groups the illegitimacy rate
in Mississippi is higher than is the rate in New Jersey. . :

THE RATIO OF AFDC BENETFITS TO MALE EARNINGS .

There is a strong positive relations]xi]; between the ratio of AFDC
benefits to male earnings #nd the level of AFDC benefits (President’s
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Commission on Income Maintenance Programs, 1970: table 3.3-1).
This variable, which some claim to be a cause of illegitimacy beciuse
a high ratio may disconrage maniage thus encouraging illegitimacy,
might obscure the “true” impact of high benefits on illegitimacy if its
relationship to benefits levels were negative rather than positive.
However, the States in which the ratio of benefits to male earnings is
highest are alse the high benefit States. In spite of having both
factors at work, these States have illegitimacy rates no higher than
lower benefit States. ' : '

The view that yet-to-be measured economic variables mask the
“true” effect of benefits on illegitimacy may be supported by further
work. Such an economic factor must be negatively related to benefils
and positively related to illegitimacy. The search for such a variable
should proceed with historical as well as current measures that can
be directly linked to one or another immediate cause of an illegitimacy
rate. At the present time. I have no evidence that such variables eixst,
ne do I have a model that says that they should exist.

This review of the relationship of ATDC benefits and llegitimacy
rates failed to find an association between the level of benefits and the
level of illegitimacy in either 1960 or 1970. Further, analysis of cliange
in illegitimacy rates and change in benefit levels between 1940 and-
1960 failed to find that States with consistently high- or low-benefit
changes* Rad hih or low changes in illegitimacy rates. We conelude
that variation among the States in AFDC benefit levels is not related -

¥to illegitimacy rates. Although illegitimate children are a major cause

of ARDC expenditures, the AFDC program is not a cause of illegiti-
macy. This conclusion is counter to recent work by economists whose
theories suggest that fertility should respond to economic factors, like
income support programs. Whatever the possible impact of income
supports on the marital fertility of lower income groups, it is unlikely
that income support to unwed mothers will affect illegitimacy rates.
This conclusion 1s-developed in the following sections.

' WHY BENEFITS DO NOT CAUSE ILLEGITIMATE BIRTHS

Recent work on economic explanations of fertility (Robinson and
Horlacher, 1971) develops the theory that income (measured in a
variety of ways) is positively related to fertility, because childreen cost
money. Since a program like AFDC meets the most obvious costs of
childrearing, a naive argument might be that reducing the -costs of
llegitimate children stimulates illegitimacy. Since our analysis does
not indicate that this is the case, we must ask why the economic
theory fails. S o . '

. The economic theory of fertility is qualified with the provision that-
it will work only when childbearing is rational and deliberate—that is,
under conditions of perfect fertility control. This precondition is not
met in the case of most illegitimate births. Thus, an effort to ““control”’
illegitimacy by “cracking down’ on welfare is unlikely to have any
more:effect in future than similar efforts have had in the past. It'is
also important to point out that increasing AFDC benefits probably
will not reduce illegitimacy rateseither. :



~THE EFFECT OF INCOME SUPPLEMENTS ON REDUCING SANCTIONS AGAINST
’ 1LLEGITIMACY :

* The possible effects of guaranteed income supplements on illegiti-

mate childbearing by the next generation may be clarified by compar-

ing the effect of different public programs and private efforts that
reduce the negative sanctions-vesulting from illegitimaecy. Table 18

lists eight types ol punishment—both social and economic. The degree

to which eacli punishment will be experienced by the pregnant ‘n’n’-\_\
married women or the unwed mother will vary according to her
economic status at the time, and other characteristics.

Tanue 18.—Effect of birth control, income supplements and release of
Wlegitimate child on punishments of the unawed mother

Birth
) control or Income  Adoption or
Ty pes of pusishments nbstinence  supplements release

N(;gatL\’e effects during pregnancy and child-
233 T I
Sole responsibility for 16 to 18 years child~
L 4 S SO SR
Social sanctions related to unwed mother
SIS e mes - -
Deelining chance for mareinge. oo vceoncoaas -
- High risk of female family head status__ . __.. —
Deeline in:economic status during pregnaney.._ —
Lower cconomie status after birth_ . __.______ . varies varies varies
Increase in poverty gap related to added chil- ’ -
dren. o emmacceanaa — varies —

)

0
0 .
0
0
0
0

olle

- NOTE,~—A *0” indientes no'effeet am the punishnient while *—"" indientes strong rolief from the punish-
ment. The term “varles” means, for exanple, that the risk of lower economic statng after birth is a risk
dependent on the cconomie statns prior to the bhirth, the kely future cconomic statns had the birth not oe-
cured and the size of ehidd benefits offered by the Income supplement program,

If the woman does not experience pregnancy and illegitimate child-
birth she will not be sanctioned unless the economic reward for illegit-
imate childbearing exceeds the reward for avoiding it. Even if eco-
nomic statns were improved for a pgor young woman, a glance at
the other consequences of illegitimacy suggests. that the net effect
would still be negative, if she retained the child. - - A

The three columns in table 18 express the effect of each program
and individual response type in decreasing the specific form of punish-
ment. There is at present no way to assess the relative importance of
one or another punishment. For example, use of birth control (or
abstinence) means that illegitimacy is avoided. Thus the consequence
is to-eliminate the effects of illegitimacy (expressed by the negative
sign). The same elimination of effects of some punishments can be
obtained if the woman releases the child for adoption—-see column 3.
This course of action (primarily used by whites rather than nonwhites)
allows the unwed mother to avoid the sanction of 16 to 18 years of sole
responsibility for ¢hild care, puts her back into the marriage market,
“and allows her to avoid the status of {emale head of o family or sub-
family. In most cases release of the child for adoption also allows the
unwed mother to avoid further increase in the poverty gap, if she is
al¥ex1dy at or below the poverty line at the time of birth.

© . . [
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Avoiding childbirth or giving up the chikl allows women above the
income supplement line to maintain their economic position. Income
supplements cannot affect this group.

Giving up a child after-birth has no efiect on social sanctions related
to illegitimacy, the negative feelings and material affects experienced

during pregnancy and childbirth, or likely wage loss during pregnancy.

In contrast, m income supplement program has no effect on any
punishment except those involving the decline in economic position for
woien wlhoese prepregiumey income was low enough to allow them to
improve their economic statns by hearing a child. Even so, the income

supplement for this group of unwed mothers does not remove the sane-

tion of sole responsibility for child care over a 16-year period of time or
longer; it does nothing to improve the woman’s chances for marringe
and normal family life; nor does it affect the other negutive conse-
quences of unwed motherhood.

From this perspective, an_income supplement program can only
alleviate some immediate and longer term economie consequences of
bearing an illegitimate child. This does not suggest that Niture
amelioration of the economic consequences for low-income women
will stiinnlate illegitineey, any more than that their. pasi allevia-
tion through the AFDC program has stimulated it.

Possible effects of income supplements on living arrangemenis and birth
control .

We can turn the main factors in table 18 around and ask whether it
is likely that the introduction of an income supplement programn will
influence the spread of birth control, adoption, or other factors that
reduce the number of illegitimate children l]i\‘ing without the father.

The living arrangements of illegitimate children would be affected
if an income maintenance program changed adoption levels, legitima-
tion by marriage of illicit pregnancies hefore or after the birth, or
rrovided funds to allow establishiment of separate living arrangements

y unwed mothers, or changed the likelihood that other illegitimate
children would be born to-the mother. ‘

Adoption

If income supplements reduced adoption levels and thus increased
the number of {emale headed households with illegitimate children,
such a chaige would affect whites rather than blacks. Present adoption
levels among blacks can hardly be depressed further, although informal
temporary shifts in child care might change. Available data indicate
that the trend townrd separate living arrangements among women
with children in a disrupted marital status (see Cutright and §canzoni,
1973) has neared a maximum:level; further, illegitimate childbearing
occurs most often among young women who must live with their
mothers because of their young age—a constraint on separate living

“arrangements that will not change in the future.

It is possible that the recent alleged decline in white -adoption is
simply ‘a functiont of changes in the age and class characteristics of

- white unwed mothers. In any case there seems to be ne resson to

believe that adoption rates will change in response to income supple-
ments, Historically, the wawed mothers most likely to release the child
were white and tended to be middle class. This group will not be

~directly #flected by income supplements,

- .
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Legilimation‘bqfore or dfter marriage

Semewhere between 10 to 20 pereent of white and nonwhite unwed,
mothers have, in thé past, married the alleged father after the birth
of the illegitiinate child. These ure couples with strong bonds to each
other, This tiny minority can hardly be much reduced by inrome sup-
plement disincentives to marriage. .

About 24 percent of nonwhite pregnunt out-of-wedlock women and
two-thirds of whites marry before the birth. Analysis of the character-
istics of the women who marry prior to the birth and those who do not
indicates little if any economic difference (Cutright, 1972¢). Lhe
decision is not determined by economice condition; rather, it is deter-
mined by the commitment to marry between the -couple prior to or
shortly after pregnancy. Couples with little interest in marringe do not
marry because they do not want to—not because they are con-
strnined from marringe by low income. Thus, income supplements
should not reduce the rate of legitimation prior to birth,

Eflects on use of birth conirol

Income suyplemenis might increcase illegitimacy by depressing birth
control use. Is such a chunge likely? '

Recent trends among both white and nonwhite women indicate
record low fertility. Census reports (Current Populution Reports,
P-20, No. 240, September 1972) that young wives aged 24 and under
have the lowest recorded expected family size (2.3 children per wife.)
Use or expected use of reliable methods of contraception by married
women incrensed during the 1960’s (Westoff, 1072). By 1970, there was
a difference of only 3 percent in the percentage of white or black wives

: “f'rust not, using” contraception (Westoff, 1972: 10). Contraceptive
e

ort in the two populations is near‘li\,*equul, but its effectiveness is
lower in the black rpopulation. This difference is expected, given the
earlier adoption of contraception by the white populution. Legal -
abortion is used twice as frequently to terminate pregnancy by non-
whites as whites in New York City (Tietze, 1973). )

Fertility rates per 1,000 white women aged 15-44 with family
incomes below 125 percent of the poverty line, declined from 141.
in 1960-65 to 114 in 1966-70; over the same years, the fertility rate
per 1,000 nonwhite women in the low-income group declined from
180 to 136 (Jaffe, 1972: Table 3). These engrmous declines in the
fertility of low-income women during a period of massive increase
in utilization of AFDC hardly indicate that adopting a more uniform-
national income supplement program would be accompanied by a
decline in contraceptive or abortion use.

In sum, the behavior of the white and nonwhite low-income women
in recent years document a decline in desired fertility and an increase
in use of aborlion and effective contraceptive methods. Altheugh it
is the fertility of married women that has been responsible for the
decline in white and nonwhite general fertility rates, notable declines
in illegitimacy rates among olf:r nonwhite women have been docu-
mented (seo table 3). The interrelated factors that have depressed
the fertihty of low-income women should continue to operate. None
of these facts suggest that income supplements will result in abandon-
ment by unmarried low-income women of voluntary methods of
birth control. ‘
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PARTICIPATION IN THE AID TO FAMILIES WITH
DEPEXDEXNT CHILDREN PROGRAM (AFDCY

By Barsara BoLaxnp*
Summany aND ConcLUsioNs

Poor female-headed Tamilies with children, generally considered an
approximate measure of potential eligibles for AFDC, numbered about
1.7 million in 1970. In contrast, close to 2.4 million female-headed
families received AFDC henefits sometime during 1970, That this
discrepancy is anything more than statistieal is not evident, since the
current l'ufvs of AFDC eligibility include the potential of extending
benefits to many families that are nonpoor (according to the official
U.S. Government definition of poverty). The methodology for esti-
mating AFDC eligibles developed in this paper shows that, indeed,
more families are cligible for AFDC than are now participating. The
1970 estimute of eligible female-headed families of 2.7 million, more
than accounts for the 2.4 million on the rolls—illustrating the innde-
quacy of poverty statistics as a measure of AFDC cligibility.

To date, the estimating methadology has been specified for data
years 1967 and 1970. These years were chosen 10 accord with a period
of rapid caseload growth so that the change in pnrticiﬁmtion could be

. evalnated. The resulting estimates show that while the eligible pool

increased by 24 percent between 1967 and 1970, the easeload doubled,
suggesting that the rate of participation increased substantially.
Comparing the estimates of eligibles to annualized estimates of the
participating caseload shows that in the aggregate participation
mcreased from 56 to 78 percent from 1967 to 1970. Similarly, for the
female-headed portion of the caseload, participation increased from
63 to 91 percent. These aggregate figures reflect a general and wide-
spread increase in participation which seems to have affected most
geographic and demographic groups. The relative pattern of participa-
tion, hiowever, exhibits no radical change between 1967 and 1970.
Female-headed families, nonwhites, central city residents, and families
located in the northeastern and western census divisions maintained
a higher probabilitv of being on AFDC than their counterparts.
The high level of participation for female-headed families suggests
that in the future any substantial growth in caseloads for this group
will have to come from the creation of new eligibles. To a limited
extent, new eligibles had to account for soime of the growth of the
female-headed portion of the caseload between 1867 and 1970. Al-
though thie magnitude of the numbers involved is not overwhelming,
the issue is one of significant policy concern. 1t is tempting to attribute
the growth in female-headed families eligible for AFDC to AFDC

*The Urban Institute. The author wishes to thank George Chow and Tito
de la Garza for their oxpert programing assistance.
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itzelf, since the program offers incentives for intact families tov split

“and for single females- to have illegitimate children. Data at the na-

tional level suggest, however, that over the 1967 to 1970 period the
dominant phenomenon was expansion of income eligibility rather than
creption u} femnale-lieaded families. The anatysis presented here does
not prove the absence of a hehavioral link betwéen the growth in
AFDC cuselonds and the growth in femule-headed families—ut
simply suggests that over the 1967 to 1870 period the dominant
phenomenon appears to have been a large and widespread inerease in
1):11'1Li(-ipution augmented by expension of cligibility up the income
seale,

I. InTrRODUCTION

By the end of 1971, almost 3 million families were receiving money
payments from the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
program. The namber of recipient families had tripled in a decade
and more than doubled since 1967. Although the general trend in
recipients has been upward since the inception of the program in
1935—interrupted by declines only during World War 11 and the
Korean war—the growth of the latter 1960°s and early 1970’ was
unprecedented. By 1970 the annual rate of growth veached a peak of
36 percent representing an addition of 677,000 families to the rolls in
that year. Since then, the rate of growth has begun to moderate even
though the absolute rise continues.! . . _

The past decade of growth has been particularly perplexing because
at the same_time most of the Nation has been enjoying continuous
prosperity. Between 1959 and 1971 close to 14 million Americans
moved out of poverty.? The conventional scenario of the financially
pressed father deserting his family so they inay receive AFDC does
not, scem adequate to explain what has been happening. A more com-
plex economic explanation is required and/or other factors must be
tuken into account. Indeed, a number of other economic and non- -
economic phenomena, with potentially significant affects on AFDC,
were oceuring coincident wilK the rise in cascloads.

Although a general decline in poverty was observed over the decade,
the process was selective—those who left were primarily male-headed
faities. Census figures show a slow bat steady rise in the number of
female-headed families with children in poverty—the primary popu-
lation at risk for AFDC. Between 1959 and 1971 the number oP such
fumilies increased by 20 percent. It-is tempting 1o attribute this rise
to the incressing financial attractiveness of AFDC itseli. In many
areas of the country, AFDC now provides a regular flow of cash bene-
fits which may be supplemented by carnings, automadic eligibility for
food stamps and medicaid, and public housing, But still u causal
relationship is far from clear. The inercase in all families over the

t U.S. Department of 1Tealth, Education, and Welfare, Social and Rehabilita-
tion Serviee, National Center for Social Statistics. ‘‘Publie Assistance—Annual
Statistical Data, Calendar Year 1969 (NCSS Report A-7) and “Public Assistance
Statistics,” December 1970 and 1971 (NCSS Report. A-2).

3 U.S, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, P-60, No. 86, “Char-

- acieristics of the Low-Income Populations, 1471,” U.8. Gavernment Printing

ffice, Washington, 1).C. 1972, All references to poverty or the poor in this paper
refer to official U.8. Governinent definitions and statisfics.
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samie period was 18 percent and nonpoor female-headed families with
children inereased by an astounding 120 percent?

It is clear, however, that program rnles have been liberalized over
the decade. Between 1961 and 1970 State standards of need for a
family of four rose from i annnal average of $2,286 to $3,300,% ex-
{mmhng eligibility up the income seale. This expansion was further
weightened by the work incentive features of the 1961 and 1967
amendments to the Social Security Act, By 1962 States were required
to deduet work-related expenses from earnings in caleulating henefits
and determining eligibility; and by July 1969 States were required
to disregard the first $30 and one-third of the remainder of monthly
earmings in caleulating benetits for AFDC nnits already on the rolls,
Such a work incentive fenture has the effeet of extending eligibility to
units with substantial levels of income. In a generons welfare State
like New York the “30 and ¥ provision raises the 1970 annual break-
even point to $5,688 for a family of four with earnings well above
the annual guarantee of $4,032.5 T'he breakeven point is even higher
if deductions for work-related expenses are taken into account.

