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- S! receive welfare.

i+ compared to 7.4 percent.for the City of Chicago as a whole (Council
B “ . . ¢

~
«
-,
v

The expansion of the welfare program durifg the 1960's and the

. . ' ' /
early 1970's has attracted much attention by social scientists,

) ' . /
-who have studied the impact of the’welfare‘system on society (Janowitz,

1197671rhe relationship of the labor market and the welfare system
| " " {
. . I
(ﬁilensky and Lebeaux, 1965), the social control functiqn of welfare

(Clowardrgnd Piven,"1971) and the.impact of job‘traiping on welfare
. 4

»

recipients (Klausner, 19723: .

Character%stics of welfere reciﬁlents that distinguish them fdom * -
persons not on'welfare_hane received inadequate atcention from‘socia;
t .y . .
scientists. A focns oﬁ individuels‘within.a high risk population for
welrare obéegyed at two p?ints in time nay reveal not'on}y the in-"

fluencesﬁcrucial to particdpation in a welfare nrogram but also what

- wa

distinguishes those women who ‘stay on welfare, those women who move off
welfare, those women who move on welfare and those women who do not,

The aim of this study is to examine/these influences.

.3 Tﬁe,pqpul;;ion(for this,séody consists of such,L
N <

high risk popu- -

lation observed at,two'ppints7in time eiéLt years apart. Woodléwn, a ’

-

black community on the south side of Chicago;is where Ehe women in

3
% L

this study lived in 1966- 67 * Woodlawn had the fifth highest percentage

of families receiving public aid.among Chicago\s 76 community areas;

23.2 percent of Wbodlagnafamilies were receiving aid in 1969 as v

- . . . L s )

for Community Services'in Metropolitan Chicago, 1975).. 0

\

' 4 a

An_aim of this. research, then is to examine individual characteris— -

. L , X
. .
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' high risk community: who stays .on welfare, who ﬁoves on wélfare,'who
. - %, y
moves off welfare and.who does not participate at all. Three kinds of

S~ . . — .~ — - 4T Y

.
v A ’

- - ‘s Vvariables are explored that may account for such‘varihtions in welfare

 §

L " participation. ‘ ) ' .

S . . : ) -

. . , . < P
- / : 1. Social origin characteristics may influence later welfare :

‘ ’ . . . e ’
. . ) status. These include whether a woman's parents receiyed .

: N . .

welfare while she was growing up, the period in,wh}ch she 1

8 . ; grew up, the region of tﬁe country where she grew up, and the
' 1 . !
. . - ’ "size of the place where she grew up.

. . Ve

2. Social and personal charaeteristics may reflect differing

‘é' . i needs witthééérd to welfare.A Her héglth,blétel of education, q . .
.<J_{7 L° h/and'geographic mobilit& are ‘the per;onal vagiaﬂles we Ex;mine .
o " ' X ‘,.\“’ in relation to welfare:statﬁs..//’ | f , ! B /;. ‘ '§
. A 3. Einall§, the woman'g fam}ly situat?oﬁ—*family.type, number “of
- . ; g ' ~c£i}drgn and presénce of presthoo; children--might affect hef E
. ‘.‘ < ‘welfate gérticigatién. ': L, .‘_ . - ' i
' ' . Study Pqpulation . . ) ’ )
j } Of the. 1242 pare?ts of the first—graders that were interview;d {n'*w;
s g " 1967 in connectiq;_gith°the Wooélavn stuay, 937 mothers or mother sur—" ’
. i . roéates Yete reihtér?iewed'iﬁ 19}5. IntervieWQYWere designed tJ collect
’ : ; ée" data from all the mothers or mothér surtogates of all the 1966:6} . a
s > first graders inwWoodl;wn concerning four broad realms ;f inférmation. .
1. child—re;r1ng;practices of th; family and family interactions with ~ ‘
- ”‘ < '. ° the‘child 2. éhe m;ther s ratings of the First grade child's social - '




. ) ) {
social adaptational status and psychiatric symptomatoiogy,. 3. the

‘mother's account of- her own mental health, her activities, her values

-

~ —and%:—the family's socioeconomic and occupational circumstance, b
”’

family compositibn, religion and family activitiess Only the third

and fourth category of variables.w1ll be considered in, the present

.
— .

work - -
v e . i

In the spring and suimmer of*1967, interviews were conducted 'in

the homee‘gf the resppndents'by trained National Opinion Research
— " ;

‘Center ﬁAterviewers. The interviewers were' women and were black.

~ In 1975, these same womeh were reinterviewed in their homes. i,
. - . e . . ‘- o b B % N .
) The same four realms of information were obtained with an additional .
. , ‘ ¢ =

category of the stressful events that might have,occurred to a fadily
member since 1967. The interviews were conducted in the summer and

fall of 1975. 'The Institute of Social Action, a Chjcago-based sur-~

vey research firm, conducted the 1nterv1ews. Again, the 1nterv1ewers‘ -

were black women who were trained interviewers. A few.interviewers
1

.o 4 v -

‘participated in both waves of the interviews? \

I : U
Of the 937 women interyiewed in 1975, 826 were actually the -

t

"mothers (as' distinguished from grandmothers, guardians’ or aunts) .
'S . . ‘

) v

interviewed in'ﬁgth_l967 and 1975 and will be included in the study

) " ‘ population. | .-l ‘ . © o )
. 7 These women have the following chgracteristief in cbmmon: 1. .. -
. 2 ) thei.all.lived'in Woodlawn in 1967; (2): they all lived in Chicago or

¥ - —

the surroundlng area in 1975 (3) they all had a chlld in a first grade

: .-
~ . » A
L4 v e\ d

y o classroom in a Woodlawn school in 1967; (4) they are all black~and cLo ]

-

oS TS) theychave Q\} been interviewed at two points in t1me, 1967 and 1975.

N . " - . N .
. N . .
CE . R .
. - B -
N ’ . 7 ey L R
' . W .
. .
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This paper concerns the effects of women!s sotial origins, social-

. K . <Y . . R -

- .and personal characteristics, health status and family circumstances
’ d . & »

‘on their income sources. ﬁomen in the Same éeographic area, of similar
age, each with a child in Firs; Grade in l966—l967,'£ut having differing
v incoqe sources, will be comgared. First, however, I will describe th;
~ welfare variable. -

Welfare: How it is-defined. _ ‘

-
-

v ‘ M
Welfare status is éetermined by the ma?n source(s) of income of
N 4 . ! {
/ . ) J
* the respondent. In the 1967 interviews,:we gsked the ‘respondents
for their main gource of income; but in 1975, we asked for the méin

@ ¢

so%fces of’ income——i e. we allowed for mgre than one main source.
Although the information from the two years is, for this reasop,

s not exactly comparable, the folkowing cbpparisons may be m?de: In
) . . . | : 1
both years the most frequently reported main sources of income are

wages or salary ;pd Aid to Families of Dependent Children (AFDC). *
! . "See Table 1. Less than 10 percent'of the respondents listed any
other cateéory as a main ingoﬁe source, in either interview. More

iE respondents said .in 1967 that wages or.salary ¥as the main source of
income, 63.9 percent, than did in 1975, 59.4 percent,. even though -
they &ould have included Tore than one source of income in the

- .
P . . P . ..

- . latter interview. This dectrease of almost five percent pfpbable
reflects th; increase in thé unemployment rate betweenll967 and 1975.
\ . In this study, those womén ére qpnéidered-as wélfare’recipienés
.~" ' who reported elther General Welfare Ass;stance or AFPC as a main source
| | ,-.8. K v
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! / . . s Table 1. ' ~ -
Status of the Follow-Up .Mother Interview ’
T : s .
) .. vy _ ) S
. : ' . . ) N . Percentage
f‘ Completed Interviews- ) . ,937 - Y 715.4
Moved Out of Cilicago . 81 , 6.5
] y ' e ' . &
e ' { ‘ T
N Follow-Up Student Deceased ) K 4 0.3
Refpsals . : ’ 74 " 6.0
‘4 M . ‘l
R ia)
- .Cannot Locate, . - S 146 - _11.8
: S N —

b . S < _ . 1262 - 100.0
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,receiving welfare. Table 2 show? the add1tional sources of income

.~ . . -

of income. No other women are considred welfare recipients. In 1967,

!