Noneconomiic rules of eligibility have also been liberulized. The 1961
amendments permitted States to extend benefits to families headed hy
unemployed males, and by 1967, 21 States had such programs, In
1969 the Supreme Court struck down the residency requirement which
States conld impose to deny payments to residents of less than 1 year.
and in 1968 abolished the “man-in-house-rule.” Prior to being out-
jawed, this rule deemed a family ineligible for assistance if there was a
nan-present regardless of his legal requirement to support. Now any
male may be present as long as he is not the father of the children.

In addition to liberalization of eligibility, an increase in the rate of
participation is generally thought-to have occurred as u result of in-
mereases in “recruiting”’ for the welfare rolls. Great Society programs
like Community Action, Madel Cities, and OEO legal services ns well
as private organizations like the -National Welfare Rights Organizi-
tion appear to have acted as advertisers and casefinders for AFDC.
New York City welfare workers testifiod before congressional hearings
that welfare clients ‘. . . can quote your procedure better than you
can.” ¥, . .1t is the client action groups and soineone working with
them that tells them that they are entitled to this, that, and the other
thing, and they inform the client, and they come in and they seem to
know, and if you check it through you find out they were correct.” °

3 IThid. . :

¢ Derived from “AMonthly. Cost Standurds {for Basic Needs Used by States for
Syecified Types of Old-Age Assistance Cases and Families Receiving Aid to
Families With Dependent Children,” January 1961. Bureau of Family Services,
Department of Henlth, Education, and Welfare, December 1052, table 5, and
“QAA and AFDC: Standards for Basic Needs for S{)Jociﬁed Types of Assistance
Groups,” July 1970 (NCSS Report D-2, July 1970), U.S. Department of Health,
Fducation, and Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, National Center for
Sacial Statisties, table 3. ’ '

$ Ihid. The guarantec refers to the dollar amount of benefits a family of a given
size wonld receive if it had no other income. The break-even point refers to the
income level at which a family is no longer eligible for henefits.

¢ Problems in Administration of Public Welfare Programs. Hearings beforce the
Subeommittee on Fiseal Poliey of the Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the
United States, Part 7, March 20; April 1], 12, 13, 1972, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C,, 1972. .
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To understand what lhas been happening to ADFC—or more
basically, to measure what has been happening—requires sorting out a
complex set of interwoven factors. One aspect of this task is the devel-
opment of a more precise measure of AFDC eligibles than the number
of female-headed families in poverty. In 1970 poor female-headed
families with children numbered approximately 1.7 million, while an

estimated 3.1 million families received AFDC benefits at some time

during the year.” That this diserepancy is anything more than statis-
tical is not evident, since the rules of AFDC eligibility include the
potential of extending bhenefits to many families that are neither poor
nor female-headed. The. purpose of this paper’is to report on the
development of a-methodology for estimating AFDC eligibles from
census data, and the subsequent analysis of participation whieh is
possible once the eligible pool has beenn estimated.

II. METHODOLOGY

To estimate the number of families eligible fur AFDC, the eligibility
criteria of the program are applied to the data files of the Current
Population Survey (CPS)—the Census Bureaw’s recinring sample sur-
vey of 50,000 households. Once the crucial economic and demographic
rules of eligibility are determined, they are translated into & set of
decision: rules and eomputational formulas suitable for screening each-
family in the CPS file for the presence of an eligible AFDC assistance
unit. Such a procedure, in effect, counts the number of eligible units
in the CPS sample and is_thus subject to the same problems of
smn]pling error as other CPS estimates.® To date, the estimating
methodology has been specified for data years 1967 and 1970, but
the general approach cou{d easily be adapted to other years for which
CPS files are available. The detail of this methodology is outlined in
a.p‘peudix A—only an overview is presented here. o

The decision rules and ecmputational formulas, which approximate
actual rules of cligibility, are specified on a State-by-State basis as much
as possible to reflect the vanation in AFDC program characteristics
across States. Although Federal law sets down general guidelines
which States must follow to be eligible for Federal flgnaucial participa-
tion, a great' deal of discretion in interpreting and implementing the
Federal rules is left to the States. It is not surprising, therefore, that
wide variations-in program rules between States have resulted. The
most dramatic examplo is the economic standards of need which are
set by each State individually. In 1970 State standards for a family of
four varied from a low of $2,112 per yemr in Arkansas to a high of
$5,184 Eer year in California.® Administrative data on these standards
are published periodically and are fully implemented in the com-
putational procedures described below. Unfortunately, published in-
formation on other aspects of eligibility is not always available, neces-
sitating more imprecise approximations. The general approach in

7 Op. eit., U.8. Bureau of the Census for the poverty eounts, See Technical
Appendix B, pp. 2-5 for derivation of the estimate of annual AFDC recipients.

*For a_dircussion of the data base and its limitations see U.S, Bureau of the

Census, Current Population. Reports, Op. Cit.
# Op. eit., NCSS Report D-2, 7/70.
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deriving these approximatious has been to make liberal, but practi-
cable assumptions so the rezulting estimates represent an oulside count
of the pool of eligibles. : :

Categorical Lligibility

Since the AFDC progran eovers only certain demographic types or
categories of families, the first step is to define the characteristics that
determine eategorical eligibility. "The original intent of the 1935 Social
Security Act, which initiated Federal participation in public assist ance
programs, was to confine assistance to categories of individuals who

-were unable to work because of age, blindness or absence of wage

carner® Consequently, AFDC payments were initially confined to
needy children under 16 who were deprived of parental support be-
cause of death, incapacity, or absence from the home of a parent.!
Over the years the Federal definition of categorical eligibility has been
extended to inelude: such needy children under 18, and 18 to 20 il in
school; the needy purent or caretaker relative of these children; both
parents in families headed by incapacitated fatheis; and in States with
programs for unemployed parents, both parents in families headed by
unemployed fathers.

Betwoen 1967 and 1970 there were no major changes in the Federn!
law regarding categorical eligibility ; therefore, the sane set of decision
rules is applicable for both years, The first rule identifies the universe
of families with eligible children, defined in most States as never-
married children under 18, and 18 to 20 if in school, following the
Federal guideline. States may be more restrictive than the Federal

guidelines, in_this case, but cannot receive Federal aid for any child

outside the Federal definition, e.g., children 18 to 20 not in school.

Consequently the major deviation from the Fedoral standard is a few
States that restrict eligibility to children under 18.12 :

Within this universe of families with eligible chiklren, the noxt most
important determinant of eligibility is the status of the family head.
Thus a family is considered categorically eligible if: .

(1) The head is n female, 'The female-headed family is the most
typical AFDC ussistance family, accounting for approx-
imately 78 percent of the total caseload in 1970. For-
tunately, these families mre the easiest to identify in the
. CPS file. '

(2) The head is an unemployed. father and the family lives in a
State with an unemployed parent segment of the AFDC
program. In terms of CPS variables, an unemployed father
13 defined as a male head who did not work for-at least 3
months because of the inability to find a job. The programn
definition of -unemployment is considerably more complex

d"' i}] ot until 1950 was the ‘category for persons totally and permanently disabled
added. . :

' Originally the program was entitled Aid to Dependent Children (ADC)
reflecting the limitation of payments to children only. [t was not until 1950 that

. & Federal contribution was provided for the caretaker of the children, The name

of the program was chauged to AFDC in 1962, ]
2 Seeapp. AT or the definition of cligible children on a State-by-Stute basis,

-
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than this but cannot be replicated with the information in
CPS file.®

(33 The head is an incapacitated father. In terms of CPS vari-
ables an jpeapacitated futher is defined ns a male head who
did not work at least 3 months because of illness. Although
definitions of incapacity vary by State, this rule represents
the extent of the disability information in the CPS. Even
il State-by-State definitions of incapucity were determined
this would still be the best approximation.

(4) The diead is a1 male and no spouse is present, i.e. o mule-
headed-sngle-parent family. The wording of the Federal
law “absence from the home of parent’” allows eligibility
for this type of family. Such families are relatively rare
in the population as & whole and thus account for a fraction
of 1 Ycrcent of the participating caseload.

For each of these four types of categorieal families, only the head,
spouse (if present), and eligible children are considered to be purt
ol the AFDC assistauce filing unit. All other persons in the household
atu] their income are excluded from the assistance unit for the purpose
of determining economic eligibility. This does not necessarily represent
actual practice, A number of States have relative support requirements
which legally obligate relatives present in the same houschold (ns
well as those not present) to lend support to the eligible assistunce
unit.- Also, welfare officials presumably pro-rate certain shared

- expenses, such as rent,.in determining benefits to the AFDC family

when other individuals in the household are obviously contributing
to the liousehold budget. In estimating eligibles these considerations
are ignored because no definitive information regarding actual treat-
ment of such issues is available. ' :
JIn addition to the above, one other type of categorical unit is

_ considered. According to the AFDC studies of 1961, 1967, and 1971,

1Bk ok x AFDC henefits may be made available to a needy chitd whose father
is unemployed only in a State which has clected to cover-sueh fathers and only
when the father (1) has heen unemployed for at least 30 days prior to the receipt
of such benefits, (2) has not without good eause refused a bhona fide offer of
cmpleyment or training for employment, (3) has six or more quarters of work in
any 13-calendar-quarter period ending within 1 year prior to the application for
such Lenefits {or the father received, or was qualified to receive, unemployment
compensation within 1 year prior to-the application for such benefits), (4) is
registered with the State employment offices, and (5) is not recciving unemploy-
ment compensation for the week in which he reccives AFDC assistance.. -

A State's definition of an unemployed father must include any father who is.
cmployed less than 100 hours a nionth, or whose employment exceeds that stand-
ard for a particular month only if kis work is intermittent and the exvess is of a
temporary nature as evidenced by the fact that he was under the 100-hour
standard for the 2.prior months and is expected te be under the standard during

_.the next manth.” Quoted from Studies in Public Welfare, Paper No, 2, Handbook

of Public Tncome Transfer Pragrams, a staff study prepared by Ircne Cox for the
use of the Subcommittee on Fiseal Policy of the Joint Economic Committee,
Congress of the United States, October 16, 1972, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington: 1972. - . . . o

4 0.8, Department of Health,.Education, and Walfare, Social and Rehabilita-
tion Service, National Ceunier for Social Statistics, “Findings of the 1967 AFDC
Study,” July 1970, and “Findings of the 1971 AFDC Study,” Dee. 22, .1971..

"The 1961 study was prepared by the Welfare Administration, Division of Program

Statistics and Andlysis, ““Charactcristics of Familics Receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children, Nov.-Dee. 1961," April, 1963.
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a substantinl number of assistance units contain no adults—in 1971
almost 10 percent of the easeload. The earlier studies suggest that,
‘many of these units are children living with rolatives other than
parents-—such as grandparents, aunts and uncles, or older brothers
and sisters. Strict interpretation of the Federal law generally allows
payments to these children regardless of the income of their refatives.!
CThus, if a family contains at least one related but not own child, the
child by himself (or themselves if more than one) constitutes a cate-
gorically cligible AFDC unit. o )

These five iypes of AFDC units cover the major categories outlined
in the Federal Taw and aceount for about 97 percent of the current
participating cascload.™ The minor exclusions are not expected to have
a significant effect on the estimates of eligibles and the subsequent
analysis of participation. :

Feonomic Eligibility

Ouce a CPS sample family is identified as eategorically eligible, the
next step is to compute economic eligibility. While in reality economic
eligibility invelves a review of both assets and current résources, the
computational formulas are limited to current income since the CPS
lins no asset. information.'” The emission of the asset test, theoretically,
biases upward the estimates of eligibles. However, it secms reasonable
to ussume that assets nre not important for the population in question,

In terms-of current income, all States determine economic eligibility
and payments in the same general manner—by. comparing a family’s |
resources L0 the State’s standard of need. Federul law requires that
cach State set o standard of need (S) which vepresents the State’s
assessment of whas is reqnired by a family of a given size, with-no-other
income, to meet its basic nceds. Because a State -may not be fiscally
capable of paying its standard of need (or simply chooses not to

_provide benefits at that level), several-methods may be employed to
lower payments and/or limit eligibility. R ' ‘
(1) The need standard (S) may be reduced: by a percentage (p)

to obtain -a reduced payment standard: (pS). Current
resources ure then compared to the reduced standard to
determine eligibility and payments, -~ R
(2) The. difference between the full standard or the reduced
standard, where applicable, and a [amily’s resources is
termed the budget.deficit and in most States is equal to.the
smount of the payment. But some elect to reduce benefits
" by paying only a certain percentage (4)—termed a ratable

. reduction—ofl the budget deficit. .. .- s

15 If 1he relatives are poor,’ one of theém may be ineluded in the assistance unit
as the ‘‘ricedy caretake relative.”’ 'Such a category has heen omitted here beeause
of lnck of program inforinatijon .regarding the definition of:a needy relative. The
omission results in a slight underestimate of.eligible recipients but_does not affect
the estimates of eligible units which are the-primary focus of this analysis. )

18 The largest group cxeluded here is the stepfather eategory..which. numbered
66,000 in Jan. of 1971, acecunting for 2.6 percent ‘of the total caseload. In some
States, depending on support laws, a woman's children from a previous marriige
are eligible for AFDC even though the family is now headed by.a stepfather.

_ 17 Tt is known that income reported to the CPS falls substantiatly short of aggre-
gate benchmark estimates derived from administrative statistics. Henee, another
. source of upward bias in the estimates of AFDC eligibles.

ERIC
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(3) TFinaliy, payments may he limited by setting a_fixed maxi-
mum (M) which generally varies by ! mnl\' size,

In 1970, 7 States employed two of the reduction. methods and 34
others (-mplo\ml one—the most commoniy nsed method being the
fixed maximum.’® Both the fixed maximum and ratable reduction
have the effect of lowering overall payments, albeit in rather different
ways. The ratable reduction reduces paymeuts to all families by a
fixed pereent, but the fixed maximum affects only these with high

“henelits and generally the least amount of other incomne. The rodnced

standard, on the uthu' hand, not only lowers payments but also limits
cligibility.
The procedure described thus far may be snnnnarized by the general

algebraic formula:
P=r" (pS— Y"—).")

Subject to the constraint that if 2> M set P=3l.

“Where:

P=Amount of the AFDC payment to a family of a given size.

S—-\tulo s full standard of need for a family of a given size.
=Percentage by which the standard of need (6) is reduced for
the purpese of caleulating benefits. For most States p has a
value of 1,
=Porcentage by which the budget deficit is reduced for the
-purpose of calculating benefits. Atrnm for most States, 1 has
a value of 1.

- Y= All unearned income received by the n\shlamce unit such as

“sociul security, alimony, child support, unemployment in-
surance, ele.

Ye=All enme(l income .of - the nsqstamcc unit. such as wages,
sularies, sell-employed income, ete. (Ignoring for the mo- -
nient. tho enrnings disregards legislated over the 1960’s.)

M=Fixed maximum on puvments which generally vavies by

: fumily size. _

The above fm'mulu—wﬂhout, the work incentive provisions legis-
lated in the 1960’s—offers little incentive for welfare recipients to go
to work since payments are réduced doflar for dollar for additional
earnings. 1n fact, if the costs of working such s transpor{ation, child
care, clothing, et cetel a, are taken into nu,ount the financial “udvan-
tage’’ of \\'or'mcr may actually be negative. Such was the case with
AFDC until the 1961 amendinents to the Social Security Act. The
(-mplmsh on “rehabilitution’’ of wellure recipients that began to emerge
from Congress in the late 1950’s was reflected in these ‘amendments. -
Open-cudcd matching’ funds were wmithorized for States providing
social and rehabilita tion services Lo present, former, and potential wel-
fare recipients; and by: 1962 States were required to. deduct work
expenses (including child care) from .earnings before doteimining -

~ eligibility and unlcuhlbmrr payments. The latter, at least, preventcd

l'cuplents ffom being worse off by going to work but mmntame(l the
dellar for dollar reducuon in beneﬁba l'or earnings ubove the- umount of
the deductlons. : :

8 See app.A sec. \I\' ) and adaptut:on L

S
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After 4 years of “rehabilitation” services, the AFDC cascload had

_increased by 45 pereent and the rate of growth was aceelerating. Thus,

in 1967, Congress initinted the stronger Work Incentive or WIN
program (which required all employable recipients to sign up for
training or cmployment services) and required all States, by July
1969, to disregard the first $30 and one-third of the remainder of
monthly earnings in -caleulating AFDC henefits. The “thirty and
a third” provision is designed to provide financial work incentive 1o
the welfare mother,'® by tﬁlowing her to earn $30 each month with no
reduction in benefits. Furthermore, each dollar of earnings above $30
now reduces benefits by only 67 cents. Previounsly, a mother earning
$90 a month would have her family’s benefits reduced by the- full

" $90. Now, she “keeps” $50 because benefits are reduced by only. $40.

Since the “thirty and a third” provision was intended to encourage
current recipients to work and not to expand eligibility (as reviewed
carlier, the “30 and 13" has the ])otentin‘ offect of extending benefits
to families with-higher incomes), the procedures for determing initial
cligibility for AFDC were revised. Now, before a payment is cal-
culated, the potential recipient family must pass a “full standard”
test of eligibility. The “full standard” test is o pass-fail type test
which simply compares current resources less work expenses to the
State’s “fuh standard of need.” The. term “full standard” is used to
indicate that, for this test, States may not apply reduced standards
or any other reduction method—but must use the full vulue of the
standard of need. . : S -

The changes regarding economic eligibility which were legislated
over the 1060's muy now be summarized algebraically. From 1962
to July 1969, economie eligibility and payments were determined a3

follows:
P=1(pS—Y*"—max [0, Y~ WRE—CCE])) AN )
Subject. to the constraint that if 2>A1 set, P=2M,
Where:
WRE=monthly work-related expenses as determinedkby the
States.
CCE=monthly child care expenses also determined by the
States. ‘

Beginning in July 1969, each potentinl vecipient family must first
gualify on the hasis of the full standard test: !

If §2Y%—max (0, Y*—WRE—CCE), the finii; passes. - (2) .
the full standqr@lest. . .. .

Then a pryment is ealculated: ST *
P=(pS—¥*=max [0, 67(*—30)—WRE—CCE) ()

Subject to the constraint that if P>M set. P=M. ‘
Where the 0.67 and 30 represent the disregard of the first $30 of
earnings and one-third of the remainder. :

1 HEW’s initial interpretation of the work incentive provision limits its appli-
cation to female-headed familics who are recipients.
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The 1atter formulation, to date, has not been changed and hence
desertbes the current pragram. Although the “30 and 13" provision
theoretically improves the financial work incentive inherent in the
payment cenleulation, the procedure is not without drawbncks—
stemming mainly from the “full standard” test of cligibility, In
general, the full standard test is a more stringent cconomic sereen than
the payments formula becuuse the disregards on earnings are not
applicable.?’ Consequently, a potential recipient family with carnings
may qualify for benefits on the basis of the payments formula but

- fail to qualify on the basis of the “full standard” test. Only ufter a

family is on the rolls may earnings rise above the point of “full stand-
ard” eligibility beeause of the disregards. States supposedly recaleulate
Pnymonis periodically to eliminate wnits whose income has increased
wyond the point of eligibility (in terms of the payment formula)
and to adjust payments for lesser changesin income, but the “full
standard” test 1s never reapplied to families on the rolls. Such a set of
procedures yields the inequitable effect of barring benefits to cate-
gorically eligible families with incomes equal to or even less than that
of families already on the rolls. :

To estimate AFDC eligibles, a varintion of formula (1) is applied
to the CPS file for 1967 and variations of formulas (2) and (3) for
1970. The major problem in applying these computational formutas
to the CPS file is the difference in income accounting periods used by
the-CPS and the AFDC program. The CPS measures annual income
but welfare cligibility is based on monthly income. A family earning
$10,000 for 11 months of the yeer is legally eligible for AFDC benefits
during the 12th menth, assnming no assets or other sources of income.
Simple annualization .of the computational formulas to accord with
the CPS accounting period would miss such families and presamnably
underestimate the chgible pool. In short, families who appear to be
ineli{gible for henefits on the basis of annual income may actually he
cligible for benefits.for.some shorter period during the year because:
the r(l-ceipt of their income is spread unevenly over the 12-month
periad. :

. 'Thus. two dBhiputational procedures were devised—a simple annual

accounting period proocdure and a more complicated part-year pro-
‘cedure, The nnnua]l method simply annualizesmthe ‘appropriate pro-
gram variables and parameters such as standards, disregards, work
related and child care expenses, etc., 10 accord with the annual income
varigbles of the CPS. The part-year procedure, on the other hand,
disnggregates the CPS-annual data for each categorically cligible
famly into two periods on the basis of the weeks worked and weeks

‘not worked of the head. Separate paynments are then computed for

cach period assuming the lieads earnings were received during the
weeks worked period—annual payments being the suin of the positive
payments for each period. Both of these procedures are described
in greater detail in appendix A,

Validity of the Methodology
Validity, in this cuse, is primarily a function of the accuracy of the
decision rules and computational formulas in approximafing the
26 This may not hold for units with sizable amounts of unearned income,

besides public assistance, that live in Btates where a reduced standard applies; -
i.e., p has & value Jess than 1, ’ -
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operation of the AFDC program; :nd the acenraey of. the OPS in
representing the population in quastion, ie, AFDC eligibles, Althongh
insuring the Iatter ix not within the scope of this study, a word of
cantion is in order. The sampling procedures of the UPS are designed
to produce estimates which are deseriptive of the vational pepulation.
Therefore, estimates which are deseriptive of o Hinited subsample--
such a< AFDC eligibles---<hould be approached with cireaimspeetion,
Although the sgererate estimates are within the design of the ('PS
sumple, small smnple size becomes a problem very quickly if the
subsniuple population is disaggregated in joo great. detail, The Census
Burcan does not insure tlie validity of results with respeet to the
detailed  charaeteristics of limited  subsamples. While  eclaborate
procedures are ntilized for correeting the characteristics of the na-
tional sample ta agree with controls, understandably, this cannot be
«I(ilw for every coneeivable subsample which may be drawn from the
opPs. .

Aside from the fundumental problems of the data hase, the estimates

will be binsed to the extent the decision rules and computational
formulas do not aceurately refleet the real world operation of the
AFDC program. Given the complexity of the program and the lack
of information on the details of operation, it is difficult to assess, a
wiori, the biases. One obvious drawback of the approach is the
mability to evaluate the effeet of administrative diseretion which may
lmve’ been an important factor affecting AI'DC cascloads over the
1960°s.

However, confidence in the estimates is increased if they agree with
other independent measures of AFDC eligibles, Since no other
measuves of eligibles are available, the best that ean be done is to tost
for the consistency of the estimates of eligibles with the measures of
the participating population that are available. The populations are
consudered “eonsistent” if the eligible population includes a population
that “looks like” the participating caseload on a number of important
characteristies such as average payments, categorical types of families,
geographic location, and so forth. Detailed tables and compurisons on
such characteristics are presented in appendix B. Only the conclusions
of that analysis will be presented here. '

The validation analysis suggests that the best estimates of AFDC
eligibles are those based on the purt-year accounting period procedures.
It is these estimates that are used in the subsequent analysis of partie-
ipation.® However, the various validation comparisons also suggest
that the model may be overestimating average payments and conse-
quently may be overestimating eligibles as well. Unfortunately, this
conclusion, at least for the present, must bo classified as tentative. The
validation analysis of the payments estimates is based on several key

3 The 1970 estimates of eligibles arc slightly downward biased heeause of the

full-standard test. The tables of appendix I3 show the total cffect on eligibility of
the full standard test, but the number of families on the ralls above the point of

- full standard eligibility cannot he identified given the rurrént set of camputational

procedures. Thus, the 1970 estimates of cligibles, which sre based on the full stand-
ard test as well as the payments formula, do not inelude such families. llowever,
the numiber of such families cannat be large, In January of 1971 only 8.3 pereent of
welfare mothars worked full time while 5.0 percent worked part time, The avera
earnings for welfare mothers in that month were $221.25—less the average manthly
wark expense of $65.30—]eaves $155.93 of countable camings (in terms of the full
standard test) which is below.oven the lowest State standard for a family of four of
$176 in the State of Arkansas. ] .
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assumptions and estimates which themselves are subject to errer, such
as the nature of underreporting of public assistance and the estimates
of the anmual AFDC caseload. Thus, at this peing, no further technical
work has bpen undertaken to improve the estimates becanse no certain
measure of what is better exists. However, the tentative conelusion
should he kept in mind and used as o eaveat to temper any analysis
based on the estimates of eligibles.

Y IH. Resvurs

Poor female-headed families with «-hildr(-h, generally considered an
approximate measure of potential eligibles for AFDC, numbered abont
1.7 million in 1970. In contrast, by the end of that same year elose to
1.9 million fomalé-headed famities were receiving AFDC benefits and
unaother estimated one-half million received henefits at <ome time dur-
ing the yvear, These substantial diserepancies indicate that even for the
female-headed portion of AFDC, poor female-headed families are an
inadequate measure of potential eligibles or, being less generous, that
the problems of administering AFDC have truly reached crisis pro-
portions. The figures of table 1 suggest the former to be the case, not
the latter. The estimates of eligibles generated by the methadology of
section 1T sliow that, indeed, there are more fumilies eligible for AFDC
than are now participating. For both 1967 and 1970 the nggregate
figures on monthly and annual caseloads are well within the counts of
eligibles. Unlike the a yproximate comparison above, ihe 1970 estimate
of cligible fg'uml(--hem}od families of 2,7 million move than necounts for
the annual caseload of 2.4 million. Perhaps more interésting than the

. statistieal reconcilintion of caseloads and eligibles is the apparent non-

poverty status of a substantial proportion of the participating case-
1oad. The figures suggest that. nbout 30 percent of the female-headed
families receiving AFDC benefits in 1970 were not poor (assuning that
all of the 1.7 million poor female-headed families with children ure
hoth eligible and on the rolls). While this observation serves to illus--
trate the point made earlier—that the current rules of eligibility for
AFDC include the potential of extending -benefits to families that are
not poor according to official Government definitions of poverty—it
does not necessarily indicate that AFDC recipients are “daing well”
on welfare. Poverty lines are arbitrary standards set primarily for the
purpose of analyzing the changes in and composition of the population
at the low end of the ircome seale. The point is that poor female-
headed families with children are not an adequate measure of cligi-
bility for AFDC, ,

The reconciliation of eligibles and caseloadg, may be extended to
more detailed comparisons with the same general conclusion as above.
The figures in 1ab]e 2 show that in general the estimates of eligibles
account for the participating cascload on the characteristics of race,
place of residence, region and age of family head. However, for 1970
there are several instances—namely, central cities, nonwhites, female
heads under 25, and the western census division—where the numbers
of cligibles can account for the monthly caseload only, and fall short
of the larger annualized figures, The interpretation of such discrepan-
cies should be approachsd with caution and the proverbial caveats of
technical research, C
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) [}
TaBLE 1.—1967 and 1970 estimaies of eligibles and caseloads by
categorical type

Female Unemployed
headed athers Other Total

1967: .
Iigibles. oo o oio el 2, 183 282 781 3, 246
ththh caselond.coeoceean.o 92 66 227 1,254
Annual caseload. - ___.____ 1, 383 93 327 1, 808
Eligiblés. o _-. s 2, 714 523 788 4,025
Monthly caseload ... ... 1,922 15 382 2, 457

Annual easeload. ... ... 2,400 196 . 489 3, 144

NoTE.~The monthly caseload estimates were taken from the prevlous!v cited 1967 and 1971 AFDC
studies which give detailed chnracler!sﬂcs on the November-December caseload for 1067 and the Junuary
caseloud for 1971, The euscload figures in this table exclude stepfaiher enses. Sce app. B, pp. 71-74 for 2
detalled description of thie derivation aof the simual caselond esthinstes. Also, in app. B ' more detalled
breakdown of the “*Other” category is provided for both eligibles and caseloads,

TABI.E 2.—1967 and 1970 cstimates of eligibles and caseloads by place
of residence, region, race, and age. of head

[Numbers in thousands}
1067 1970
Monthl y
Eliglbles coeoiond " cnmsionds Eligiles caseload 1 caooad
Total. o ecceee 3,246 1,278 1,840 4,025 2,524 3,231
Place of residence:
Metropolitan:
Center city- ... ;243 084 - 983 1,655 1,428 1,828
Noncenter city_- 769 218 314 1,070 449 575
R Nanmetmmhtau--_- 1,234 372 536 1,400 640 520
egion: : . : :
Northeast.._._..... 7908 369 531 I,038 604 847
North Central..._... 752 258 372 943 500 (63
South. e eoeaaaan 1, 177 340 490 1,206 G607 M
West oo e ceacaaas 519 274 305 838 605 . 891
co: : . :
Whiteeo oo 2,046 676 973 2,658 1,230 1, 562
Latin American. NA 185 260 NA - 357 514
Other white_.__ NA 491 707 NA 863 1,048
Nonwhite.ooooo.._.. 1, 200 594 855 1,367 1,140 3, 459
Unknown.ea.___.___ NA 8 12 NA 164 210
Age of head 2 .-
............. 72 45 65 03- 138 - 177
20 t;o 24 ____________ 319 146 210 411 388 497
25t029. o 324 108 242 471 3534 4G0 .
30t034 e 325 158 228 437 308 394
b 53 7o 1 11 287 144 207 346 . 244 312
40t044. oo 273 112 161 - 305 185 237
4510 54 e e 369 124 . 179 440 202 259
551064 o 131 26 37 143 37 47

65t099. 1 T 7107 32 i 0 69 2 3

d:dnetlallnd esumam do 10t 2dd 10 totals for certain characteristics because of unknown categorfes and
vation adaust.m

o8 flgures reler 10 female-headed families only. The caseload estimates were derived by as «umln&
that um age distribution of female-headed AFDC units (see table 1) is the same as the mdlm'ibuuou
all AFDC motbers (mpothers in !.he home for 1967),

S0-307—93~—11
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Although the discrepancies probably do suggest that participation
in AFDC for these groups has reached relatively high levels, the results
cannot be interpreted as statistical evidence of welfare cheating—a
recent issue of intense public concern. The methodology underlying
these discrepancies is simply too imprecise at the detailed level to war-
rant such conclusions. Aside from the already mentioned problems of
the CPS,2 one of the more obvious defects in this case involves the
annual AFDC caseload estimates. Since no official statistics are col-
lected on annual caseloads, the annual totais are derived from HEW
official statistics on monthly caseloads and case openings. The detailed
figures are then calculated by assuming that the annual caseload is
distributed exactly like the monthly caseload. No a priori reason exists
for making such an assumption except that it is the only alternative
in the absence of the actual facts. As such, the derived estimates of the
annual caseload are somewhat questionable for the detailed character-
istics and are better suited for analysis at the aggregate level. The
detailed estimates, the caveats withstanding, are presented here be-
cause they are helpful in assessing overall patterns of participation in
AFDC. The various estimates viewed as a whole for the patterns they
present are less likely to misrepresent reality than any one of the esti-
mates viewed in isolation. v _

For the purpose of analyzing participation, participation rates have
been constructed by expressing the annual caseload as a percent of the
eligible population. The resulting rates for 1867 and 1970 are shown in
table 3 along with percentage change figures for caseloads and eligibles.
Although the number of eligibles increased by 24 percent, the rise was
modest compared %o that of the ¢caseload which doubled. donsequently,
the overall rate of participation increased from 56 percent in 1967 to 78

rcent in 1970. Similarly, the rate for female-headed families increased

rom 63 percent to 90 percent.-Indeed, virtually every geographic and
demographic group shown in table 3 exhibits a substential increase
in participation over the 1967 to 1970 period. The one major excep-
tion is the unemployed father category, where the growth in eligibles
kept apace of the growth in the caseload, a result consistent with the
generally - higher level of unemploynient in the economy in 1970
than in 1967.8 . ‘

# In addition to the already mentioned &rob?ems of the CPS, the more general
decennial census problem of undercounting the nonwhite. population may be
affecting the estimates presented here. Since CPS sample estimates are adjusted
. to control totals derived from the decennial census, the problem of nonwhite

undercounts also affects the CPS, :

3 See the Feonomic Report of the President, transmitted to the Congress,
Febguﬁ% 1971, U.S. Government Printing 6iﬁce, Washington, D.C., 1871,
p. . .
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TasLe 3.—AFDC growth, 1961-7

[Figures based on counts of eligible units and/or recipieut units)

Mouthlyt  Manthly

cascload  casclond  Eligibles
. 1067 1070 percentage percentage  perewsntage
participa- participa-  clange,  ehnuge, change,
tonrate tionrate 199167 1963-70 196770
Total. v e eccccccicecccmcccccccea 56 78 45 97 24
Unit type: e
‘Female-headed. ... _..____.-_ 63 9N 72 100 24
Unemployed fathers_________ 34 37 . 43 132 85
1017123 IR 42 62 —19 68 01
Place of residence: .
Metropolitan, total_______ ... - 65 92 76 108 30
Central city. ... _____ 79 118 NA 109 25
Noncentral city_._.._..- 41 54 NA 100 39
Nonmetropolitan._.._.._._._- 43 59 0 72 13
Region: . '
Northeast. - ____________ 67 82 90 s8 30
North Central........_...... 49 70 - 30 94 25
South. oo o.-. 42 66 16 90 02
Westeooomaann emmcm—a————- 76 ‘3106 096 121 61
e:
White.oococcccmccccarcaaa-- 48 ‘39 57 80 30
Latin Anerican.._...... NA NA NA 93 NA
Other Whit€eaeccemeeo.. NA NA NA 76 NA
NonwhitCemrce e cccceeeeee o 71 107 S0 2 14
UnknoWneoooooocooncoanan NA NA —84 1,950 NA
Age of head: 3
Oto19.____ 90 190 . 115 207 29
20 to 24.. 66 121 85 166 29
25 t0 29.. 5 a8 58 - 114 45
30 to 34_. 70 90 33 95 34
35 to 39.. 72 90 - 3 69 21
40 to 44._ 59 78 37 65 12
45 to 54.. 49 59 30 63 19
53 to 64.. 28 33 42 42 09
65t099 ... 0 0.4 9] ¢) 0. 16

11941 figures on nmnthl;zv caseloads do not fnclude estimates for the State of Massachusetts,
1 Beo footnote 2 of table 2, :
1 Base too small 1o compute,

The widespread increase in participation, however, appears to have
had little effect on relative patterns. For both 1967 and 1970, partici-
pation rates are _haiﬁhest for the same demogiaphic and geographic
%'mu 8. Female-headed families—especially those headed by younger
females, nonwhites, central city residents, and families located in the.
Northeast and West—have maintained a higher probability of being
on AFDC than their counterparts. This pattern is not unexpected and in
%?lneml_a.ccords with the pattern of caseload growth over the decade.

beit -all geographic and demographic groups demonstrated high
rates of caseload growth between 1967 and 1970, these groups, non-
whites excepted,® exhibited high rates of growth in the earlier part of
the decade as well. .