266 respondents (32 percent) were receiving welfare and 566 respondents
e g . - d

(68 percent) were not. L .

>

£

4 - .

In 1975 of the 392 women who’ reported either General Welfare Y,

- \

Assistance or AFDC, 138 reported at least one additional source of .

© -

income. Hence, instead of d1chotomizlng inéome source, I° trichotomlzed

.

it: Welfare only, Welfare plus another source of income, and Not

.

i -

réported by those receiving welfare.: Most women reporting welfare

as -a main source of income reported it as the only source; wages

¢

,v\

or salary is the most fréquent‘additionalJsource. .
N ~
In'suﬁmaéy, Table 3 shows the distributions of welfare status
from l967 and l975: In.l?67,'32 percent of the woemn reported that T Py
welfare was their main source of income, and in.1975; é6.l’percent.

The increase in probably due to an increase in welfére received in

this population, réther than todthe different, way we asked about income .

v : i
.

g urces in .the two years. . > s
—i Y : .
” [ Y . . e
STABILITY OF WELFARE STATUS ' T - .
. ‘ ) ) 23
Are.the women-who in 1967 (time ‘1) received welfare the same . .

“women who were receiving. it in 1975 (time 2),'of>is welfare status
B . DS

-

« N ° . \
temporary and transient in thie population? Tahle 4 shows the Gross—
< - . o

tabulation of the main sources of ®hcome 'for l967 and l97#<About e

* P P . . »

~half the women who reéported being on welfare in 1967 report welfare




-

as their only source of i#ncome in 1975; another, d-pércent are still "’

. receiving welfare even though they have gn additional source of incomg.-

*  Over 70 perceﬁt of those who did not receive weifare in 1967 are not

}eceiving'Welfére in 1975. Thus, while there is some redistribution

betwegn. the wglfargkan& not-welfare categories, there is a fairly
» » - .

strong tendency for women to.be in the same welfare category in 1975

-~

4 as in 1967. . g * ¥ - J .

4 st
.

*° . AN INDEX OF WELFARE STATUS

A six item indexlof welfare status has been «constructed that

v +

T proviées an indication of the respondent's welfare dependency over

time. . Kn'individual on welfare at‘heither time is considered the .

. . e
least welfare dependent, and ‘an individual on welfare“at both times is

. * sconsidered the mqst welférq,depéhdest. An individual ‘who is.on welfare
- . . - 4 )
at one time and not on welfare at the other time is considered as

R " . & .
either increasing or decreasing her welfare dependency and is ranked v

accordingly. Receiving welfare as well as another sougce of ‘income

is tonsidered as more welfare dependent than not receiving welfare at

A

) _all, ng less weifaré QQPendent than only receiving welfare. . N
4 . ' ‘ 1 = On welfare, time,l; only supported b ﬁelfape,'tiﬁ; 2 (N=140). v
| 2 = Not welfare, time 1; wéi?gré oniy;/time 2 - (N=101)..
< ] 3= Weifare, time 1; welf%fe énd other, tim; 2 .(N;78). ﬂo g
" 4 = No; weifarq, time 1; ﬁglfare and ther, time é‘ (N%SB).,;
5 ; %elf;ge, timéwl; nbf"weifare, time 2 . 'L ) ‘2N=47). U
. . * . - i N
. ( 6 = Not welfafe)'éi@e ;: ;ot welfare, time 2 ~ ) (N=395). .
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time 2 welfare'status gets higher pfiority in,;he-order

., The main principles for the-abpve'o?dering are as follows:. (1)

-
ing

»

than- does

.

~

gccording to whet

L4

~

N
time 1 welfare status;

Change in welfare status; then, is ranked. "

¢

.

A

her an “individual increases or decreases her welfare

-~

status befween’time'l“and*time 2.

F - . . v

(2) The ranking £rom fﬁe most

>+ welfare dependent to’the-leasf welf;re dependent goes from oniy ¥

and another source-
» + ~

K

Ny

susported by welfare, to supported by welfare

of income to not’suppétted by‘welfare. For example;.category 2

B

’

>

~

(wélfare and other) of“catego£y~3 is less welfare dependent than the

* time 2, welfare status of'cétegory 2 (welfare only). However, e
., ¢ .. ]

category 4'ié.rankéq,highér than category 3 because évén‘thohgh th;

.

v

and 3 above are ranked as they afe because the tike 2 welfare staggg‘u

[ .

-

©

R N . b , / . . ‘ . e,
“time 2 welfare status is the same, the category 4 time 1 welfare status
k-

ey

¥not. supported by welfare)is less welfare dependent than the category

-3 timg_l yelfaré.status’(welfare 8nly).

? aum-

* In this paper, I examine welfare status in relation‘tq'tﬁe women’s

k2

' .situation. The primary analytic tool will be crosstabulafth

»

(3

°

soc%?l origins, their peréonal\charactq
Y ! N «

.

>

¢ .

.
[N
“en

<

»

ristics, 4nd their famfly

| R

of °

* ~welfare status with the various BackgrOuna, personal and family X
”

Ny

-

‘ Jl .
characteristics; this will provide a,descriptive analysis. of welfare

.

°

-

status. Subsequently, we will examine the multivariate idpact of

R

these characteristics on welfare’sfatus. "

’

>/

.

.

by,
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This study differs from maninother studies of poverty and welfare
4 ¢

in two respects: 1) It is a' two-wave sfudy based on interviews with

v .

the”same respondents at two points in time that are eight years apart.

2) © The respon&ents are all from the same'neighborhood, are all black,
. s N . . ) " i}

‘aﬂd all have childfeﬁ. The &ifferences found, then, -may, be attributed

-t . . s T3 ‘ ! )
to the variatjons that do exist within this relatively homogeneous
. ,“ . .

. ) » . - \ .
. pgpﬁlation, rather than to the characteristics that distinguish it

-
c

»

as a collectivity from the rest of society. Py
o SOCIAL ORIGINS - .
° ¥ -’ .

A major reason for studying how an individpal's social Srigins

- relate to-‘sifaie status is to show the relation of one's life chances
h )

Y .

to the social éircuqstaqces--parental background, regional variationms,
‘ . e . B : . * ‘
urban “s. ryral variations--in which he is brought.up. The study of

» 8

social origins'relates a presant to a past social positdion, '#nd attempts

to help answer the more general question of how individuals come to

N occupy different social positions. The major-objectives of much of

L ° !

the research on:social origins have been to describe afd to account
L] * ' (

"for the amount and pattern of mobility in society as a whole, and to

identify thosg varjables realted to ipdividual mobility. For Present

purposes, the questions become,’ﬁhat people “atre welfare recipients?

and Does the longitudinal course of welfare status for.women with
N different social origins differ? - :

[
o -
. -

~ [ K}

~ -

®

Stﬁdies of\intérgenerational social mobility, which have compared
. . . . 6 - . M R ) .

" occupdtional positions of parent and offspring, have attempted to

~~ : . - . . .

. . -
. . *

)
.
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In discussing the reasons for mobility between the bottom third .
. ‘ .
of the stratification system and the other two-thirds, Miller and Roby,
! y

¢ 5 N .
(3970) conclude that only a longitudinal study of families with an . s

oversampliég of the poor and nQXr.poog can provide answers.

[

In a more recent review of social problems research, while Kohn T ik:

(197.6) credits research on poverty for challenging the basic éssumpﬁion“

<
»

that the causes of poverty lie in the pobr, heé makes suggestions out

what, is needed in future research. He cités thé need:for. studies-tha

would focus on the psychological impact of change in: the life-circumstances

[

0y

Thus, the advantages qf this study lie, iq%iart, in its adequate

of individuals.

3

»

sample size, observations of .the same inﬂiv{dﬁ%l at two points in time,
. 3 . s -

N ] . B . . )
a high proportion bf poor in the sample, its focus on what influences -

[y

welfare, and its focus‘on the bsygh%iogié!ﬁ impact of 'welfare and clfange

0}

in welfare.