¥ The AFDC administrative statistics on race are very difficult to interpret

ven the volatile chanﬁes in the unknown category, which accovnted for about

0 percent of the growth in caseloads between 1967 and 1970, and the incomplete
data on the Latin American minority group. -~
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That these prolonged, high rates of growth involve substantial
absolute numbers is evidenced by the change in the distribution of the
cuseload over the decade. Tn 1961, 58 percent of the cascload was
located in metropolitan areas, 38 percent was located in the Northeast
and West, and 63 percent was female headed. By 1971, the comparable
statistics were 74 percent in metropolitan areas, 50 percent in the
Northeast and West, and 78 percent female headed. The circum-
scribed nature of the 1961-67 cascload increase is most dramatic for
the place of residence characteristic. All of the new growth of the
period can be accounted for by the growth within metropolitan areas.

The high absolute levels of participation for central cities (118%),
fomale heads under 25 (1349%) non-whites (106%), and the West
(106%) in 1970 suggest that for these groups saturation of the cligible
jool 15 being approached or has been attained. Such a conclusion,
Lowever, should be treated us highly tentative, given the afore-
mentioned problems of deriving the detailed estimptes. The estimates
for all female heads, on the other hand, are more reliable since they
make up a large proportion of the total estimate. Hence, they allow
some slightly less tentative speculation regarding future cascload
growth. The 90 percent level of participation for female heads in 1970
1s o fuirly reliable indication that a high Fproport.ion of cligible female-
headed fumilies are now receiving AFDC benefits and that any
substantial future growth from this group will have to come {rom the
creation of new cligibles. -

To a limited cxtent, new cligibles appear to have played a roll in
caseload growth beiween 1967 and 1970. In 1967, 2.2 million female-
headed families were cligible for AFDC, while approximately 1.4
million received benefits some time during the year—Ileaving close to
800,000 non-participants. But between 1967 and 1970 the number of
- female-headed recipient families inercased by ubout one million,

suggesting that at 'lcnst‘200,000 of the- total 531,000 “new eligibles”
(sce table 1) had to join the welfare rolls between 1967 and 1970.
Although the magnitude of creation indicated here is not overwhelm-
ing, the issue is one of crucial policy importance.

That the structure of the AFDC program provides incentives for
intact families to split and for single females to have illegitimate
children is well documented.® Although no definitive evidence exists
to show that this is in fact happening, it is generally agreed that a
Krogram which provides such incentives is undesirable. On the other

and, ncw cligibles : resulting from program -changes that simpl
expand eligibility up the income scale or from mere population growth
can hordly be viewed as disturbing. The figures in table 4 suggest
that the expansion of income cligibility was the dominant phenomenon
over the 1967-70 period: - 7 S
_ % For brief discussion, see The President’s Commission on Income Maintenance
Progra‘msi“ Background Papers, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1070, pp,

276-277. For more in dépth analysis, see Elizabetk Durbin, Welfare Income and
Employmeni: An Economic Analysis of Family Choice, Pracger,’ New. York, 1969.
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While the number of categorically eligible female-headed families
below $6,000 increased by 180,000 between 1967 and 1970, those
under $6,000 that were economically eligible for AFDC increased
by 470,000—accounting for 89 percent of the total increase in ¢conomi-
cally cligible female-headed families.® In fact, the largest percentage
and absolute increases in categorical eligibility—i.e., female-headed
families with minor children regardless of income—occurred at the
upper end of the income scale where the incentives of AFDC are
least likely to have an effect. Categorical eligibles increased by 74
percent above $6,000 but by less than 6 percent below $6,000. Kven
m absolute terms, the higher income group accounted for 70 percent
of the overall increase in categorical eligibility. These figures suggest
that the dominant phenomenon accounting for the growth of A "%)C
cligibles between 1967 and 1970 was not the creation of female-headed
families but rather expansion of income eligibility. At the same time
the ﬁsures do not prove the absence of a behavioral link between
AFDC and the creation of female-headed families, as the aggregate
data may conceal significantly different statistical patterns for sub-
groups of the total population. .

The aggregate data does, however, reveal some interesting changes
in the income distribution below $6,000. ‘I'he $1,000 through $4,000
income classes exhibit absolute declines in tlie number of families,
while the 0 and $5,000 to $6,000 categories inureased by 38 and 39
percent respectively. One possible interpretation of these data is that
a substantinl number of female-headed {families with low incomes
either improved their ecohomic status and moved up the income scale
or stopped working and went on welfare, since it seems reasonable
to assume that most of those with no other income are receiving
AFDC. Agnin the magnitude of the numbers involved is not large—
205,000 new cligibles in the zero inicome class—but the issue is one of
significant policy concern. The implied trend is that female heads of
families are choosing total dependence on AFDC rather than com-
bining work and welfare as- was the intent of the work incentive
legislation of the 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act. Such a
tentative hypothesis is consistent with the observed trend in.welfare
caseloads. Although caseloads doubled between 1967 and 1970 there
was' no significant change in the proportion of welfare mothers who
worked. By the end of 1970, 13.9 percent of welfare mothers were
employed cither full or part-time, up only 0.2 percentagc points
from the end of 1967.27 It should be emphasized that this interpretation
of the data is offered here, not as a conclusion, but as a hypothesis
for future investigation. Without more detailed analysis it is impossible
to describe with any precision the dynamics of the change being ob-
served in the data. v

. ® Note that the measure of income bcing used here excludes public assistance
income. : :

7 The 1967.and 1971 AFDC studies show that in January of 1971, 13.9 percent
of welfare mothers were employed either full or part-time up only 0.2 percentage
points from the end of 1967. - . - '
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APPENDIX A

A COMPUTATIONAL MODEL FOR ESTIMATING AFDC ELIGIBLES
Tur Basie Mobpu:L FOR Data Yrar 1970
SECTION 1, SPECIFICATION OF DATA BASKH

The basic model is specifically designed for the 1971 Current Population Survey
tape files for datn year 1970. Adaptions of the basic model to other data years are
specified in the Adaptions seetion of the specifieations. All variable codes refer to
the CPSEQ Codebook prepared by Lou Koenig of The Urban Institute, available
at The Urban Institute as warking paper 7182,

SECTION II. GENFRAL SEQUENCE OF THE CORE MODEL

To be fully nnderstood, this scetion should he reread after reading all other
seetions of the speeifications. :

1. First cheek each CPS primary, sccondary, and sub-family for the presence of
minor children as defined in Seetion I11.2.

2. If minor children are present, then determine if the family or persons within
the family mect the criteria of one of the six different types of eategorieal units
defined in Scetion IV, Deteriination of categorically cligible units should be mado
according to the sequence outlined in Scetion IV,

3. Next compute an annual payment for all types of eategorieal units exeept
“‘other related” child units (children living with relatives other than parents. Sce
Seetion IV.5.) as dirceted by Scetion V.1. The payinents caleulations of ScetionV
are based on an annual aggregation of all variables and program parameters.

- Estimnates for work related and child eare expenses may be ineluded or exeluded

from these caleulations for any one computer run. Once the payments have heen
computed apply the full standard test of Scetion V.2 to all units that received a
positive payment. The application of the payments formula and the full standard
test will enable the identifieation of the following popitlations:

(1) Categoricnlly eligible units that reccive a positive payment.

(77) Categoricaily oligible units that reccive a positive' payment and are not
sereened out by the full standard test. ‘ :

(1i7) Categorically eligible units that receive a positive payment and arc sereened
out, by the full standard test. a

(7v) -Categorically cligible units that do not reeeive a positive paymnent,

4. When the above procedures have been completed, the alternative method of

“enlenlating payments and tho full standard test deseribed in Seetion VI will then

he applied to the same set of categorical units, The payments caleulations of
Seetion VI disaggregate the annual variab{es and program parametars into two
parts corresponding to the intra-year va¥iation' in the flow of garnings of the dif-
ferent types of eategorical units. ‘ o o

Beeause of the dual payments and full standard test of Section VI, some units
may lose one payment but maintain the'other. For these units total annual pay-
ments must be recomputed after the full standard test to reflect the partial loss.

Again, payments are caleulated first and then the full standard tests are applied
to all units. that reccive o positive payment. These procedures will identify, the
following populations: : ) ‘ | . -

(i) Categorically cligible units that reccive a positive payment. T

(7) Categorically eligible units that reecive o positive payment and are not
screened out by the full standard test. o )

(i71) Categorically cligible units that receive a positive payment but are sereened
ont by the full standard tests. - : ‘ .

(v) Categorieally cligible units that do not reecive a positive payment, - .

5. Next impnte payments to all eategorically cligible units that are comprised
exclusively of “other related’’ children (defined IV.5.) as directed by Section VIL1. -
Then apply the cconomie sereen to the families with whoin they reside as deseribed
in Section VIL2. These procedurcs will cnable the identification of the following
populations: a

(7} All “other related” child units. . : i

(1) All “other related” child units living with families that have limited re-
sources as determined by the economic screen. - )
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SKCTION 111, DEFINITIONS

. 1. CPS primary families, sccondary familics, and sub-families will all be
analyzed as separate family units.

2. The first requirement of categorical eligibility is that a family eontain at
lenst one minor child, The precise definition of 8 minur child varies by state
mainly on the basis of age and school attendance. A simplification of these varia-
tions puts all states in one of the two following eategories:

2.1 XHnor children may. be defined as own or ather related (with respeet to the
family head) never married children under 18. In terms of CPSEQ, variables this
definition is as follows:

For a primary family:

{7} Own children of the priary family head under 18 never married, not in a
sub-family (23.13=04);

(/1) Other relative of primary family head under 18, never married, not. in a
sub-family (23.13=16). ’ - S

For a secondary family: . -

(0;(1'{1')‘ (;\7\)n childrer of the seccondary family head under 18, never married
23.13=27); :

"S(m) Other relatives of secondary family head undeor 18, never married (23.13=
For a sub-fanily: )

{v) Own never married children under 18 (23.13=135, 13), This definition will be
applied to the following states (11.14): Georgia: (38); Mississippi (6i4); Missouri
(43); Alaska (94); Delaware (51); Florida (59); Wiseconsin (35); Conneecticut
{18); Minnesota (41); South Dakota (45)*, 5

Souree: U.8. Dept. of Health, Edueation and Welfare, Social Rehabilitation
Service, Assistance Fayments Administration, Characteristics af Stale Public
Assistance Plans: General Provisions—Eligibility, Assistance, Administration, 1970
Edition, Washington, D.C. :

2.2 Alternatively, minor children may be own or other related (with respeet to
the family head) never married children under 18 and 18-20 if attending school.
In terms of CPSEO variables this definition is as follows: :

For o primary family minor children are: )

() Own children of the primary fanily head under 18, never married, not in a
sub-family (23.13=04), ) . . .

(#7) Own children of the primary family head 18 and over, never marricd, not
in a sub-family (23.13=09), if age is 18-20 (23.31=18, 19, 20) and attending
school, Attending school will be determined by. the following inethod: worked
part-year, part or full time beeause of school (24.34=4) or did not work lust
year heeause of school (24.35=3).

(#1i) Other relative of primary family head under 18, never married, not in 5
sub-family (23.13=1g). : -

(iv) Other relative of primary family head 18 and over, never marsied," not in
a sub-family (23.13=21), if age is 18-20 (23.31 =18, 19, 20) and attending school
(23.34=4 or 24.35=3). : ‘ ’

For a-secondary family niinor children are: :

(v) Own children of the sccondary famity head under 18, never married
(23.1 3=27)\\ N

i) Otshe'r- "mlativqs of secondary family head under 18, never married .

(vif) Other relatives of . sccondary family head 18 and ever never married
(23.13=30) if age'is 18-20 (23.31=18, 19, 20) and attending school (24.34=4
or 24.35=3). .

For a sub-family: : - ’

(vii7) Own_children ‘of the sub-family head, never married, and under 18
(23.13=15, 13). ' . . . '

*State codes for these States have been assigned because they are not fdentified in the
CPS file. (See seetion XIII.) o e
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This definition applies to the folln-wing States (11.14):

Arizona (86) ‘Utah (87)

Hawaii (05) W. Virginia (55)
Idaho (82)* Wyoming (83)*
Kansas (47) ) D.C. (53)

Maine (11)* New Jersey (22)
Maryland (52) California (93)
Massachusetts (14) Alabama (63)
Michigan (34) : Tllinois (33)
Nebraska (46)* ’ : Montana (81)*
New York (21) Washington .(91)
Ohio (31) ) Vermont (13)*
Oregon (92) North Dakota (44)*
Pennsylvaniz (23) ’ *  Louisiana (72)
Rhode Island (15) New Hampshire (12)#
South Carolina (37) New Mexico (83)
Tennessee (62) Virginia (54)

Texas (74) : Colorado (84)
Kentueky (61) . - Indiana (32)
Nevada (88)* North Carolina (56)
Oklahoma (73)_ - Town (42)

Arkansas (71)
Source: Same as for subsection 2.1 above. -

3. UP States in data year 1970 were as follows: Var. 11. 14= Cal. (93) Colo. (84);
Del (51); D.C. (53); Hawaii (93); Il (33); Kan. (47); Maine (11)%: Md. (52);
Mass. (14); Mich. (43); Mo. (43); Nebr. (46)*; N.J. (22); N.Y. (21); Ghio (31);
Okla, (73): Oreg. (92); Pa. (23); R.I. (15); Utah (87); Vt. (13)*; Wash, (91);
W. Va. (55). .

Souree: Same as for sub-section 2.1 above. : ) -

4. The nine census divisions are: : N .

(7} New Englind: Maine (11)% New Hampshire (12)*, Vermont (13)*, Mass.
(1), R.I. (15), Conn. (16). =~ oo o . :

(1) Middie Atlantic: N.Y . (21), Penn: (22),"N.J. (23).

(#77) South Atlantie: Del.- (51), D.C. (53);, W. Va. (55), 'Va. (54), N.C. (36),
8.C. (37), Ga. (38), Fla. (59), Md. (52).. . o -

(iv). Bast South Central: Ky. (61), Tenn..(62), Miss. (64), Ala, (63).

(v) West. Soutl, Central; Okia. (73), Ark..(71), Texas (74), La. (72).

{vi) East North Central: Mich. (34), Ohio (31), Ind. (32), IIl. (33), Wis. (35). -

(wi?) West North Central: Minn.(41), Towa {42), Mo. (43), Kans. {47), Ncbr.
(46)*, 8. Dak. (45)* N. Dak. (44)%. " . U

(viii, dMountain: Mont. (S1)* -Wyo. ‘(83}*, Idakho (82)%, NevL (88)*, Utah (87), -

Colo. (84), Ariz..(86), N. Mcx. (83). . . o

(iz) Pacific: Wash. (91), Oreg. (02), Calif, (93), Alasks (94)%, Hawaii (95).

5. Adulis: Adults are all persons not. classified as minor, children including all
unrclated individuals, . T L R A R :

6. Race: White (23.32=1.4); Non-white (23.32: +2,3,5,6), . :

7. Place of Residence: SMSA, center city (12,-21=1), SMSA, niot in center city
(12.21=2); Not in SMSA (1221=3). N A

8. Census Region: Northeast (11.13=1),” North Central (11.13=2), South
(11.13=3), West (11.13=4).. N\ o S . .

SECTION IV, CATEGORICAL ELIGIBILITY

1. Female headed units: If a family contains minor children.the head is female,
then the head and all own and other related minor ‘childrén constitute a cate-
gorically e]i%\ible AFDC unit. All other persons in the family are excluded. Call
thesc units AFDC-FH.. . o o ' '

*State codes for these: States have been-asslgnyed‘ because t}:é} are no‘t identified In the .

CPS flle. (See section XIII.)

1
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2. Unemployed father units: If a famiy contains minor children, lives in o
state with an AFDC-UP program, and the head is & male eligible for the AFDC-
UP program then the head, spouse, and all own and other related minor children
constitute a categorieally eligible AFDC unit. All- other persons in-the family

" are exeluded. Call these units AFDC-UP, :

2.1 Fathers will be considered eligible for the AFDC~UP program if they
worked pari-year (24,334, 3) and the reason for part-year work iwas looking
£24.34= 1}, They must also have worked less than 40 weeks last year (24.31-2, 3,

3. Incapacitzted father units: If a family contains minor children, and the
head is a male who fits the definition of an incapaeitated father then tho head,
spousc, and all own and other related minor children constitute n eategorically
eligible AFDC unit. All other persons in the family are excluded. -

3.1 If the father works zero. weeks (24.31=1) beeauso of illness (24.35=1)
he will be considered incapacitated. Call these units AFDC-IF,.

3.2 If the father worked part-year (24.33=3, 4) beeansc of illness (24.34=2)

and weeks worked is lesathan 40°(24.31=2, 3, 4) hc i5 considered incapaeitated,
Call these units AFDC-IF,, . . .
. 4. Male headed single parent units: If the family contains minor children and
the head is a male with no spouse present (23.37=1, 3, 5, 6, 7) then the head
and all own or related minor children constitute a categorieally eligible AFDC
unit. All other persons in the family are exeluded. Cull these units AFDC-SP.

. 5, Other related child units: If a family contains at least one other related
minor child and is not eategorieally eligible under rules 1~4, then the other related

" minor children, by themselves, constitute a categorically cligible AFDC unit.
Call these units AFDC-RC, o

SECTION V. ANNUAL PAYMENTS FORMULA AND FULL STANDARD TEST

1. Payments Formuia: - s

P=rd (p§—Y*—max [0, re (Ve—¥2)—u. WKE—uy CCE)]). o,
Subjeet to the eonstraint that if P> M set P= A, and if P< O set P=0.,
1.1 Where the variables P, ¥», Yo, WRE, CCE, u,, u; arc defined as follows:

P iisthe annual AFDC paynient computed un the basiz of an annual accounting
period, : DO LR L i .

- ¥¢ js'the sum ‘of annual uncarned incomne less pyblic assistance. (p.a.) over all
members of the AFDC filing unit. For cach persori/annual unearned income less
p.a. is the sum of CPSEQ variables 25.14, 25.15,25.17, and 25.18.." - = ' .

“Ye'is the sum of earned income 6f the head and spouse (if present). For cach

- person earned incomnc is the suin of CPSEOQ variables 25.11,.25.12, and 25.13.

WEE and CCE represent_estimates of work related expenses and child care
expenses for weeks worked, WRE and CCE are estimated only. if ¥ is positive,
The estimating ‘proeedures for, WRE and CCE may vary by 4ype of categorical

..unit and by thc'_method,,of;calqulntinf' payments. Precise rules for estimating
WRE and CCE are outlined in Seetions [Xand X. - : . . -~ &
- uj and uy'are parameters which may be set equal to 0 or'l-so that the model has
the option of inciuding or excluding estimatesfor WREand CCE. . .. .

1.2 The program parameters ¢, p, r¢, ¥2, M, and S arc defined as follows: -

'rd is the budget defieit reduction rate . - . o SR ‘

p is the state standard reduction rate Co :

=8 is the state full standard which. varies by family size

- 'r¢is the tax rate on earnings, which has a.value of ,67 .

YD is the carnings disregard which has an annual value of 360.

M is the state inaximum payment which varies by family size . .

. The values of the prograihr parameters ¢, p, § and M for 1970 are given in
Section XIV, Tables I, 11, and II1. Rule. for estimating S by family size are out-

“7 linedin Section XII; - v o o T T Lol
©-2, Full Standard Test =~ ° - o AP AT B

All categorical units that reeeive a positive payment according to the formula
above will then.be.subjected to -the full standard. test. Application of the full -
standard test is in cffect a°more stringent cconomic screen than the payments -

. formula.- The population of categorical eligibles that reeeives a positive payment
and 'passes: the ‘full standard- test should be smaller than the population that

receives positive payments. Apply the full standard test as follows: If 3>¥V*+4-max .~

(0, Ye—u, WRE“u, CCE) for s given unit, the unit passes the test. WRE and
CCE may be-included or excluded but the treatment must be consistent with the
_payments formula. : “ : o o :

B A v 7ot Provided by R
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SECTION VI. PART-YLEAR DPAYMENTS FORMULAS AND FULL STANDARD TESTS

The part-year payments formulation involves caleulations for different parts
of the year depending on the work experic wee of the head or spouse of the cate-
gorical unit, ’{‘\\'o different methods of computiug payvnrents will be employed
depending on the type of categorieal unit. For A®DC—FH, AFDC-SP and
AFDC-1Fy separate payments caleulations and full standard tests wili be applied
for weeks worked (W) and weeks not worked (N1F) of the prineipal earner—
defined as the head for AFDC-FH and AFDC-SP and the wife for AFDC-IF,.
This method is deseribed in Seetion 1 below and shall be termed the “weeks
worked caleylations.”

For ARFDC-UP and AFDC-1F, payments caleulations and means test will he
ntade only for that portion of the year that the unit  are categorieally eligible:
Categorical cligibility (sce Section 11T) for these units is determnined by weeks
not worked of the prineipal carner—defined as the head in both caxes, This
methad is deseribed in Seetion 2 below and shall be termed “weeks eligible
aleitlations.” ) : }

1. The ‘“*wecks worked ecaleulation’’ involves separate payments for weeks
worked (J¥) and weeks not worked (N117) us determined in Seetion V1IL The total
annual AFDC payment is represented by the following formule: P¥=p+P,

Where: P* js the annual AFDC payinent ecomputed on the basis of a part-year
aceounting period. .

£y is the payment for weeks worked,

I?; is the payment for weeks not worked,

1.1 Weeks Worked Payment Formula .
Wecks worked (1) refers to the principle carner~=heand for AFDC-FH and AFDC-
SP units, but spouse for AFDC-IF; units. In the latter ease, if spouse is absent
set W=0 and henee NIW =352, suppressing the weeks worked ealeulations.
Py=rt (upS-aYv¥* —max [0, re (Ye—a YD) —uy WIE—u, CCE))

Subjeet to the constraints that if—
Py >aM set Py—aM and if <0 set P=0.

Where:

= 1"/52 .

y** is unearned income as defined above exeept all unemployment insuranece
(UI) of prineipal carner—as determined in Seetion X /—is exeluded.

ye is carnings of the prineipal carner.

WARE, if included, should be estimated for the W of the family carner.

CCI, if included, should be estimated for AFCD~FH and AFDC-SP units only
as ontlined in Seetion X,

* 1.2 Weeks Not-Worked Payvments Formula: Py=rd¢ (I—a) [pS— Y**]-UJ)

Subject Lo the constraints that if 12> (I —u).M set Py= (1 —a) M and if 2,<0 set

Where: UT js total amount of unemployment insurance of family earner,
1.3 P* before full standard test.
lCnmputc P% gn basis of estimates of °; and s obtained from see’s 1.1 and 1.2,
above,

1.4 Wecks Worked Full Standard Test Unit passes the full standard test if:

aSZa¥Yv*4-max(0,Y*—1q WRE—12 CCE)

1.5 Weeks Not-Worked Full Standard Test

The unit pasges if:

—-a)8Z2 (1 —a) Ye4-UT

- 1.6 P* after the full standard test

Because of the dual payiments and full stanadrd tests of this seetion, the full
standard tests ay sereen out one payment but not the other, To refleet this
possible reduetion, P* must be recomputed nfter the applieation of the full standard
tests. In this recomputation Py andfor P; should be set equal to zero if the unit
Aails the corresponding full standard test. P¥' =P+ P,

Where: P*/ is the annual A¥DC payment computed on the basis of o part year
accounting period, after the full standard tests. .

P, and/or Py is sct equal to zero if the unit fails the corresponding full standard
{est, ,

2. The “weeks eligible caleulation’” involves a pavments caleulation for
AF DC-UP and AFDC-IF; units for the weeks not worked (NWTI) of the principal
earner/head. Where N 1Wy corresponds to the number of weeks these units are
entegorically eligible. Beeause of the “worked, less than 40 weeks’ requirement
for categorical cligibility (sce Scetion 111) N W, must be >12,
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2.1 Payments Formunla:

Pr=rd(pS—bYv*— Ul —max [0, (cVe, —bY") —uy WRED Subject. to the
canstraint that if P*>b0M set P*=h) and if P*<0 sot, P*=().

Where: P* is the annual AI'DC payment based on part-year computations,
% is the fraction of the year that the principal carner did not work i.e. fraction of
W)

59

Year unit is eligible. b=

] l]’“"’ is the nnits annual unearned income exciuding U7 of principal carner/
head.

U1 is the total annual UT of prineipal carner: ¢ is the proportion of the wife's
annual camings that will be counted as earned during the weeks cligible.

e=1if W, <NWy, but

o= NWu/W.if W > NWy.

where W, is wife's wecks worked,

Y. is the fotal annual earnings of the wife WIRE, if inclnded should e estimated
for W,. or N\Wy whichever is less.

CCI are not allowed for this types of unit.

2.2 Full 8tandard Test
W}Jnib passes the full standard test if HS > bys* 3+ UI - max (0, Cye’ — g

tI).

SECTION VIL ECONOMIC TREATMENT OF RELATED CHILD UNITS (.\FD(J-I((')

The ceonomie treatment. of AFDC-RC units is unicue from that of other
units—the payments formulas and full standard tests outlined in the previous
sections will not be applied to AFDC-RC nnits.

Rather:

1. ITmpute to all AFDC-RC units an average bayment which varies by ¢onsus
division and number of children. See Seetion XIV, Table IV for u schedule of
averpge payments for 1970,

2. To sereen ont AFDC-RC payments to units that reside with higher income
families the following economic screen will be applied to the relative families —
comting the other related children and their nnearned income as parg of the
family and family income respeetively.

2,1 Apply the annual payments formula of Seetion V1o the family (fanily in
ters of CPS definitions) with whom the AFDC-RC unit resides. Conint Yu of all
family members but Y2 of only adults i.c. exelnde Y+ of any minor children.
Istimate WRIES for the weeks worked (W) of the adult who had the greatest
number of weeks worked., No CCE are allowed. The number of AFDC-RC nnits
Jiving with families who reccive positive parmenis neeording to these calenlations
Drovides a rough measure of the proportion of all AFDC-1C wnits that are in -
finaneial need.

SECUION VI DETERMINATION OF WELKS WORKED (\\') AND WEEKRS NOT WORKED
(xNw)

1. W will be determined hy midpaoints of the CPSEO variable (24.31) for weeks
waorked last year, according o the following schedule:

Value of 24.31 : Wecks worked : Midpoint
1 i I 0

e Tto 13 e 7.0
) S Mto 260 o .. 20. ¢
SR 27 o 39 . 33.0
3 S 40 to 47 .. 43. 5
G e 4800 40 e 48.5
T e e e e - A0to 52 . 152, 0

- NI Full year..ococeeueo oo 52,1}

i .;\\rburnrlly set midpoint equal to 52 to prevent part-year calsulations for persons who worked 50 Lo 52
weeks. .,

2. NW is simply 52-W,
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SECTION 1IX. IMPUTATION OF WORK RELATED EXPLENSES (\\'Illi)

1. Estimating procedures for annual payments caleulations of Section V.,
If Y- is positive impute WRIE as follows:

. N3 A .
wRrE= QIWREXI2)W
D2

Where: MW, is the average monthily WRIE for census division i as reported
by the 1971 AFDC Survey. See Seetion X1V,

Table V for a schedule of AIWRE by eensus division,

Wis the weeks worked of the bead or spouse whichever is greater.

(See Seetion VII for ainethod of determining numerieal valie of W)

2, Estimating procedores for “wecks worked esleulations” of Scetion V1.1, 1t
Y is positive, impute WRE as above exeept W refers to weeks worked of hend for
AFDC-FI and AFDC-SP and 1o weeks worked of sponse for AFDC-IT,.

3. Lstimating procedures for “weeks cligible caleulations” of Seetion V1.9,

If Y of spousceis positive, impute WIRLE 3s abave except W is weeks worked of
spouse or NWyrwhichever is less,

SECTION X, IMPUTATION OF CHILD CARE EXPENSES (CC1)

Impute CCE if: -
Cé:’))U!lit is AFDC-FII or AFDC-SP (i.c. no other {xes of units will be allowed

1), -
(71) Unit is a primary family (i.c. sub-familics and sceondary families will not be
allowed CUL). :

(¢ir) Unit has children under 12,

{(ir) There is no adult present in the honschold (eensus definition) who worked
zero weeks last year (24.31=1),

For both the annuad (See. 1V) and part-year (See. V) puyvinents and full standard
tests:

CCE:HICCET"\]Q) W
: H2

Where: MCCE; is average monthly child care expenses for census division i,
See Scetion XTIV, Table V for vidues of MCCE by eensus division as reported by
the 1971 AFDC Survey.

W is wecks worked of head.

SECTION X1, ALLOCATION OF UNBEARNED INCOME SOURCE D TO UNEMPLOYMENT
. INSURANCE : .

1. If 25.17 (Unearned Income Souree 1D: unemployment, insuranee, workmen's
eompensuation, government employee’s pension, and veteran's paynients) equals
0, then the dollar mmount of inemployment insurance equals 0 also,

2. I 2547 equals o positive amount and 25,19 (variable which designates
detailed sources of unearned income) equals 7 (unemployment insurance) and not.
1 (government employee’s pensions), & (workmen's compensation), or 6 (veteran’s
payments), then the dollar amount of unemployment insurance eguils the full
positive amount of 25.17.

3. I 2517 equals n positive amount and 25.19 equals 7 and 4, H or 6 or any
combination of 7 and the latter three, then the dollar amount of uncmployment,
insurance will be determined as follows:

(0 1f 2519 = 7 and 4, then 129 of $ amount of 23.17 is designated U,

iy 12510 = 7 and 5, then 439, 0. $ amount of 25.17 ix designated Ul
i 1% = 7 and 6, then 519% of $ amount of 25,17 is designated Ul.

BRI = 7, 4 and 5, then 14% of $ nmount of 25.17 is designated UL
J9 = 7,4 and 6, then 169, of $ amount of 25,17 is designated U1,

(ed) If 25,19 = 7, 5 and 6, then 209 of $ amaunt of 25.17 is designated U],

(rii) 1 25.189== 74, 5, and 6, then 12% of $ mnount of 23,17 is designated U1,

The ubove pereentages wore determined by taking the ratio of the ammnal mean
unemployment iwsuranee payvient. 1o the sum of the annual mean payments of
the various combinations of (rpes of Souree 1) unearned ineone, For oxmnple, if
the codes of variable 23,19 indicate the reecipt of nnemployiment insnranee {7),
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government pensions (4) and workmen’s compensation. (53), then the annual
mean payments of unemployment insurance, government pensions, and workmen'’s
compensation were swnmed and the annual mean unemployment insurance
payment is computed as a pereentage of that sum. The resulting percentage is
then applied to the positive dollar amount of variable 25.17 to deterinine the
proportion to be allocated to unemployment insurance. The mnean payments in
1970 for each type of Source D income were:

Unemployment Insurance=2$§2,926

Workmen’s Compensation =600 *

Government Pensions=575

Veterans Payments =804

Source: U.S. Dept. of Ilealth, Education, and Welfare, Social Security

Bulletin Annual Statistical Supplement. 1969.” U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C. ’ .

SECTION XII. ESTIMATION OF STATE BTANDARDS BY ABSISTANQE UNIT BIZE

Given published data for monthly values of 8 by states for assistance units
for size 2 and 4, annual values of 8 by states for assistance units of size 3, 5, 6,
7, 8, 9, and 10 will be estinated as follows: :

Sa=(8mu+ (k—4)4) 12
where:

- 8¢ is annual 8 for state i and family size k.
8=, is monthly 8 for state i and family size 4,
k is family sizes 3 and 5-10, :
A, is an estimate of state i's increase in monthly 8 for each additional person in
the assistance unit.
Estimate Aq as follows:

t

Smy—8mg
2

where 8® is monthly 8 for state i and family size 2; o ’
Values of 8=y, 8=, and A by states are given in Section XIV, Table II.

A=

SECTION XIII. ALLOCATION OF POPULATION TO UNIDENTIFIED BTATES (BTATES
... WITH CODE 9) : -

Because the CPS does not specify state codes for the residents of eleven states,
the following procedures were devised to randomly allocate families to specific
atates on the basis of population. Population percentages reflect the distribution of
li‘o \lﬂa{,izon in11970, as reported by the Stalistical Abstract of the United States 1971,

fble 14, P..1%, . . : C o '
A, Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, N ‘ -
If a family llves in ,the"Notthea.st. region (11,13=1) and the state code is 99 (Maine,
New Hampshire, and Vermont) randqmlir asasign: o
1. 46 % of such families to Maine and assign the state code 11, '
2. 3497 ‘of such families to New Hampshire and assign the state codo 12,
3. 20‘70 of such families to Vermont and assign the state code 13.
- B. South Dakota, North Dakota, and Nebraska.

If & family livesin the North Central region (11,13=2) and the state code is 99

{South Dakota, North Dakota, and Nebraska) randomly assign: oo
1. 229, of such familios to North Dakota and assign the state code 44.