. -

i

=

» ' Pl
Women in the same geographic area, of similar age, each with a

child "in first grade in a Woodlawnyschool in 1966-67, but having t

¥

different income sources will be compared. Welfare statug® is the’

~ - o

central variable in this resehrch.

L3 0 ° )

.-
@

Welfare: How it is defined . .
e : . v ’
LY
Welfare status is determined by the miin source(s) of income of

. \ .

" the rééggndent. In the 1967 interviews, we asked the respondents for

LN

their main source of income; but in 1975, we asked:for the main sources
of income--i.e. we allowed for more than one main-source. Although the

4

) " & \\‘ . 3
~%nformation from the two interviews is, for this reason, not exactly

. ! ¢ p

o 14




comparable, the- following comparisons ‘may be made. In both years the

- ¢ -
v

most frequently reported main sources of 1ncome are wages pr salary
and Aﬁd to Families of Dependent Children (AFEE). See Table 2. Less '

" than 10 percent of 'the respondents listed any othexgcategory as a

. 4
»

- main souree in either interview.. More respondents said in 1967 that’

e ¥

wages or salary was the main source of income,. 63.9 percent, than did

-
.

in 1975 59.4 percent, even though they could have 1ncluded more than

aone source of income in the latter interview. This decrease of almost
’ [ ‘

five percent-reflects the increase in the unemployment rate between

K — - »
" .

1967 “and "1975. .
In this study, tho'se.women are cOnsidered as welfare recipients

"who reported either General Welfare Assistance or AFDC as a main source

of income, No other wbmen are considered welfare rec1pients. In Séb

266 reSpondents (32 percent) were receiving welfare and 566 respondent s

« ~ .

(68 percent) were not. e . &

.

In l975 of the*392 womeh who reported either General Welfare

. —

Assistance or AFD(C, 138 Peported at J8ast one additional source of

N\

income. Hence,* instead of dichotomizing income source, it is,tricho- ..

tomized in:l975:0 Welfare only, Welfare plus another;source of income,

and Not receiving welfare. Most women reporting welfare as & main

~

source' of income reported it as the only source; wages or salary is

L)

the ‘most frequent dditional source. - L

)

In summary, in 1967, 32 percent'oﬁ\thé women reported that

”

welfare_was their main source of income, and in 1975, 46.1 percent.

The increasé is probably due to an increase in welfare received im

2

/ ‘.
this population, rather than to the different way we asked about income-

.« -

.
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- Table 2 ' 2

. Distribution of Main Source(s) of Income

=

IS
>

for 1967 and 1975 . f
¢ :
) Main Source of Income (19‘67)7 ; o s
Wages, Salary ! 63.9 . (532)
Business, Profeséion 1.2 (0)
s Social Security 1.7 (14)
4 Govemen£ Pension 0.5 4y
\g Private Pension 0.2 ' (2:)
Q1d Age As'si~stance 0 (0) :
. Ger@er:al_Wel’fare Assistgnge' R I P @4 e b
~A1d to Families of Dependent 30.3 . (252)
Children -
SN Inte£est, Di:videndé, Insurance 0.1 (1)
4 Rent” | 0i1 (1)
' Cash Contributions : 0.2 (2)
Percentages are column pércenis . -
s
. . . k - .’q' _
3 > Main Sources of Income-(l92ﬁ ' .
- - h Y,es ," No v
: Wages, Salary . 59.% (490) { 40.6 (335)
ﬁ o Business, Profession - 1.0 (8) ‘99..\0 (8175
l Socigl Security: : 9.1. (75) { 90.0 (750)
Government Pension .( . 2'.3 (19) ¥ 97.7 '(806)
01d Age Assistance |, 0.4 -(3) : 99.6 (822)
\ Alimqny/Child Suppart 3.8 (31) | 96.2 (794)-
General Welfare Assistange 4.8 (40)\ 95.2 (785)
Aid to Fam.il‘ies of Dependent 42.6 ¢ (352) 57.4° (475) !
, Children e
Cash Contributions . < 6.3 (53) | 93.7 (773) '
Other : 4.4 (36) | 95.6 (789)
PeJ;cent_ages are row [')ercents' *
\
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-

€

sources, in'the-two years. The AFDC rdils were increasing in.Chicagd

)
4 -

_during at\léast part of that time~peribd. There was a 53 pércentage -
? \ . * .

inerease in Afpc welfare in Chicago from 1964-1969 (Piven and Cloward,

~ V-

©

: ’ |
., Sfability of Welfare Status

:

Aré the women who.in 1967 (€ime 1) received Qelfare the same

women who were receiving it in 1975 (time 2), or is welfare'stétus

L4 .

] : t.
and transient in this population? Table 3 shows the

<
temporary

cross, tabulation of the main sources of income for.1967 and 1975.°

[N

About half the women who reported being 6n welfare in 1967 report’

welfare as®their Snly source of income in 1975; another 30 percent

- PPN N

are 'still receiving welfare even though they have an additional
- - : ' c . -
source of income. Over 70 percent of those who did not receive welfare
. N .

in 1967 “are not receiving welfare in 1975. Thus, while there is some

redistribution between the welfare and not-weifare categories, ‘there

<

¥ M » ¢ ‘ g
is a fairly strong tendéncy for women to be in the sape welfare

category in 1975 as in 1967. \\\\
. . \

b ]

An Index of Welfare Status

[y

9

A six item index of welfare status has been constructed that

<

provides an “{ndication 6f'the.respondent's welfare dependency over

time. An individual on wélfaré at neither time is considered the

3
‘

least”welfare dependent,'and an individual gn welfare at both times

- s

N

17

¥




B “Table /3 !
Sources of Income of Womea in
. ) % 1967 and in 1975
. ¢ , ;‘ N . ’ .
) 1987 Source .
Wages ‘
. L ages and . p
Other . Welfare
~f
Wages and other 70.9, 17.7
(Not Welfare) " (398) CYD IS
, *

.9 , ’ '
‘1975 Welfare and other & 10.7 29. 4
Source A . (60) (78).

- : [ .

" Welfare Only-. 18.4 , 52.8°
(103) + (140)
| G . ;
~ Total ' 67.9 . 32.1
' 561 265
Percents are column percents 4

4

o
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[N

, mils conéidéred the most wglfare dependent. An individual who is on

elfare at one time and not on welfare at the other time is con-

N -

idered as either increasing or decreasing her welfare dependéncy
. . . /

nd is ranked accordingly. Receiving welfare as well as another
. \ s ' ‘

“[source of income is considered as more Relfare dependent .than not

.‘receiving welfare at all, but less welfare dependent than only

lreceiving welfare,——+——— - -
1 = On welfare, time 1; only supported by welfare, ‘time 2 (N=140).
2 = Not welfare, time 1; welfare only, time 2 (N=101).
Welfare, time 1;‘6e1fare and other, time 2. ‘ (N=78).
Not Welfare, tinge" 1; welfare and othes time 2 (N=58).
Welfare, time-1; not welfare, time 2 (N=47). .
-\ K \ ‘\ ‘ . —)
6 = Not welfare, time 1; not welfare, time 2 (N=395).
. Ah R

The main principles fq¥§thg above ordering are as follows: @)

Pime 2 welfare staﬁus.gets ) gﬁér priority in the ordering than dogé

A .

'“time 1 welfare status. Chan"‘in welfare status, then, is ranked
) .

according to whether an individual increases or decreases her welfare

dependency between time 1 and time 2; (2) the ranking from the most yel-
cp v~' . . i
fare dependent to the least welfare dependent goes from only supported

by welfare, to supported by. welfare and another’g;urce of income to

not supported by welfare. For example, cate

¢ Y

fare statusiof category 2 (welfare only). However, category 4 is

rénked higher than category 3 bécause their time 1 welfare statuses

r . '

differ. Women in categofy‘4 were not receiving welfare at time 1

while those in category 3, were. -~




. *® .
We will.examine individual characteristics that may Bglp explain
\ .

participatiom in thfe welfare program in a high risk commudity: who \
- stays on Qelfare, who moves on welfare, who mpves'off‘welfare and who

does ot participatg at all. ' Four kinds of variablesQare explored "\

» .
] -

: ' 4 . & - .