2. 249, of such families to, South Dakota and assign the state code 45, .

8. 54 9% of such families to Nebraska and assign the state code 46,

. C. Montana, Idaho, ‘Wvgom‘ing, Nevada, and Alaska, © " '

If  familyilives in tho West reg:m (11.13=4) and the state code is 99 (Montana,
Idaho, Wyoming, Nevada, Alasksa) randomly assign: . .

1. 28? of such families to Montana and assign the state code 81.

2, 28% of sugh familles to Idaho and assign the state code 82,

. 8. 139 of such families to Wyoming and assign the state code 83.
4, 199, of such families to Nevada and assign the state code 88.',
5. 129 of such families to Alaska and assign the state code 94,
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SECTION XIV. DATA TABLES FOR 1970
TanLk L—Values of 74 and p by Stalc as of Juli 1970 (r4 and p do not vary by family
: 8izé)

State rd » State rd P
Alabama. ool 0,35 1.0 Montana_ ...... . 14 1.0
Aluska. 1.0 1.0 | Nehraska Lo 1.0
Arizona .85 1.0 Nevada. . 1.0 1.0
Arkans: 1.0 1.0 | New Hampsh . L0 1.0
Califoriin, . 1.0 1.0 ) New Jersey .. 1.0 L0
Colorado.. . Lo 1.0 | New Mexico. N 1.0
Couneeticut. . 1.0 1.0 New York. . 1.0 1.0
Delaware........ . 1.0 1.0 | North Carolin .58 1.0
District of Columbia. .. 1.0 .75 | North bhakota. 1.0 1.0
¥lorida.._....... . .60 1.0 1.0 .78
Cieorgia. . . 1.0 1.0 .85 1.0
Hawail - 1.0 1.0 10 .80
Iilnho. . 1.0 1.0 | Pennsylvanfa. . L0 1.0
titinol . 1.0 1.0 | Rhode island. . . 1.0 1.0
india . 1.0 1.0 { South Carolina. .62 1.0
lows. . .812 1.0 | South Dakota. L0 1.0
Kansns . 1.0 1.0 Tenness 1.0 1.0
Kentucky . .87 1.0 | Texus 1.0 .75
Loufsiana, _ . .51 1.0 | Utah... . 1.0 1.0
Maine... . 1.0 L0 | Vermont. L0 . 805
Marviand .. - 1.0 1.0 | Virginla. .. .- 1.0 .50
Massachusetts. - 1.0 1.0 { Washington 1,0 1.0
Michigan....._.. . 1.0 1.0 | West Virginia . 1.0 .52
Minnesota. - 1.0 1.0 | Wisconsin. 1.0 L8529
Mississippi. - .3 1.0 | Wyoming.._. L0 1.0
Missouri... - 1.0 10

Source: Tables 2 and 3 of “Stute Maximums and Other Methods of Limiting Money Payinents,” NCSS
report 13-3 (10/70). Published by the U.8. Department of Health, Educatfon, and Welfare, National Center

for Social Statistics.

Tasre II.—Values of Sm;, Smy, and A by States for 1970

State Smy 8my A State Smy 8my A
Alabama.. _.......... 148 11. 143 250 53.5
Alaska._ R 300 50. 235 330 47.5
Arizona._ - 164 46, 220 N7 48.6
Arkansas . 122 7. 221 204 36.5
Calffornia.. - 289 75. 234 347 50. 5
Colorado.. . 163 41. 135 203 34.0
Connecticut . 200 65.0 219 336 58.5
Delaware ae- 181 83.0 147 184 18.5
District of Columbia. 181 19,8 192 2%4 46.0
Florida.... . 143 40.0 173 258 42,5
Georgia.. . 148 30.0 141 218 38.6
Hawah - 189 37.0 | Oregon.... 180 281 50.6
ldaho.. 206 83.07 Pennsylvania 218 313 47.5

228 27.0 | Rhode island - 202 263 30.5

. 208 58.0 | South Carolir . 123 198 37.6

- 186 57.0] South Dakota. . 220 3 40.0

. 166 50,5 | Tennessec. - - 142 A7 37.5

Kentueky. - 154 51,0 | Texus._ - 150 239 4.5

Louisfuna. | . 130 ° 41.5 | Utah.. . 182 07 4.5

Maine.._. - 205 72,0 | Vermont. . 241 327 43.0

Maryland.. - 183 50.5 | Vivginla__._ - 196 279 41, 5

Massachusetts. . 210 52,0 | Washiugton... - 228 303 37.6

Michigan...... fen 181 41,0 | West Virginia - 156 265 30. 5

Minnesota. 302 48,6 [ Wisconsin. _ - 189 255 33.0

Misstssippl. oo cennaen 168 2,0 1 WyOoming. ceeaen oo 177 X7 50.0
Missourl. ...o..eoaoie 230 4.5

Source: Table 3 of “OAA and AFDC: “Standards for Basle Needs for Specified 'I‘ylpes of Assistauce
Groups'; July 1970; NCSS Report D-2 (7/70), U.S, Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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Tanre 1TL—State monthly ! mazimums (M) by number of persons tn assistance
unit for 1970

Stute 1 2 3 4 3 [} 7 3 U it
Alabama..._.. . A0 S0 10 171 170 170 170
Aluska. - 12 175 ) U5 375 5 525
Arkuns: . sl 9l 101 1 131 . 146 Hh
Culifornia_, .. 145 162 211 H) 320 376 Ri
Colorado, - 153 1 235 321 352 H5 476
Delnware .. 125 187 144 171 181 2 218
Georgia .. N 2 133 11 164 3] 1
Indinng .. 100 125 130 201 oo 300 325
Kentieky U . 320 320 320 320 30 30
Muine,._ ., - hi 104 142 208 241 310 373
Mississippl, .l 30 48 ) ny [0 s 108
Missouri. .. . ®) 105 130 180 205 () 305
Nebraska, | - 110 140 170 230 260 350 48y
New Mexieo, .- 200 2N ) 20 200 N 200
Qklahoum, JE 3 180 218 83 30y 353 353
Tenness a7 113 129 161 161 161 111
Utal_ ... 128 165 1849 241 27 331 347
NVirginin., .. 305 30 305 305 305 R4 305
West, Virginia . 182 182 182 183 182 182 182
Wyoming..oo. oo voaeo-- 193 Ry 227 244 244 261 241

1 Multiply by 12 to obtain snnual values.

Tanwue IV.—Average monthly payments for AFDC-RC units for 1970

‘AR
.U-'Dlﬁj ATFDC-RC units by the number of children in unit

Ceusus division units 1 2 3 4 5  Gormaore
New England__ _____... 13. 91 132 44 1116, 03 115224 11, 04 1220, 65 1213, 11
Middle Atlantie. __..... 130,15 6. 16 154. 82 1 185,97 1214, 81 1264 54 1260, 33
East. North Centrat__... UR, 29 85,64 43.08 1131308 1155, 26 1), 39 1183, R0
West North Centrat. __. 84,13 5501 7 1172, 65 1166, 75
Sosth Mlantie.. . ... 70,47 43.16 11346, 50 1 13184
East South Central - §2.31 7. 18 1101. 33 LUT_ AT
West South Central.. 54,16 36, 65 110891 110133
Monmtain._______. . 40, ) &, T 1175, 50 1104, 50
Yaeific coeen o eans e 124,85 81.12 121,81 1233, 58

Total .o caeee.os 40.85 4779 92,54 121,42 143,51 176,98 164, 497

1 These data were estimated by making the ratio of the average payment far a unit of 8 given size and
census division to the avernge payment for all units of the same ceusus division equal to the unalogous ratio
for the whole United States.

Source: Adapted from tahlo 52 of “Findings of the 1971 AFDC Study, P, If. Financlal Cireumstances,”
U.S. Department of [ealth, Education, aud Welfare, NCSS, Jan. 12,1972,

TasLi V.o—Arvcrage monthly WRE and average monthly CCE by Census Division
Jor 1970

Census Division MWRE MCEE

New Eugland. ...
Middle Atlautie..
East north-central.
West norihcentral,
South Atlantie___..
Enst south-central.
West southe-central.
Mountain_._.__
Pacific...... trccamea-

51,78 83.16

82,76 74.40

1 Do not impute any CCE to States in the mpuntain consus division.

Source: Table 72 in “Findings of the 1971 AFDC Survey, pt. 11, “Financigl Circumstances.” U.S.
Department of 11ealth, Edueation, and Welfare, NSCC, Jan. 12, 1472,
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Avarmox or T, Basic Mobrn To Procray Yran 1967

The specifications below ontline scetion by seetion the changes which must be
made to the Basic Model (specified for program year 1970) to estimate AFDC
cligibles for 1967, These changes are incorporated into the model ws options so
the revised model has the capability to estimate cligibles for 1967 and 1970.

SECTION 1, SPECIFICATION QF DATN BASIE
1968 CPs tape for incomme data year 19G7.
SECTION 11, GENERAL SEQUENCE OF THE CORE MODEL

Sequence of the model is unchanged for 1967 except eliminate the full standard
tests from hoth the annual and part year ealeulations, The full standard test was
not in effect for program yenr 1967.

SKCTIOX HE DEFINITIONS

Definitions are unchanged with the follo: ing exceptions:

1. New elassification of states by the two aliegnative definitions of niinor children.

Definition 2.1 from Seetion 111 of the Basic Model: Alaska (94): Arizona (86);
Delaware (71); Florida (59); Georgin (38); Idaho (82)%*; Mississippi (64); Mis-
sonri (43): Nevada (88)*; South Dakotn (45)%.

Definition 2.2 from Scetion 11T of the Basic Model: Alabama (63): Avkansas (71);
California (93); Colorado (84); Connceticut (16); District of Columbin (53);
Hawaii (05) : Towa (42); Kansas (47) : Kentucky (61); Louisinna (72): Maine (11)%;
Marvland (52); Aassachusetts (14); Michigan (34); Minnesota (41); Nebraskn
(46); New Hampshire (12)*; New Jersey (22); New Mexico (83): New York (21):
Ohio (31); Oklahoma (73); Oregon (92); Pennsylvania (23); South Carolina (37);
Tennessee (62) ; Texas (74); Utah (87); Vermont (13)*; Virginia (54) ; 1llinois (33);
Indiana (32); NMontana (81); North Carolina (56); North Dakota®(44)*; Rhode
Island (15); Washington (91); West Virginia (55) ; Wisconsin (35); Wy oming (83)*.

Source: U8, Dept. of Health, Edueation, and Welfare, Social and Rehabil-
itation Service, Assistance Paymoents Administration, Characleristies of Stale
Publie Assistauce Plans: Gencral Provisions—Eligibility, Assistance, Administra-
tjon, 1907 Edition, Washington, D.C.

2. New list of UP states: California (93); Colorado (84): Connectient (16);
Delaware (51); Hawaii (95); Hlinois (33); Kansas (47); Pennsylvania (23);
Rhode Island (15); Utah (87); Washington (91); West Virginia (53); Wisconsin
(35); Maryland (52); Massachusetts (14); Michigan (34): Nebraska (46)*; New
York (21): Ohio (31); Oklnhoma (73); Oregon (92).

Source: Same as for sub-section 1 above.

SECTION 1V, CATEGORICAL ELIGIBILITY
No changoe.

SECTION V., ANNUAL PAYMENTS FORMULA AND FULL STANDARD TEST

Omit the full standard test in simulating program year 1967. The basic structure
of the payments formula remains the same. Definition of variables P, Y1, Y+,
WRE, CCE, u, and u; are the same.

The general definitions of program parameters rd, p, e, YP, M and S are the
same but all parameters have new values for 1967. For 1967 re, tix rate on enarnings,
has a valie of 1 and YP, the income disregard, has a value of 0. 1967 values for
rd p, 8 and M are given in Seetion X1V, Tables 1, 1T, and I11.

SECTION VI. PART YEAR PAYMENTS FORMULA AND FULL STANDARD TESTS

For the “wecks worked caleulations” follow the specifications as written for 1970
with the following exceptions: : )

1. Omit the full standard tests (paragrapbs 1.4 and 1.5) and rcealeulation of PP#*
after the full standard test (paragraph 1.6),

2, Use 1967 values for parameters o, Y2, 74, p, S, and .

For the “weeks eligible ealeulations” follow specifications as written for 1970
with the following changes for 1967

1. Omit the full standard test (paragraph 2.2).

2. Use 1967 values for pavameters 1, Y2, rd p, S, and M.

20-307—73

32
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SECTION ‘II ECONOMIC TREATMENT OF RELATLD CHILD UNITS (AFDC-RC)

Economic procedures for AFDC-RC units are unchangcd with the following

exceptions:
1. Substitute 1967 schedule of average payments for RC units for imputing

payvments. See Section XIV, Table IV.
2. In ap{)lymg the economic screen to the carctaker fmmhcs use paramcter

values for 1967
SECTION VIIT. DETERMINATION OF WEEKS WORKED (W) AND WEEKS NOT WORKED (NW)
No change.
SECTION IX. IMPUTATION OF WORK RELATED EXPENSES _

General procedures are unchanged. Substltute 1967 input data for values of
MWRE; (average monthly WRE for census division i). See Scetion X1V, Table V.

SECTION X, IMPUTATION OF CH!LD CARE EXPENSES

General procedures are unchanged. Substitute new 1967 input data for valucs
of MCCE; (average monthly CCE for census division i), Sec Section X1V, Tahle V.

'SECT!ON XI. ALLOCATION OF UNEARNED INCOME BSOURCE D 'l'O UNEMPLOYMENT
INSURANCE

The general procedures are the same but new allocation perceniages are sub-
. stltuE.e )for31967 (1) 19%; (1), 52%; (i11), 40%; (iv), 186%; (v), 15%; (v3), 27%;
and (vis .
Mean i)aymc:ants for each t; ype of source D income in 1967 were: Unemployment
Insurance, 2,362; Workmen's Compensatlon, 562 Govemment Pensions, 838;

Veterans Pa ments, 526. )
Source: U.S. Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare ' “Social . Segurity
Bulletin Annual Statistlcal Supplement 1969.’_ U. S Government Printing Ofﬁce,

Washington, D
QEGTION XII. ESTI.IIATION OF STATE STANDABDS BY ABSIE’I‘A& CE UNIT BIZE -

Procedures for estimatin S by family size are the samevvusmg 1967 anut
data—see Sectlon XIV Tab e 1L .

snc'rmN xn, ALLOCATION oF rownumn 0 numnmmnn s'r u'ns (sm'rx-:s WITH
" CODE'®).

Procedures are the same v ubstit.uting new population percentages for 1967 a8
uhown below.

[E

‘Btate: T Percent State: :
Maine. oo s 47 Montana
New Hampshire.. o - cceccanan- 33 Idah
Vermonto o oo 20) . - Wyoming
South-Dakota....-.___._.....241 " N :
North Da.kot.a ................. 2 Alas
Nebraska - ___.__... ammmmaneca 53

Source: Statistical Abslract of the Umted S!ales, Table 12, p 14. ’

“ERIC
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SECTION X1V. DATA TABLES FOR 1967

TanLe L—Values of r¢ and p by Stale for 1967 (¢ and p do not
vary by family sizc)

State State

-

a
"3
~
a
‘3

e

Montana_....
Nobraska,
Nevada....

Nev. Hampshire. .

Pt 0t Bt et

..
(2]
ity

New York......
North Carolina.
. Igort Dakoty..

0. co.....

Oklahoma..

Penusylvania.
Rhods Island.
South Carolin

Ot Bt Dt Bt B et et Bk Bt O Bt et Bt et

10 15 e bt 1t 0t 0t 0t 0t 0t et et bt Ok Bt 0t 0t et

Virginia. ..
Washiu Pton...

Michigon.....
Minnesota....

lississippi, ..
P A——

Source: Table 5 of ““oney Payments to Reclplents of Dubllu Assistance, October 1987,” U.8. I)epurt-
;régnt of Health, Education, and 'ellure, l\ntlonal Center for Soclal Statistics, NCSS report D-4 (October

.

ettt g g e e e 0 Bt i et e e e e e

-]
S
:
'
'
'
£ 0 Bk 8t 0 Bt et ot okt Bk B 0t Bt Bt Bt

et e bt

=
[ntnl ald stad 2t
o
==
?;
<
'3.
-4
m

.

TaBLE II —Valuea of S". and A by States for 1887, "

‘ 0 :
State Sm ‘o] Gtate S LY !
177.00 2.5 219,00 7.0,

7 520 276, 50 47,5

232,00 47.5 26225 82,0

174,00 26,0 20600 2.0

20,20 - 5.5 00 8.5

216.00 7,0 163,00 - 328

247,00 o5 262,15 3.0

236,00 43,5 147,78 13.5

* 182.00 185 281, 0.5

108. 00 38.0 23, 2,0

" 187.60 2.5 163,00 2.5

210,75 31,0 203, 4.5

211.60 2.0 107.40 38.0,

181,12 0.0 225.00 36,0

271,40 52.0. | Bouth Carolina.. . 18880 32,5

192,00 480 | Souith Datota. - " 24890 38,0

234, 60, 415 108.00 3.5

190,00 44,0 163.95 41,0
-163.75 0.0 186.00 - 2.5

251, Q5 . 20050 0.0

171.50 51,28 . 105,00 2770

48,0 200, 330

293,00 36,8 0.0

Mlnnesota.. Dm0 450 218,15 5.0
Missisipp- - S 1eem 829 240, 5.5

emaoaaeennae 225,46 s N

1aFor 1067 was oomputed !:om State standm'ds data tor mﬂs—t,he llt year standards, daca Was avallable
for unlt's of size2and 4.