.« that may -account for such variations in welfare participation. )

) : \‘A.‘.‘ ‘ v C : ' .

}.— Social origin characteristics may influence later . - -
LY .

weifare status. These include whether' a wopan's

i parents received welfare while she'was growing up, .
the region of the country where’ she grew upy and )
the size of the place where she grew up. AN

’ éqciai and personal characterist;Fs may reflect . ~
differing needs with regarg to’Wflfare. Hgf qge? | ’

T - level of education, and ggogr;%hic mobility aYe_} ~\-?- C .
: the personal varigbles’ we examine in relafion ~
to welfare status. ‘ ' . .

- 3. The physical and.;sychological Wel}—being Oiuthé v oo -

" respondent mey affect _the women's ‘motivatiion and .

ability to seek and gain employment. , )
4., The woman's‘fam%ly‘situationa;fémily type, number ' N
of children and.presencge of preschool children-— . -

' might'affeét her welfare participﬁtioﬁ. - N

.

We will first examine crosstabulations of welfare status with

’

the various background, pexsonal and family &haractérist%ps;rfhis will .

provide a descriptive analysis of welfare status. Subsequently, we

will examine multible,regression analyses with,welfare as the depen;

dent variable and eﬁﬁmigj\fhé combined impact of these'characterispics

. .. . ° 0N .

on welfare status.

.. - -

fan)
. '
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Social Origids

P

¢

\

.

[y

A major reason for studying how an individuai's'sdcial origins

e .

.

’

)

-

- relate to welfare status is to show the rélation of .one's life chances

to -the social circumstances—-parental background, regional variations,

Y
.

»

. social-origins rélates a present to a past social positign,<§nd;at§emptsiv4

. - /
urban_vs. rural variations-—in which he is brought up.

- to help answer the more general question of how individuals cdl}_}& to

*

occupy different. social positions.

ot

The study of

.

o

The. major objective’s of.mtich of the

resgarch on social origins have been to desdribe.and-to account .for the
°amount. and pattern of mobllity ip soc1ety as @ whole, and to identify

those variables related to indiv1dual moblllty. For present qz;;;;es,

.

the questions become, do sociai origins difﬁerentiate those who are

Y

welfare recipients from those who are not and does the longi;udﬁnal

y

course of welfare“status for women with different social origind:differ?-

’

<

rs

“ »

 f
Y
*

b

'S

tudied of'intergeneréfibnal social mgb'iu'ty, which have compared? -,

. occsgational positions of parent and offspr&ng, have attempted to .
measure»the exteht’ to which social pos1t10n is determined by the
; , -
social position of the family of orientdtion (Blau and Duncan, 1967,

~

Goldhammer, 1968). Much has heen made of statistics that indiéate that

.

b

o

]

,a large proportion of welfare recipients

»

that also received welfaré payments. Proponent? of tﬂ.‘concgpt*that

. Ry

qe::s-from families of orientation

-

the-poor have a d1st1nct1ve cultural system that ‘is passed. frop ‘generation
- to generation - the "culture of poverty" - have used a% evidence the
A} . *

PO 3 : cqs A
continuity gcross generations of families on relief.

/ . . ) . o " '-\‘ . Y
. - .

R o e ’ - - s

.
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. Burgess and Prlce (1963) iounﬂ that up to 40 percents of families
‘on AFDC came from families of orientation that were themselves on ' .

- <

.

relief rolls‘ However, a 'study by Cﬁ>\ New "Kork (1968) reported a
muth lower percentage, lS percent: of mothef E“wel‘fare— 21 percent of

black mothers) reported that their parents had received pub’llc ass1stancef*

M‘o 1975) compared three groups, ‘of Cook Coq,nty, Illinois, '

i

“welﬁare recipients-——those getting on welﬁare,__a r.hose st’ay1ng on and

o
. ..

those getting off--amd found that plm:ement of an ind1~v1dua1 into one
K4 ’ ~ - *

of these groups was not related to whéther her guafdian( hall received
' ~ . a8 N <
R L U
aid. : ’ * T
- N . . L 3 i - . B . .
. . A : _ f e

¢ "

-

" This evidence is difficult. It is less thefl. consistent,” but
’ A *

even if there were repeatedly high proportions of welfare _recipients .

-~ . ) [ .

coming from families of orientation" Ihat reg:eived welfare, such -

- -~
.

evidence would-not demonstrate the cultu?:Q of‘poverty. Studies ° s

‘¢ PN . .

of intergenerational mobility, in genéral; indicate that,‘ although there \
e . /‘.4.).0. . { . o
is considerable intergenerational movement ‘'up and-down thersocial ladder,
> -

- « °

) MR 4 ‘e .- .
many children hold, as adults, the same“occupationh&l.ranking®as their -

I . -

parents. One would not'_exp\&c*t vrelfare fam’ilies‘to .°dj.ff'et{ in this re- :
ot R X v 47 a .-

gard. . ’ . . .
[ ]

- -~

In asking about the welfare sta'tus; of a woman's family of oxienta-

. v, o, .

tion, we expect’ that there is some relatioﬁ between it and her own wel—- .
fare status; we are- more interested in theo s_t‘rength of the relatipn.

Another s_}:ial orligin characsteristie which may 'differe-ntiate.women A

on welfare from women not on welfare is t'he region of the country where
R e?

they grew up. Past literature is inconsistent about the relationship .

> S L LY . -
. .

that we might expect ftom this sbcidl ori‘gin variable and welfare

N o i ) “ .
status. Both social geientists and the news media have asserted .

. . . -
. 4 . . -

. .\ 22 , ( . ‘ 4’: o e , . Y




thaty higher xqelfére payments in the North have encouraged blgcks to o
3 4 '
o »£0 migrate there from the South. l*fat_za}l971) de.j;.cribes what he calls °° |

the "disreputable poor" as including rec\g'nt arrivals to the cities, among

i ,}T . - themn, S—Outhern blacks who have recently arxived .in the North.

- N -

—»—.—'fg‘;* *Mcsyni}wn_(i968)_mfs‘ more expnc‘t about the \:innectzg Between Ea

s

higher welfare payments in the North and black migration. He
. . . )
~. stated, (p.28) "the diffe;‘ential in payments between jurisdictions. . .

N

AR has to encourage some migration toward urban centers in the.North."
> - . ~ .

. B . ~ .
*  Authors in bo}_h Timé Magazine (1972) and The Wall Street Joyrnal .

(Garnett, 1971) have assumed ‘fhat southern blacks are attracted to

A} ’ , N
the North because welfare payments are better. If these speculations

~ > -

- . " wre.gorrect then we would expect tHat women raised iﬁﬁe ‘Sc'mth . _
g&:abe more likely to be Welfare recipients than those who grew .
- < g L ] “ . . . ‘ \:
T “up in the North.. o .
~ . > _ )
However, in a study conducted in the six U.S. cities with the

. . . '
largest black populations, Long (1971) found that” the Bplacks most

) likely t‘o be poor and on welfare in ‘any city were those born and -
- ‘ ; o T <~
” ' : ‘oia N . T .

’ } ™\ raised in \that city. Only the most recent arrivals in a city from the

&

°

4 ‘ - ) N
! South were found to have rates of povel and welfare dependency as

* high as blacks born anil raised there. Long concluded that black
migrants have accounted.for a proportionately smaller increase jin the

¢ welfare rolls than native black residentg. e “ &/

- .

In a recent article, Lieberson (1978) shows that many southern

‘

black who migrate North and who do not fare well in the North return

aéain rto the South. Hence, in our .study those respondents who were




raissed in the South and who wére still' in the Chicago area at 'the

time of the second interview may really be those who have been more’

-~

L)

successful in the North, and we would ‘¢xpect them to be'lese'welfare v

dependent. \\ ' é( - ~ - s
. N . J O .

\

Whether the respondent grew up in a rural’?étting, an_urban

bl [ 4

setting, a small town of a medium 31zed city may also affect her. welfare '

¢

LRIC

.

L

v - -
. ? ,\ ° /" ) i Y ‘
cirtumstances is enhanced.: N . . .
kS N - . '
. .. N e

- - e ——————— -

* 7\
status. . These who describe northward migratlon for «the sake of better
< ' .
welfare payments\imply that the hhange from a rural to_an urban segtting,
) - ‘ \ S

too, influences welfareJstatus, because women who have grown up in a
\ . N . . -

Y [ =

e \

. & . . .
rural area would not'be as #ble to cope with housing and employment in

-

a city, and are more likely to depend on we%fare agencies for assistance.

- <

) .{ McElrath (1965) in discussingimigration status refers to this change--'

.
»

theaextent to nhich residential mobility represen;s mobility acrags social

-
> 4 ‘

b0undar1es——an'Appalachlan miner's move to Chicago, to an urban, . *

-

environment, is, presumably, more unsettllng than a New Yoxk subunbanlte

~
% . . - . -

J

; toa Chicago Suburb.

How much do past soc1al positions and experiences nfluence¢ye1~ .

characteristics. If social origins are highT?lcorrelé ed with .
4

\‘ -

—telfare status, then, one would assume, in this population that

. . . N f
impact of current characteristics and circumstances is lessened;
‘ e

> o .

the women's current roles and statuses are not as importart in determining

. el o k4
" their igdividual b:bbvior as the. eolfines of earlier circumstances. ‘

If, on the other hand, social origins are not related to later welfare®

- -
-

stafus and behavior, then the impértance of the more current'individual ‘
‘ ,l.

~ L -




Results

»

Whe\ther their parents received welfare, whether they grew up in

L}

thef. South, whether they grew up in a xural or an urban area\——these t,

>

me_asures of -the women's social origins are ‘examined in Yelation to -

- their-later welfare statu

Answers to this question were the

N
sk “
bases for determin:mg whethe e respondents' fa,mil:Les had ‘received

»

welfare. ) . . T,
About 18 percent of the: women reported that their ‘families had

received welf,are. ) (See Table 4. ) Women who had never received ’ '

~

welfare were less likely to report that their parents had received aid than
-

women who had received it; this relationsh:Lp is stat1stically s1gn1f1cant

/
but weak. However, th‘e,,dlfferences among the welfare—re;elv:mg groups

are neither strlklng nor predictably ordered; One_,would have

—_—
.

expected the women in group l-~wel{a~re, time l and .t 2-—::/0,
g “ .

_report tfle highest proportion of parents receiving aid, but three

. other groups report higher proportions. »

o - r ., »

Over half the responded‘_ts (55.9. pergent) grew up in the

. ‘.

South. , Whether they grew dp in the North or in the South

»

did not relate to their later welfare status. Thus, there is no

A

s ' . ’
eyidence from' this population that whether the omen~were from the

North or the South made any difference to their welfare status.

-

Ei'ghty—elght percent of the Northerners were from Chicago.

“

v / Urban-rural d1fferencgdo not relate to welfare status.
4

*

P
seem more 1i ely to be on @:lfare at both time 1 and time 2 than

~

Ther'e is a° trgnd that those who grew up in an urban area

L3N -




‘Welfare Status

by:
Whether Parents Receiv'ed\ Welfare .

\

e e Parents

Patents _ Did Not

_ Received, " _Receive
" VWelfare . .. __ Welfare

——

- T
. 20.7 . - |+ 79.3
-~ .Tipe 2 ‘ U e e i

/

Y - Group l: Welfare, Time 1 ant

Group 2: Not Welfare Time 1, . . 15.7 84.3
. Welfare Time 2 - - (16) (86)

. ~ . % . . .
, Group 3: Welfare Time 1, o ] 24.4 g " 75.6 -
I Welfari and Othér, Time 2, - (29) . (59) -

Group 4: Not welfhre, Time 1, | 2.7 _ 73.3

. : Welfare and Other, Time 2 R 16y - ' 44

n

¢ . N . ) -,
* Group 5: _Welfare, Time I, Ll 25.5 74.5
Not Welfare Time 2 - # _ (12) (35¢

‘Group 6: Not Welfare, Time 1° , T 1%4.0° .. 86.0

: and’ Time 2 ) (55)—~ * . (338)

Total

<

-

Percentages -are row percents

2
X =12.37, 5 df.; pg¢.05.

-
[

-
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Ve

. v/
women from other areas hut this is not statistically sifnificant.

One may.’conclude from these results that although there is some .,

association, there is by no means a strong relationship hetween

»

welfare status and the welfare status of the family of orientation.

, . ’ . -
Little evidence appears here for a.vic¢ious circle of welfare in the
4 [] . -
sense of "once in a welfare family, always in a welfare family."

4 o

Secondly, there is no relationship in this population between

N

being-from the South and welfare status, or between being from a

Whatever the popular end media image

B PR

ru¥al area and welfare status5

about the migration of blacks to northern cities, there is no »

N L

evidence in this population that migrants from the South are more

¢

likely to bé welfare recipients than natives of the North.

data do reflect, however, an inf%ux of Southerners to the North,

N .
gs_over half of the women reported having grown up in .the South.

The -

L}

Social origin characteristics, as we have measured them,

do not appear to have a strong impagt, on later welfare status. We

E
-

nee%§§o.l%ok further for soéial and personad, well—beiné and family

characteristi6slthat influence welfare gtatuses of women in this

-
N}

population. . . .

N

. N coe )

> -
Secial and Personal Characteristics

' .
. 4 - »
. N &

., In this section, I wilL(review some of the social and perSOnalqb
R . , -y,

,characteristics associated by past studies either with the partigi~

pation of women in the labor force or with receiving welfare assistance.

- .

¢ I\ '
While, in theory, labor foxce parbicipation and receiving welfare are

not mutuaily exclusiVe, in this population the two have é?very strong -

e i 'Y ]




"y 20 . \

inverse relation. ‘Almost all the women whc were welfare recipients .
were noq.}n the labor force (99.46 percent), and 70 percent of the
women not receiving welfare were in the labor force. I!include among

thOSe in the labor force both those women who have a Joh and also those

who are actively looking for work or are timporarily unemployed.

\

Education ~ . . !

[}
.

Length of schooling has been an important vardable in'its relatiom-

[N

ship to both labor force participation of women and welfare status.'

In the United States as a whole, a far larger proportion of educated

@

women are in the labor force than are less educated women (Women's

Bureau, 1969). 1In a comparison of 447 welfare mothers with 102 working

LY

mothers.imr families without husbands, there was a larger proportipn

of high school graduates among the woxking women (Klausner, 1972).

In a study of social mobility among urban blacks, Peterson (1974)

found education to be strongly associated with upward mobility. He

v

states, "Education promotes upward mobility for the poor; lack of it
’ .

promotes downward,yobility for the nonpoor" (p. 58). Several

"
-

studies have recently challenged the assumption that there is a

.

.strong influence of education level on social mobility (Jencks, et al.
1972; Boudon’1974). However, there may be a stronger relationship '
bglween education and social mobility in populations that are relatively
homogeneous with regard to important social criteria.yjIp Peterson's
study of urban blacks or this study of Woodlawn women, we are more
likely to observe a relationship between education level and social

.

mobility than in the data based on national _samples sucR\as\‘hat used

T 3

»*

by Jencks et al. or Boudon. '




- school that they had completed.

)

How impoftant is education in influencing welfaref status? One *-

£
.

N Ty .
way to examine this queﬁtlon'isﬁto compare the education of the .different

° -

categorieg of welfare women. If education influnces welfare status

~o - N i
then we would predict that women on welfare at time 1 but not at
°:~ §, * ° v -

tﬁTe 2 have more schooling than women on welfare at both times and that

women .not receiving welfare 'at time 1 hut receiving it at time 2 have

less education than women not en welfare at either .time. ~
The.responﬂents reported in each interyiew the last grade in

Sincé level of education changed for

very few of the women between the<1967 ;nd l975~interview;, I use \

here only the levels reported in 1967. These women, for the most’part

1

are mothers who have flnlshed thelr schoollng, so it ‘is reasonable that

8
o

the educatlon levels should hot change between times l and 2.