Not.e. 1967standardstorasﬁstaneeumtsotslu4mnotp lewthoseforlm In 1967
the standards refer to a family co xﬂna of & mother, Iather and chllcﬁ'enwhlle the stsndn,ds for 19{!‘;5 "
refetwatamﬂyoons!stinxol & mother and 3 children.". :

Soume U.8. Pn?lmnent lHealt.h Eduesﬂon, nnd Wel!u-e, sodal snd Rehabﬂltﬁuan Senfxca. "Old
slstance Families With Depondent Oblidren: ‘Tables on Peroent of Basis Needs Mot for
l: lC;d'I‘ypeaolCasas,Januarylm,"Aumm . :

PAFo o rovaed o enc R K e
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Tapre 11L—State monthly ¥ mazximums (M) by nuwmber of persons in assistapce
’ unil for 1967

~1
o
=

State 2 3 4 5 [}
Mabama...._.. 40 A5 ] 115 140 140 10 110
Ataskn. - 50 N 10 140 170 00 240 2a0)
Arizoua K irg 131 161 18K 216 0 i)
Arkanes 65 75 &5 uh 1h 115 5 125
Californ 148 178 208 238 8 a3 g8 L
Delaware, 12 137 i RL 161 171 B3 m U1
Florida, 32 55 N N5 n5 86 85 S5
7 a6 125 l."JI 15 154 154 151
50 h 100 125 150 1°5 ARy 200
it} 24 20 N0 60 260 20 20
KN [t 1 133 145 103 1063 1t
0 10 137 it 191 218 M5 250
250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
25 10 50 [t} il S0 Ul Wy
ol )] 114 138 152 184 210 258
Nebraski 10 140 170 2ty 230 260) aK) 350
Nevady 4t 42 123 151 185 216 u7 30
.\'u\\' Mexije 100 140 140 110 100 190 190 100
12 150 175 o 230 234 255 7T
45 66 N7 108 126 1X 125 125
[} 105 135 1356 135 135 135 135
72 a3 14 135 135 135 135 135
138 163 185 205 20 MG 20 AN
v ll ginia., ANy o5 UL 216 N6 A5 215 A
\\';whinglon 325 325 325 . 325 325 325 325 326
West Virginia 1656 165 165 165 165 s -~ 3 165
Wyoming. . 170 P 200 285 218 A5 230 230
¢ Maximums must be multiptied by 12to obtain annual valies,
Tanrre W.—Average monthly payments for AFDC-RC wnits for 1967
Average monthly pagments, by nnmber of ehildren per nnit
Censits diviston 1 2 3 1 5 i+ Total

New Eneland.coeoooiiinniann $55, 00 $61.40  §106.68 PSH3.90 1516597 15195 098 $88, 28
a9, 76 15 31 173,75 1185.82 1914.32 1253, 08 11,00
5156 88, 00 H7. 45 1246,13  1168.54 V199,02 8. 65
46, 20 78,18 HYL 85 1393 11614.76 8 75 2,32
38,14 67. 48 a, 61 106, 45 134,449 113 l"’ 65, 93
30,98 11.40 5t 160,78 180.43 104,97 1L

34.73 61, 55 K268 110282 MN8.54 1140.0L 63,08

Last North Central .
West North Central,
Sonth Atlntic.
East South Ces
West South Central.

Mountain. ... ...... - 76.60 38,01 7236 -100.23 114213 1167.83 . 75,60
Pavifie... ... et 92,44 57.20 102,60 1049 180.79 1205, 22 9L 41
6 O TE ) B, - 46,56 7113 105, 86 123.00 ML 8% 167,065 75,53

1 h(‘c(\ data were estimated by making the ratio of the average payment for a unit of a given size and
censtis division to theaverage payment for all units of the same census division equal to the analogous ratio
for the whole Unitu'} States.

Sonrcc- 1.8, Departmenst of ealth, Education, and Welfare, “Findings of the 1967 AFDC Sludy "
(able 12K, Am.\xst 1470,

Tasrr V.—Average monthly WRE and avma_/r monthly CCE by census division
for 1967

Census division MWRE MCCE

54,21

New Enghind. ...
Middle Atlantie. .
Eust North Central..
West North Central.,
South Atlantie.....
East Souh Central
West South Centra
Mountain
Pueific

Saurce: 1.8, Departmeny of Health. Edueation, and Welfare, Soelal und Rehabllitation Servico, National
Center for Smiu] Statisties, “ Fiudings of the 1970 AFDC \lud\,” tuble 74, Janunry 1972, and ¢ Findlngs of
the 1467 AV DO Study,” table 118, August 1970,



ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . ' !

171

Arrexpix B

VALIDATION OF THE COMPUTATIONAL MODEi‘ FOR ESTIMATING
AFDC ELIGIBLES

Validation of the computational madel, described in the text and Appendix
A, involves (1) an internal consisteney check of the various cstimates of AFDC
cligibles, and (2) a comparison of these estimates with outside controls. Since no
cantrol estimates of eligibles exist, the best that can be done is to test the estimates
for consistency with estimates of the Part-icipating casclond. The estimates of
cligibles should at least include a population that “looks like” the participating
cascload. o

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY

Tahles T and IT show the estimates of oligible families and average payments
by eategoriceal type for 1967 and 1970. The various estimates show the effect of
an annual versus a part-year aceounting period, and for 1970, the cficet of the
full standard test. As cxpeeted, the.part-year accounting period expands eligi-
bility and raises total payments, while the full standard test restricts cligibility
mnd lowers total payments. However, the effect of both is proportionally greater
on the estimates of eligibles than on total payments. This is due to the fact that
the full standard test “sercens out”” and the part-year accounting period “sereens
in’”” families with higher incomes and lower payments than the overall average.
The average payments data in Table II illustrate that this is occurring.-

Tanie 1.—1967 and 1970 estimales of cligible unils by calrgorz'mlh {ype

(In thousands]

© FIL up - Iy . IF, . §p RCt Tolal
14967 estimates: - _ . . . . . : '
CATMUAL e - L0007 71 0t . s 111 11 2,500
PArL-YeaY coniciiniiecmceaacann 2,183 2 205 308 157 . 3,246
1970 esthinates: . ‘ - . . . . . . o
CAnnusl—without F8T ... 22006 1330 .. 200, 178 153 100 4,02
_ Jassed F8T2 _ 0 O X I ARG 11/ . 1| AN § (1} Lo 830100, 3,5
' Falled FST9.__. 7. SR L IS R & 7t 0., < 810
<. I'urt-year —~without F 3,103 .. - 581 ... 262.. 345 182 108 - 4,582
~Passell FET 2 __. 2,714 2L 1 A 1W 0 109 04,0250
Failed FST 2., B

asn 87T B 49 o800 85T

1 Although xhe‘omnomlc sereens for' RC units differ from the annua! and imrt-,vmr )rdt-ndufes; the estj-
mates of poor RC units are jucluded with estimates for both metheds for the purpose of determining torals.
* FST—Full standard test. R ‘ . T

Tanwr 11.—1967 and IFWO c"slinuqug'sZ of payments to eligible units by ciztcgorical type

. : Total -
ORI e T .. pay-
Amnual average paymeais per unit . - Cments

- Lo Jn
FH vp - 1R IFs . ~ 8P - "RC Total millions)

1967 estimates: C ' ;
1,261 1,222 74 1,418 3,656

Anmnlooooooo.0 0 1,47 L4z <o 1,467

Part year..ooeeo.cane 1,376 1,016 1,416 - 6581 . 1,011 774 1,269 - 4,118
1970 estimates: L e ) . Ll '

Annusl—without . o : ; B ‘
FRT.o.lniioonie s 2,008 L7 0 2,132 . 1,741 1,205 800 1,041 812
Passed FST1,. 2,279 2,08 - 38 2,972 1,853 §40 2,46 w223
Falled FST.___. 726 8.7, - 630 668 - &6 0 1) 589
1,038 148 0 2110 1,107 L1160 80 - 1,79 7024
2,079 1,241 2,127 1,236 1,308 890 1,887 7,475
42 323 429 3. 514 3,388

0. o

! FST—{ull standard test. -~
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Analysis at a more detailed level indieates that- the cconomie leniency of a
part-year aceounting period and the economie restrictiveness of the full standard
test apply almost exclusively to families in which the head has work experience and
carnings. A review of the computational formulas of Seetions V and VI of Technical
Appendix A shows that the part-year eomputations reduce to an annual computa-
tion for units in which the head has no work experience or carnings. For most such
units the annual payments formula reduces to the full standard test formula.?
Thus, most of the variation in the estimates shown in Tables I and 11 represents
units in which the head works at some time during the ycar. :

_ The estimates for UP and IT; units indieate that the computational formulas

are operating as expeeted with respeet to work experience. The disproportionate

affect of the part-year computatior and the full standard test on the UP and IF,
estimates follows from the fact that the heads of suchi units, by definition have work ‘
experience and earnings, The same appears to apply for the SP units which, being

male headed, are likely to be charaeterized by working heads.

DESCRIPTION OF CONTROLS

Two independent measures of welfare .cascloads are available for validation—
HEW administrative statistics and CPS figures on families that report the receipt
of public_assistance to the CPS. In both cascs, the statistics represent measures

- of actual participating caseloads rather than measures of potential cligibles.
Thus, both are imperfeet validation controls, and, as previously mentioned, the
best ane ecan do is to test for consistency. N
. Howewsr, even us measures of actual caseloads both eontrols fall short of ideal.
The CPS lumps reporters of all types of public assistance-into onc category

_ $0 that reeipients of AFDC are not readily distinguishable. ‘Administrative statis~
tics on the other hand refer to monthly rather than anmual easeloads. Thus,
assumptions must be made and manipulations applied to obtain controls which
arc comparable to the model estimates of cligibles. , ' SR

To identify ~ AFDC reporters ‘in the  CPS ‘file, the - categorical -rules
of the computational model are simply applied to all families' with-minor children
{as defined in Scetion III of Technical Appendix -A) reporting receipt:of public
assistance. Familics that do neét' meet the criterin of any of the 'six’ categorica

screens are assigned to a'residunl category termed’ General Assistance: (GA).: ¢ -
~To estimate annunl cascloads from HEW administrative statistics, openings
during the year are added to the' monthly cascload ‘at the beginning of the year,
the logic being that the ‘caseload at tlie beginniiig of ‘the year: plus all openings
during the year yiclds an“estimate of ‘all units that participated at some time
during the year. This procedure yields the following snnual casclonds 'for 1967
and 1970, respeetively: - ° SR T

Dcecember 1966 cascload ’-."-.'*.‘_"_-._-;__;-;.'.;--v.-.--.,'.--;--,,--.,.---- 1, ‘127', 000
Openings in 1967 2. . Lo e ecmmcmmaian. .T03,000
e Anm‘ml‘ cascloa‘d for 1967;_-;-;'_;---;;-3‘..--.;-_--‘--‘---;‘.';;-- 1; 830, 000
‘December 1969. caseload #._.__:_ . i.. et eeeea SR 1, 875, 000 B
Openings in 3970 4. ..o i e cdemecenilo e mememmmen - 1,305, 948
Annual cascload for 1970._.___..- i eedieieiceeeeo-. 3,270,948

1 U.8. Dopt. of Hoalth, Fdiication, and Welfars; ‘Soclal aud Rehabilitation Serviee, National Center
for Social Statisties, Report A-6 (6/7), " Program Facts.” 1970, - - oo P
? Op'. Cit., NCsS Report A-b (6/67 and- 12/67), *'Reasohs for. Opening ‘and ; Closhig Public Assistance
3 Op. Cit. NCSS Report A-2 (12/60). Public Assistance Stalistics. "~ - P P
4 Op. Cit. NCSS Quarterly Repart- A-9, Applications, Cases Approved, and Cases Discontinued -for Pablic
Aassistance. Ini cases whoro states did 1ot report openings in & purticular quarter, the nuniler of openings
. reported in the nearest reporting quarter was lmpgted. e L
Onc flaw in this procedure is the potential of double counting, f:itr_lilieg with
more than onc opening during the ycar.-In a research note a]})]pcarmg_m .the
September-October 1970 issue of Welfare in Review, Bradley Schiller cstimated
that the rate of intra-year-recidivism was'about 1.8 pereent of the annual average

1 This does nott hold i.n sl;llcs \vv'!'m;'e ay reduced sﬁandﬁrd or ratable reduction app}y; ie, rd ‘n_ud’ p have X
values of less than one. : o ; e g
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caseload.? With annual average cascloads in 1967 and 1970 of 1.200 3 million and
2.12]08 1 million respectively, the adjustments for intra-year recidivisin are as
follows:

1967 annual unadiusted cascload. . o .o 1, 830, 000

. Reeidivism adjustmento.. ... ... . _____. b ma 21, 600
1967 annual adjusted easclond___.....-. S 1, SOS, 400

1970 annual unadjusted caseload. .. __. et e ecemaeaa 3,270, ‘.)IS
Recidivisin adjustment . oo ... e 33, 744
1970 annual adjusted caseload. o weeuoon -——- 3,237, 204

Norte.~Where necessary these figures are further adjusted for comparability with ccil detail of particular )

tables. :

These procedures yicld an aggregate estimate of the annual ecascload hut
provide no distributional detail fegarding the c¢haracteristies of  the caseload.
Because no known souice of this type of information exists, the assumption is
made that the annualized caseload: looks like the monthly easeload deseribed in
the 1967 and 1971 AFDC studies. Thus, the annual estimmates by geographic and
demographic characteristics ‘arc obtained by. multiplying the monthly estimates
(from the AFDC Studies) by the ratio of the annual easeload to the end of year
monthly eascload of the AFDC Studies. This. procedure involves the somewhat
dubious assumption. that the annual rate of turnover is the same for all geographic
. and demographic groups.® T'urnover, however, is most likely a function of economic
alterpatives to AFDC which intirn are o function of geographic and demographic

characteristics..'Hence,  the detailed. annual cn’seload-’_cs‘tinmtes‘ should he ap- ~

proached with this potential bias in mind: .

The only exception to, this assumption is the distribution of the 1970 caseload ;

by the Census region characteristic. Sinec 1970 data on; monthly cascloads and
“openings. are published:on'a state by state basis; the procedures’ describied above

to obtain the aggregate annual estimates’ may: be applied at the regional level to

obtain estimates:ofa nnual’AFDC eascloads for each;Census region. ;. - L

.. 2, His ostinuito Is based on dath for female hodtled whilts it 1@}68." This s hot, as up ‘to’date and is precise’ss .

one would. like but is the only known information avafiable, Schiller’s estimate assumes-that no families
- nre on publie assistaneo for more than two noitcontiguous episddes during o year, He 1otes that this assump-
. tion holds up well'ont an annual basis: & ;& im0 AR T
2. Colealated fromn Table 3 of NCSS:Rep : ;
AFrom Schiller's Artiele, - 0y o ; [ AR A
& Turnover herorofers to the 'difference hetween the number of familios that are veceiving heaefits at the

. end-of the yearand the number that réceved benefits gt sometime durivg the year. 7. L

N e
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Tanre IV.—1007 cstimates of cligible and participating A DC wnits

[1n theusamls) !

Al Putl year Monthily  Aunualized
estimates estinates adminis. adminis. .

0 o trative trative AFDC

vligibles cligibles caseload ¢ casvlomi? ™HoTters

Total. el o 2,805 (100) 3.6 (100) LUt (1000 1 880 (10m 1,106 (1)

Region: .
Northeastern, oo o TS (U5) 531 (3
wh2 (2 é (

North Central
southeru. .
Wespon, .

372 (¢h

752
LT (3)
519 (16)

B G061 (3%) 1,08 (3% fisd (54) NG (1) 501 (15)
b A &) .- 527 1) it (24) REELD] SH (17} 200 (Bs)
NotSMSA L 1,018 (1) 1,231 3% 302 (24) K36 (o 415 (37)

Unit sze:

o 53 1o o0g) 31 03

M2 (25) 2 120 TEE o
N () 20 21
(1») 223 (18}
EniNE R 171 (13}
595 (1n) W (28)
AN (18) (+)
670 (L) )
3% (20} )
QR (13) {4)
Ind4 (07) =1 )
i (03) 204 (im) "
20 4 144 14) 3y
6 (01) 17} (05) )
$5,000 1o 80,90 2 () 55 (1) 4
510,000 plus. 0 ¢y oo “)

Numbers fu purentheses vepresent the pereemage disiritution of unitg by vegion, place of residenes, unit
1eze, aud level of income,

* Detailed estimiates do 1ot add 10 totals for certain charactertsties reause of unknown eategorivs and
delvation gdjustments.