¢

" About 41 percent of the reépondents had finished high school.
The percentage having finished high school was differentially dis-

' P tributed by welfare status.(see Table 5). ®Group 1 (Welfare,:time 1

and 25 had “the smallest proportion of high school graduates, while

Group 6 (Not welfare, time 1 and‘2) had the greatest—-women in Group 6

were almost four times as likely to -have finished high school as:those

. A

.+ ip Group 1. Women on welfare at time l but not time:2 (Group 5) were

<
2

B more often h1gh school graduates than were wolen on welfare at both

times (Group 1 and Group 3). Women not on welfare at'time.l but on,

© » . N Pl

welfare at time 2 (Group 2) were less: often high school'%raduates than

v

L4 ~?
women not on welfare at either time (Group 6).

A

Uélfane~status,‘lncluding

. ¢« .
«changes in reeeiving welfare, is strongly.related to haying finished *

high school for'wonemvin this population. . - :

4

s 7 ' - R

. ! *
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> Table 5

o

-

Welfare Status and. Education i.ével

3

Educatipn 1967

A}

5:..'; . i -
f ) ; Less Than High School  High School or More
s nd = 5.7 14.3
« Welfare, Time 1 and - ¢ .7 .
Time 2 (120 (20)
1 A
. : : .
Not Welfare Time. 1, - 7 72.8° 3 ¢ 27.2
Welfare\'l.‘&e 2 . (75) (28)
Welfare Time 1, 74.4 25.6
* Welfare and Other, Time 2 s (58) - (20)
Not Welfare, Time 1} - 55.0 45.0
- Welfate and Other, Time 2 i (33) (27)
/ ‘ \ﬁ
Welfare; Tj_.mé 1, 53.2 , 46.8 :
Not.Welfare Time 2 - s (25) (22)
NOt Welfare, Time 'l R 44.1 ' T 55.9
and Time 2 ' {175) (222)
. A ¥
- 1) ’
Percentages are row percents ' .
~ . - i . #\

\ .

o
S

R
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Geographic Mobility ) . ¢

Geographic mobility usually suggests migration from one region to
L J

another, or from one city to another. However, in writiﬁ% on community

attachment and on the social order of cities, two other variables

. -
become important: the length of residence within a community or -

neighborhood and geographic mobility within a e¢ity. N

Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) found that the length of residence Bf
individuals was the most powerful of five independent variables in

affecting local social bonds (the other four variables were populatio
¢ L3 B

size, density, social class and séage in the life cycle).

§ -

Johriston (}973) suggests that those who move frequently, even

&

within city boundaries, lead more streStful lives.

%
[

Regidential mob%lity hinders the development of local ‘contacts and’

ties into community affairs. ‘For child rearing women, a paucity of

‘

such ¢tontacts may inhibit both job‘opportunities themselves, and .

12

the development.of prerequisites to the undertaking of employmen%,

such as child care and transportation to work. We would expect more

residential mobili£>\would be related to more welfare,dependency. !

In this study, the measure of geographic mobility is based on

.
>

« the rggpondent's recollection of her mobility between the bifth of her

¢

* child who was in first.grade 'in 1967, aqd-time 1 itselg, which was

» the end of the ‘first grade year. The geographie mobility score is i
[y . ~ 4

ééﬂh;nation of‘two measures of mobility obtained during the X967

. . .
interview:” 1) the number of times the espondent had moved since «the

-

birth of her first grade child; and 2) how long they had liwved in Wood-

Lo 31
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lawn (their current residence). These measures Were combined in a

single index of geographic mobilityl.1

- '
LY

The results show that women on welfarg at both time 1 and time 2
had been more geographically mobile than the other womep. (See Table 6)

Women on welfare at neither time 1 or ‘time 2 were more stable. It is

-important to note that this measure of geogrﬁ%hic mobility.ref;e;ks

mobility prior to time 1. The results indicate, theqj‘that women who
are welfare recipients at both times of contact had a history of moving

frequently and were, less likely to have established a stable residence

in either a house or a neighhorhood.  In contrast, women who were on
welfare at neither time appeir to be women who by time 1 have established

a stable residence. -

Family Characteristics
) .

N ~
Family Type

.. . ¢
TQF family characteristics of women have been strongly associated

to both laber force participationszi/yglfare.status. While marital

stafus has been a secondary variable in analysing- the male labor force,

it is fundamental in under%tanding the female labor force. EvVen

though the typical woman worker of today is a married woman of 40 .

‘unfarried women who are heads of their families

L

¢

(Women's Bureau, 1969),

are more .likely to be working than arg womeft who are married (Morgand,

et al., l§62). qnmarried women yith phildren ar? more l??ely’to be welfare

t&
i
A

lIn order to have the two measures of. geographic mobility going in the -

same direction, the number of times mqved was ‘coded s6 That U moves—="0; 1,
1 move = 1, 2-3 moves =2, and 4 or more moves = 3 and the number of
years she had lived in Woodlawn were recoded so 7. or more years = 0,
4-6 years = 1, 2-3 years = 2, and 1 or less years = 3.

a

,;'.k‘ { I. \3:3 ' . « ' ¢

“a




Table 6

g

" ‘ ’
T Disttibution of ‘Geographic Mobility - ’ )
. . by...
Welfare Status.
S -
’ ) ! ‘ Low Mobility ‘High Mobility
Group 1: Welfare, Time 1 and -~ 35.0 y 65.0
Time 2 . (49) (91)
+ Group 2: Not 'Welfare, Time 1, 39.6 60.4
- Welfare, Time 2. (40) © (61)
1 ' >
Group 3: We'lfare, Timpe 1° 37.2 62.8
Welfare and Other, Time 2 . " (29) ¢ . (49)
proup 4: Not Welfare, Time 1, 48.3 | 51.7
. . " Welfare and Other, Time 2 « - (28) 30)
Group 5: Welfare, Time 1, \ . 34.0 66.0
. Not Welfare Time 2 - (16) . (31)
LN .. c N ’
Group 6: Not Welfare, Time 1 , . 63,3 36.7
and Time 2 . P (25(})) (145)
) ; X
, 50-3 € N _49.7
(412) { (407)
I
. ht ~—"
o
M g ) »4. .
A _ ) o
- /7 ¢ N
\ _o" . - 33 N
. L . . A ‘
.co 3 ! : r\
. . - J A
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: Yecipients than other women. In fact, several studies of welfare . -
i . ¢ ) : ' - * \“«’,* -
seem to assume that welfare recipients are $ingle women—who are either .

. 1
. separated, divorced, widowed onr‘never married--and do not mention

. their marltal status. — - ° )

In Peterson's study (1974) of occupatlonal and economic mobiltity

’

: ) aﬁbng urban blacks, being umarried was a highly unfavorable characteris-
. ’ ‘ . F

‘

‘ tic, strongly associated with downward mobility for both men and women.

‘ 3

Morgan and his colleagues have recently reported that change in
family status is highly.asspciated with movement:into poverty. (New

York Times, July 17, 1977-) They studied income and income
distribution in the United States by folloqiﬁé 5000 families over a

decade. One of thes#rongest predictors of entry into poverty is the
- (8
breakup of a family unit that results in a female-headed, family. .

] . ~. !
K Severalzlnvesgigators have recently concerned themselves with the *
I - L3 *

relationship between welfare status and famil§ type. The concomitant

LIS -

rise in the number of families heaééd_bx women and the number of

-

welfare recipients has led to speculation that the AFDC program itself
\ L

has increased the number of female headed fgailieél(Cutright and
.Scdnzoni, 1973; Honig, 1974; Ross and Sawhill, 1975; and, Hannamn, et al.,

1977)., In a comparison of metropolitan areas, Honig found thayf the

24

Y

f_ﬁ.,,4_,,4‘4,4*,,vArelat1ye size;of_the_welfare_paymentgwasﬁpo51tlyel¥_relatedﬂtngthe___ﬂ

-

number of female-headed families and to the proportion of women

t

. receiving welfare payments. However, she éoncludéﬂ that while

welfare programs did seem to contain some incentives for family '

.

dissolution, the vast majority of individuals who become welfare. oo
recipients were women never married or women who for a long time had’

been separated pr divorced{
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. » ’ ’ ..
In a study of the experimental Income Maintenance programs, y
. : s

. ° Id
Hannon, et al. {1977) examined the impact on marriage dissolution 4

%
S and remarriage. They found that, overé%l; income maintepance

raises the rate of marital dissolution.