8 Level of income refers 1o all income exceept public assistauce received hy personsincluded in the assistance
unit.

CNot available,
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Tante V.—1970 estimales of cligible and participating AFDC units

{In thovsands] !

Annual Aunual  Purt-year  Part-year
estinmates  estimates  estiniates  estimates
of { of of  Monthly Aunualized

[}
cligibies cligibles  eligibles  eligibles  Adminds-  Adminis-
without with “:“il‘n“l“ with trative trative AFDC
3

rsT F8T ST cuseload 2 caseload 7 reporters

Tota). ool Lo 4.050100)  3.25(100) A4 5R2(100) A.025(100)  2.524(100)  3,231(1060) 1,871(100)
Region:

Naovtheast......... 1,052 (26} S25 (26) 1,192 (26) 1,038 (2) Gut (28) ST §‘27) 536,(2M

North Cen 875 (20) 679 (2 1074 (29) 913 (23) 500 (20) i3 (21) 413 (20

Sonthern. - L2560 (31) 1,062 (3%) 1,313 (29) 1,20 §3\\) G667 (27) 791 (25) 536 (2

Western__.._....... 818 (21) 659 20y uhs (21) K38 (21) 605 (26) 801 (23)  3m6 (21)

Place of residence:
SMSA—CC., ... 1,631 (41) 1,314 £41) 1,584 (31) 1,565 (3 1,423 (57) 1,828 (87) s (IR)
SMRA—=-NC( 1,000 (25) 758 (29) 1,245 (270) 1,000 (7 440 (18) 75 (18) 420 (23)

v ii\‘(}l SMSA.___... 1,385 (34) 1,143 (35) 1,553 (34) 1,400 (35) 610 (25) 80 (25)  Gi8 (@)

nit sire:
67 (02) 67 (02) 67 (01) 67 (1) 100 (04) 140 (O1) 44 (02

a.. TN (38). 833 (26) 1,216 (27) 1,010 (25) 621 (26) 705 (25) 377 (20)
3.. L0 (27)  SIT (25 1,76 (20) 1,070 (27) S92 (23) 758 (23) 481 (26)
4.0 TOTh05 (18)  ANS (18) S35 (IS) 708 (19) M9 (18) 575 (18) 372 (20)
5.. . 453 (1) 36 (1) 528 (12) 471 (12)  3m (12) 385 (12) 230 (1)
Gplus. ... oo 010 (15) A1 (1T) 681 (15) 639 (lg) 452 (18) 579 (1B) 308 (O)

Levelof income: ? .
[/ TSR $21 (20) S (26) g2 (18) 821 (20) NA NA - 813 (33
£110 $099 . 873 (1) 63 (21) 073 (15) 673 (1) NA NA 413 (2)
£1.000 to §1 621 (1) 62 (19 ¢4 (14) 623 (15) NA NA 204 (16)
2000 to $2,4 473 (12 432 (13) 478 (10) 465 (12) NA NA 148 (0%)
£3,000 10 $3,0¢ 47 (11) 317 (10) 452 (10) 394 (1) NA NA 115 (08)
£4,000 to $4,0 344 (09) 181 (06) 378 (08) 278 (O7) NA NA 79 (01)
$5,000 10 %5, 288 (07) 88 (03) 344 (08) 210 (05) NA NA 63 (03)
$6,000 to 7,4 .0 72 (021 417 (09) 208 (07) NA . NA 16 (04)
£4,000 1o $0.990_. .. 04 (02) 8 (V0) 212 (05) 162 (01) NA NA 35 (02)
$10.4000 plus........ 13 (00) 1(00) 183 (04) 131 (03) NA NA 35 (02)

1. % 3 8ee footnotes of table IV.

VALIDATION OF liS-’l‘l.\f.\Tl-lS OF FAMILIES

Tables 1L IV and V show the estimates of eligible fiunilies and the control
~stimates of participating families tabuluated by various demographic, geographic,
and cconomic charncteristies, The figures presented here are mostly a repetition
of those in the text, the major addition heing the cstimates of families reporting
the receipt of AFDC to the CPS—heneceforth referred to as Reporters. The general
conclusion here, as in the text, is that the estimates of eligibles are consistent with
the econirols in that more families are eligible than are reeeiving payments, For
virtually all of the characteristics shown, at least one of the estimates of eligibles
is lurge enough to account for CPS Reporters and for cither the monthly or annaal
administrative estimates of caseloads.

One ntinor exeeption to the gencral conclusion is the 1970 estimate of related
child (RC) units. Since little a prior information was avajlable for determining
the ceommic rnjes for RC units, & stringent economie sereen on carctaker families
was chosen to avoid an unrealistically hizh estimate. The results suggest thag the
sereen is overly stringent and a future refincinent might 'be to devise a nore

_ lenient sereen, The effect on the total estimate, however, should be negligible. The

low 170 estimates of cligibles for family size one in Tahle V reflect the problems of
estimating IRC units. :

The fignres an Reporters in Table 11T allow several observations regarding the
validity of the computational model. The first row of figures shows the results of
sereening all families with minor children reporting receipt of public assistance to
thé CPS by the eategoricad rules of the model. The number of CPS reporters falls
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substantially short of administrative estimates suggesting that a major probleim on
the CPRis nonreporting of public assistance by a number of recipient units, But,
of the AFDC recipients reporting ta the CPS, the model verifics eligihility for 20
percent in 19467 and 95 percent in 1970, % Although the residual general aszistunce
category (GA) appears high (22 and 18 pereent of all reporting families), the
fizures are nod inconsistent. with monthly GA easeloids which reached 827,000 by
tlie end of 1967 and 500,000 by the end of 1970, Also, the high income familics
picked up by the part-veur caleulations (Tables IV und V') do not seein unrealistie
given the distribution of reporters by level of incame.

YALDATION OF LSTIMATES——PATYMENTS

Tables VI, V1, and VIIT show model and control estimates of avernge payvments
broken down by region, place of residence, unit size, and eategorical type. The
annual administrative average payinent for both years was derived by dividing
totul expenditures on AFDC money payments by the annualized easeload esti-
mate. The monthly administrative payments, on the other hand, represent average
monthly payments 7 infinad by a factor of twelve. The monthly figures are
pre=sented here to show the “annual rate’’ of monthly payments and to point ot
that this differs from a more appropriately estimated annual average payment.
The amnualized monthly estimates do not eapture the downward effect of part-
year purticipation on the overall average. Mere growth in the eascload implies
that u substantisl amount of par’-year participation took plage in bath 1967 and
1970,

Tasrk VI-—1967 and 1970 estimated payments by categorical type

Total

Day-

Average paymends per unit n}nnllls
mil-
FlL vy 1F 1¥ SP RC Total lions)

7 estimates:

Annual_.. $1,467  §1,261 1,222 T4 S§L A $3, 556
Puart yrar. .. 1,410 05 1,011 Tird 1,200 4,118
Monthly administrative 1,753 1,37 o 1,873
Aunnal administrative 2, NA NA NA L2444
AFDC repore een _ 1,548 1,008 1.0214 80 1,520
Compnted AFDC repartars 3. 1,692 L8 I, 865 L8N

1070 estimates:

Amnml WO FST..__. 2,132 LT 1,965 840
Annual WiFST 2,2 2,272 1,853 RH)
Part year W/F 210 107 1, 160 A
1Purt year W/IST 2,19 1,236 1,368 =00
Mouthly ndminist (0 4,133 1,661 1, 086
Annuub gl aisiraiive 3 NA

3

AFDCreporters. ...
Compued AFDC reporiers

NA N 2
2,932 1272 1,312 1,383
2,018 1,83 2,012 1,001

3

1,310

1 Mouthly administrative figures in 1his table represent monthly payments veported to the 1067 and 1970
AFDC sorvey multiplied Ly 12, Thus the fieesses for this row represealt Uhe antigal rate of monthly payineits
for the varicns types of categorienl units §» the survey month, Troae mmual average paymeuls world fu o
Drevattse prt dear participation would be snken into aceouat, ossuming henefits Jevels donot

the yenr. For FIL, SP, pnd RC nnlts the puyiments from 1he surveys wera for 7% 5% e-
cisely comparable to those of the izodel, For FI1 units, payments for ull units with 1 adull nere ood; for
SIP units pavients daty for an “other status'” residual category were used; und for RC uniti g« aents data
for units with uo aduits were used, . ’

2 Phe 107 annual wdministrative totnl is 1he rotal spent on AFDC money paymentsz 4 calendar year
1967 as reporfed in NCSS report A~), “Trand Leport,” "Pho 1967 averuge total Nigeae wis derived Ly
dividing 2,250,600,00¢ by 1he ammul esthmate of particinants of 1,800,000,

Siinilarly, the 1970 annual administrative total is the votal spent on AFDC money paynents i ealendar
yeur 1470 as reported in N CSS report A2 (December 1970, The average total figuro was ohtakned by dividiug
4,551,000,000 hy the aunual estimate of participants of 3,200,

3 Computed nounts refer to the part year method of caleulating payinents—without the FST for 1970,

6 T'hiis represents application of the part-year payments formula o Ml standard test in J97¢ 16 CPS
reparters exchuding the gelieral agsistance category. Sre AFDC Computed Reporters i Tabfa i
t Frow the 2967 and 1971 A FDC Studics,
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Tanre VII.—1967 estimaled annual avcrage paynients per unit

Monthly Annual
admin- admin- ATDC
ESIUUTH I'art-year istrative istrative reports
LT | N $1,418 §1,269 §1.873 $1,24 S50
Region: .
Northeast oo oeeeiiecinnnaane. 1,870 1,684 2418 NA . 1,407
1, 680 1,361 1, S84 NA 1514
1,000 W00 1,204 NA 1,083
1,554 1,365 Q07T NA . 1842
1,618 1,487 NA NA 1,503
1,430 1,243 NA - NA 1,850
s 1,169 i NA NA 1. 116
599 500 547 NA (5%
KB 786 1,323 NA 1,047
1,214 1,064 « 1,434 NA 1,259
1, 1,314 1,450 NA 1.5'.'3(
1,661 1,518 L8 NA 1,664
2,286 2,081 2,676 NA 2,113

t The payments for unit sizex 2 to 6 plus were derived from table 129 of 1. 1Lof the 1967 A FDC Study,
Henee they represent November/Decomber 1067 payments multiptied hy 12 for units with 1 aduolt, The
paymar for unjt size 1 wns daived from tablo 138 for units with no adalt recipionts.

Tanne VIIL—1970 estimaled annual average payments per unit

Manthiy Annual
Annugl Annual  Part year  Part year  cadinluis- - adminis. A¥DC
W/OFST  W/(FST W/OFST  W/ksT trative treative  rejlorlers

§1L.041 §2,210 $1, 72 $1,857 $2,144 $1,517 $1,876

2,558 2,000 2,004 0487 3,018 NA 3,535
1,933 27908 1,607 1,801 2204 NA 1,867
1,968 . 1,208 1,280 1,204 NA 233
210 2,530 1,824 1, W30 2,185 NA 1.56)
220° 2,568 2,084 2, m.'} {NA 2,200
1,80 3, 1,677 1,810 282 NA 1,870
1577 1,755 1,421 1,510 1,61 NA 1,340

681 661 861 643 NA 1,100
1,390 1,661 1,301 1,313 1.567 NA 1,447
1,674 1,480 1,452 1.007 1.96% NA 1,505
2142 2414 1,871 1,053 2:382 -~ NA 1,839
2,315 2, 1,085 2y AT NA 0188
3,033 . 3,208 - 9,684 2.7 . 3,230 NA 2,504

| The payinents for unit sizes 2-6 plus were derived from table 93 of pt. II 6f the 1972 AFDC Survey,
Henee they represent January 1971 payments multiplied by 12 for unplts with 1 aduit. The payment for unit
size 1 was derived from table 82 for uaits with no aduit reciplents.

Reporters presumably present a better picture of sannual average payments
since the CPS dsks how much- {)ublic assistanee was received over the last ycar,
However, the figures in Table VI ‘indicate a problem of underreporting of
-AFDC bhenefits in the CPS. The total reported -amount of .AFDC falls over a
-lhillion dollars short of the annual administrative figure of 4.9 billion dojlars while
the reported average payment of 1877 is greater than the annual administrative -
average of 1517. The appavent contradietion is explained by the fact that the
major problem with the CP§ estimates is non-reporting of small benefits. Several
studies on the reporting of public assistance ineome’ by Rockwell Livingston
suggest that over and under-reporting of public assistance by units that do report
tend to cancel out, and that the shortcomings of the total reported amounts are
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N\ due to units receiving small benefits ‘that de not report at all.® Kyen with this
sharteoming, CPS reported average payments along with the annual administra-
tive average payment represent the best control estimates for analyzing the
madel estimates.

On the basis of a priori logic the part-year aceoumting period estimates of the
model are the most appealing since they represent a closer approximation of the -
-aetunl monthly accounting period of the AFDC program. For 1970, at least, the

part-year estimates more closely approxininie those for Reporters and the annual
cascload. This is especially true for the UP and 1F; wnits which ure wmost affected
by the part-vear ealeulations beeause of their work experience. (See Tuble VL)

However, one would expect average pavments of the eligible population to
he lower than those for both Reporters and the annual eascload sinee thie cligible
}mpulution includes non-participants, who are most likely to be families cligible
or smaller than average benefits. The high average payment for the eligible popu-
lation (1837) in 1970 relative to that for the ammual easeload (1517) suggests that
the. model is over-cstimating average payments. A conclusion corroborated by the
computed payments for reporters that are higher than reported amounts.

For 1967, both the annunal and part-year model estimates are fairly close to
reported mmnounts, Given the conelusion that reported amouuts are biased upward
suggests, however, that the part-vear cstimates are still o hetter choice since
on the whole they are lower thun the amual estimates. Also, the over-all part-
year average payment is very close to the anmual administrative estimate, This
still suggests an upward bias in the model estimates of average payments as
they are expected to be lower than caseload estimates, Computed payments for
Reporters, again, corroborate this conclusion.

iven the recognized inadequacies ofthe data hifse and the methodology,
there are several reasons why payments niay be srserestimated. Others may exist,
hut are not recognized. . i . )

Payments may be overestimated heenuse other components of income—wages,
snlaries, transfer payments excluding public assistance, cte.—are under-reported
to the CPS. Dr. Nelson MeClung formerly of the Urban Institute has developed
procedures to correet for such under-reporting. When the proecdures arve applied
to the CPS tape, the effect on the AFDC cstimates ean be determined by re-
estimating AFDé‘cligibility from a corrected CPS tape. - ‘ ’

Also, most state standards of need include an amounl for rent equal to-the
maxinmy the state will allow. If a unit’s' rent is lower than this maximum, the
standard of need is lowered-aceordingly for the purpose of determining cligibility
und benefits. Thus, to the extent that the rent allowance is less than the maxinuan
for u large proportion of the eascload, the wmodel over computes payments by im-
plicitly assuming that all units receive the maximun. o

Finally, the difference beiween control and model estimntes of average pay-
ments may refect a time lug in the application and reccipt of henefits an the
part of cligible units. That is, on cligible unit may defer the decision to apply for
welfire for a manth or two in thivhope that their eronomie situation will inprove.
Thus, on un annual hasis a unit’s henefits are less‘7:an the maximunt amount they
could have reecived had they applied for b; acfits inuncdiately. .

The tentative conclusion’to be drawn from this analysis is that cligibles may
alsu be binsed, upward. To *he extent the bias in payments is due to underreporting
or improper rent allowances the estimates of eligibles will be biased upwards along
with payments. ITowvever, to the extent the payments bias is duc to a time-lag in
the receipt of bene:* . unly payments and not cligibles are binsed upwards.

- Unfortunatcly, tins conclusion, at-least for the present, must be classificd as
: tentative. The validation analysis of the payments cstimates is based on scveral
key assumptions and estimates which themselves are subject to error, such as the
nature of underreporting of public assistance and- the estimates of the annual
AFDC caselond, '{'hus at this peint no further technical work has been under-
taken to improve the cstimates becausg no certain incasure of what is better.
cxists. However, the tentative conclusion'should be kept in mind and used as a
caveat to temper any analysis based on the estimates of cligibles.

i Census of Dane Conuty \Wisconsin: May 185, 1668, Research and Statistics fo Meet Today's and Tommorrow's
R Challenges, Proceedings of the Niuth Workshop on Public Welfare Research and Statistics, New Orleans,
N La., August, 1969; Livingston, Rockwell, “Interpreting Census Statistics on Public Assistance,” presonted »
Q ¢ at the American Statistical Association’s Annual Meettnr, Angust 23, 1968, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania;
s . - and Livingston, Rackwell; “Evaluating the Reporting of [*tlhllo Assistance Inemmne in the 1966 Survey
E MC of Economic Opportunity"’, The Influence of Research and Statistical Heporting on Dolicy Making, Proceedings
of the Teuth Workshop on Public Welfaro Research and Statistics, Washington, D,C., Augnst 1970, -

% See Livingston, Ro\krwoll. “Fyaluation of the Reporting of Publle Assistance Incomo in the Speclal
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