@

Theychccluded that '; -
&

marital.decisions are much more responsive to short-term socioeconomie
< -

conditions'thén théy or other social scientists would have anticipatEd.

s 2,

While income maihtenance programs differ in a numbér of ways from &-

welfare as used in this study, both provide an outside source of

econamic support to certain families, and this similarity make the

- ~ —_
DN

findings from this income maintenance study relevant. =l

\ . . . ( . ' .

The question these results raise for our study is, how is

- ' < ./

3 . s
family type related to welfare status? Ddes”the relationship
T LS R

“ .~ N, ' . '
. . operate }n both directions, i.e., are women who decreasesptlieir, welfare -

dependency netween time 1 and time 2 as likely to change their family

- ’

type as women.wﬁo increase their dependency during ‘the nine yeax.- F
[ . *

perdiod? : - 4 .
’f \ . -
e The definition of family type for this stndy is based on the

’
’

l U

definition used in earlier studies of this same population of women.
Because of earlier results showing the importance of any second adult °
1

- in the family (Kellam\et al., 1977), I distinguish heré only between

- ) ' ~

the respbnaent alone household, a household in which the respondent is,

the only aénft snd the respondent/second adult howsehold, wbere there
' is at least one other gyplt. v U

Py . 4
In o¥der to include change in family type from time 1 to time 2

-7 s .
“”““‘““‘in—the-analysis‘~four~dif¥erent family types are defined: ,




?

-

-

N ..
.
< . s
' ‘. ’ : ‘ '
. b . * - - .

. ll.’ Respeondent alone, time 1; respondedt alone, time 2 (N=184)
. 2. Respondent/second adult, time 1; respondent alone,

-
*
-

time 2 . t ‘ ) *(N=153)"
. / . . o3 [ - . ) ’ '
R TN . , . ot ’
<3. Respondent aloné, timé Ij respondent/sécond adult,
- time 20 ¢ - o T (N=119)
. w- - ’

> 4. Respondent/second adult, time 1; respondeht/second .
‘ é, ) R . -
- adult, tige 2 : oo N T (N=363)

[ B = . ' * : Kl
The issue with regard to family type is how related it is to

welfare status and change-in welfare status from time 1 to time 2. ¥
» N T . _ s
Number and Age of Children . . - . . ,
) R L. o3 . AN
: ! ) . 7.

The numbergand age of children have also been related'to both labor

? ¢

foree participation and welfare status. Bernard (1972) shows that

for all women in the U.Ss. and for a sample of.welfare‘women, women' are
more likely to be in Ghe labor forcg if they havé'fewer children and
if they have np preschool children. *Mayo (l975) shoWed that, in a
‘sampTe of Cook County welfare recip1ents, the‘humber oflchildren

predicted welfare status, part1cularly £5F the more educated' TFor

(-M
- high school graduates, the numbér of &hildren was strongly.relatﬁh"
. i' ; ) 1 '. o
to being a continuous welfare recipient,*while for wlmen with only

.
, . «
ro' ¢

' a grammer school educat1rn, the number of children was _pot related

to whether they remained welfare cases. . c

o
. ) Y

Results . , : . . ]

0

Table 7 shows that every welfare category is assoc1ated w1th a

family type category consistent witb the hypothesis that family type

and welfare,s(Ptus are very related~and-when_one changes the other

’

. .
LR LY

> ’
o L]
- 3 8 — . -
. . ” N
.
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' - : . S . !
also changes. Group 1 (welfare time.l and 2) are much more likely -

\fp be in respondent alone families at both time 1 and time 2 and

. less” 1likely to be in respondeﬂt/seéond adult, respondent/second

adult families. Women not receiving welfare at time 1, but

recei&ing welfare at time 2 (Groups 2 and 4) are likely to have

changed their family typk from respondent/second adult to respondent

alone. éimilarly, men who thanged from receiving to net receiving

{
welfare are more dften found in the family type that changes from - N

s
. ) -

'respondent alone to respondent7second adult. On table 7 these cells have

been indicatéd with a box. . ° . BRI T oo

v

This important regult indicates that not:only is family type associ-
ated with beceming more welfare dependent but family type is also associ-
ated with becoming less welfare dependent--women who move off welfare

- .

between time 1 and time 2 are more likely to chanée from being~thg only adult

«

", in' their fagily to being one of two adults. Thigffinding that getting °

welfare is_related{?g a change in family type has-not been'reperted"elseéhere;

o

Welfare status. is also.related to the.presence of Rreschooi children

and the number of children in the family. (Table 8). About. twice K

' "a

as many women on welfare at both time 1 and time 2 (Group" 1) had
° v ‘I -

preschool children at time 2 as did women who weré on welfare at

neither time (Grogp 6). fhese women all had first graders at time 1-—

the woman with a-preschooler at time 2 had -a sikteen year old as well.

-

More welfare women’had-hreschool children at time 1 also, hut the

-~

(?ifference was not so great
’."

’

mei on welfare at both times were also more likély to have more =

L4

N
Childre Table 8 #hbws the percentage of women who have

¢ -

. i C | ) - . )
3 .
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Table 7

2

Distribution of){ong-Term Family Type

* ' - * by Long-Term Welfare Status
A ‘! . 3
) !
. / . - o Resp. Resp+/ . Resp. Resp./
) . Oaly 2nd Adult, { Only Adult!| 2nd Adult,
Adult, Time 1; ~ | Time 1 Time, 1
) ) ‘Time 1 ard | Resp. Only | Resp/2nd and
. Tine 2 Adult, Adult, Time 2
; | Time 2 Time 2
— - ;
Group 1: Welfare, Time 1 and . 62.1 10.7 17.9 9.3
- Time 2 87| (15) (25) (13)
r ' ) : *
Group 2: Not Welfare Time 1, ~ . 4.9 54.5 5.9 24.8
Welfare Time 2 . (15) (55) . (6) (2:5)_ ‘
¢ N ° . . . ’ | .
Group 3: Welfare Time 1, 42.3 14.1 32.1 “11.5
WeIfare and Other, Time 2. . '(33) (11) (25) (9)
Group 4: Not Welfare, Time 1, 15.5° 36.2 17.2 | 31.0
Welfare and Other, Time 2 9) (21) (10) (18) .
. ' ' -
Group 5: Welfare, Time 1, . 36.2 2.1 38.3 23.4
Not Welfatre Time 2 ) 17) Oy (18) (11)
A v 7
Group 6: Not Welfare, Time 1 5.8 12.7 8.9 3 72,7
and Time 2 (23) (50) . (35) (287)
Total 22.5 18.7 . .| 14.5 44.3
. . (184) (153) (119) (363)
) ? -
Percentages are row percents ' ‘ ’
X2 = 462.08 , ' - - )
15 df. : .- '
p £ 0.0000 :
. »
- - [N 'y 1
- . i ’ :
/ ‘ o ¥,
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) Groﬁp 1:

{
Group 2:-

Group, ﬁ:

Welfarqiétatus by Whether Respondent had Preschool Children,

W

Welfare, Time 1 and’

_ Time 2‘

-

N1

Not Welfare, Timg 1,

‘Welfa;e, Time 2

. WN=101

~

Welfare, Time 1,

Welfare and Other,

. -
‘1

Group 4:

Group 5

K

. Group 6:

-
v
-

Total;

Not Welfare, Time 1

Time .2
N=78

»

>

Welfare and Other, Time 2

R

Wel\kre,_rime 1,

“N=58

‘Not Welfare Tiem 2
. N=47

Not welfare, Time 1
and Time 2

N

’

N=395

>‘ Table 8
.

-

L}

~

- and Number of Children

-

4

- —
’ -
.; Percentage of Respondents Percentage of Respondents
¢ Who Had Preschool + with 4 or More
Children ' Children
o] 1967 1975
. 4
62.9 35.7 48.6
o
.| 46.5 32.7 "\ 39.2
7
7306 34.6 5206
\ 58.6 20.7 28.3
\ »
’: 63.8 ' 10-6‘ 4:2-6
4
B T, g .
+ 53.2 -y . 17.2 } 20.9
57.1° ~ 23.8
T x%= 20,86 © x%=34.60 -X =47 9%
5 af St FCUR 5df -

O

40




’ .“ ) .
“ \ . four or more children in I967 distributed by welfare status.

o
i
*

. .

* . In summ§ry; the family characteristics of worden are strongly

»

< A

. ) associated With their welfare status. Change in family type,rélates

T T very strongly to .change in receiving welfare. Tﬁe number of children

a ¢ [

‘and the presence of preschool children at time 2 were also related to
: L ot b . " ~ . . .
welfare status. A - . -
s, ) ° /
‘n' - ":/‘ \ .: . . .‘_
o - :
» Physical and Emotional Well-Being

. . .Seéveral’ studies have shown relationships between health dis-

e

. . 2

a
P

- abilifies ahd'poverty or welfare status. In Peférson's study of
. mobility aﬁong blacks (1975), havi%g a severe physical 'or mental
3 disapility hadlq depressing effect on income, especially foraa woﬂﬁﬁ

L in a female-only household—-i.e., a household where the only adults
- : i ) . Toe ’ ’

. ’ were woment. In addition, women in femalé—only.householdsaréporgsd
o . ‘ - .
disabilitie$ mueh more frequently (25 percent) than did men in male-

onlyuhouseholds (14 percenfi or men or women in married households- o

LNRN

. . (less thp 10 percent). ! )
) ' ’ Cole. and Lejeune (1972) however, afgue that women oh'welfargj%
YL e L NP e : ‘ : -
" perceive.themSelves as less heakthy than other women as a way of

.t ) leéitimiziﬁg theif failure: Acfording to these authors, being on
L ad . . ' . .
", Welfare is seen in society as a result +of personal failure; women on

[} - .
\ « » .

" welfare are prone to adopt the sick role in order to 1egitiﬁizé this
4 T ' ’ . : \ v .

- failure. . : . T - ' :

- . - ¢

[ * » . .
- . . .

. ar
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Morgan et al. (1962), in a national survey, found that almost‘half

.

of those families in which the head of tﬁg‘family was disabled were

- in the lowest category of income to need ratio. Of the seven likely

causes of poverty investigated having a disabled family head was the

[y

second most predictive. Physical disability, thus, is consistently

related to poverty and to welfare. 3
. y; -
Many investigators have reported a disproportionate number of

occupationally inadequate people among those defined as mentally ill
(McCaffrey, Cutmming -and RudoLph 1963, baxis, Freemin and'Si@ﬁons 1957, -

Monck 1963, ﬁarrington and Wilkins 1966). Cumming - (1963), a psychiatrist,

"

pointed out that while it has heen usual to think "...of phenomena such

as the inability to hold a job as the results 'of illness,” this is also

evidence of ego failure and can equally be called a symptom of mental’

-

illness.

-

In 1967, we asked the respondents, "Does anyone in thé household -

¥
t .

have any illness or condition that has lasted a long time, or that-

PP

needs medicine regularly, or that limits their aetivity in any way?"

The respondent was donsidered to be in the category.of "poor health"

3

if she answered that she herself had such an illness or condition. \\\\‘/,,/’
All other respondents were considered in the category of "good health."
S . ‘; . » . o ) N

» o * . . . - . ¥,

»e

‘ /o b 4
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The health measure in the 1975 interview asked the respondents

3

to rank their health on a four-point scale from "very healthy" to

fnot at all healthy." For the purposes’ of thése descriptive analyses,

,

those women are considered in the category of "200d ‘'health" who rated -

- T

themselves in either of the top two ranks; those women are considered

. [N

in the category of 'poor health" who rated themselves in either of the

bottom two ranks. ‘ >
9

To see whether change or stability in‘welfare status

‘ffom time 1 to time 2 is.reléted to selfrassessments of heélth at ‘ \\
times 1 ;nd 2, the health variables have been ordered in.a fashi;;
similar to the index of we&fara'status: o . %

Poor Health,'time 1; Poor Health, time‘2 *, (ﬁ%&l) . .

Goéé Health, time 1; Poor Health, time 2 (N=145)

Poor ‘Health, time 1; Good Health, time 2 (N=46)’

Good Health, time 1; Good Health, time 2 (N=597)

¥
~

Thé majority of wowmen, in fact, report good health at both time

1 agg time 2 (see table-9). The group of the most welfare dependent

women has the highest proportion reporting poor health at times 1 and

2, and the lowest proportion reporting good health gt both times. The

-

least welfate depehdenfiéoﬁen (Group 6) report the best health. These
reSultg, phen; indicate that theré is a relation .betveen health and*

. * ., . , ,“f Y T .
welfare. Neither the explanation that bad health leads ‘women to hecome
. . | . < ":tg a7t

5
‘(’.’.‘ “

o ' 5o SR
welfare recipients hor that welfare recipienfs. rgport.bad health for

some other reason is'clearly supportable from the data.

s . E

< X .
3 In both interviews we asked the women to state how often they felt

\

4

(1) sad and blue and (2) wervous and tense. The scale for eath item
F 4 —_ . . £}

s \
o .

* - vy .
v g M
N .
& . .
. ¥

! 43 . . ..ja..
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Table' 9

! Distribution of Reports of Health’ =
] + by Welfare Statﬁs
“Good Poor :
.. Poor ' | Health Health Good
K NN Health Time 1; . | Time 1; Health
! | Time 1 Poor Good Time 1
‘ . | and | ‘Health Health "and
: e " | Time 2 Time" 2 Time 2 Time 2

Group 1: Welfare, Time 1 and S s 29.3 5.0 51.%
‘Time 2 , . . .
n=140

. . N - . * .

Group 2:. Not Welfare Time i, Ve o 5.9 29.7 , 3.0 61.4

.. Welfare Time 2 e .
n=101 . - ) '
IS . ~ " . . $

Group 3: Welfare Time 1 "1 10.3 21.8 7.7 *60.3
Welfare and Other, Time 2 . ‘ o
‘n=78 Lo

£ 4 I's 2, s — .

Group 4: Not Welfare, Time 1, 1.7 - 24.1 8.6 65.5
Welfare and Other, Time'2 . . :
n=58 i ) ¢ \

Group 5: Welfare, Time 1,” 4.3 |. 19,1 4.3 72.3

. Not Welfare Time 2 : ' .
' n=47 ‘a .
' Group 6: Not w‘é'ffare, Time 1 1.0 8.6 5.8 |84.6.
‘ and Time 2 : ' - '
n=395 ' ) ¢ : *

Total ' | s 17.7 5.6 71.7
(41) (x45) (46) (587)

*1 R > l~ s, o - . s " : i ) b ‘

Perceqtages are row percent§ . , .\\ .

T pssn, T
' 15 df v e Coot - (
. . ¢ . '
p <.0.0000 - . .« . J L.
-‘ ) 4 gt ‘ l‘ - '
\ . ¢ a . .
":9 : ) b ¢ ~ ™
N ' S (
ﬁ‘ 5 44 L] ‘\
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of psychological stress at timbs 1 and 2, we combined the two.measures:

with welfare statusgand physical and émdtional’well—being are very

went from very often (3) to hardly ever (0). The answers to these two

items were added togéther for a psychological stress rating with

.

possible scores from 0 to 6. For these preliminary crosstabs we

O

divided the answers into two categories: low psychological stress and
high psychological strgss. \Again, to see whether change or stability

in welfare status frem time 1 to time 2 is related to self-assessments

v

2

. High psychological stress, time 1 and timpe 2
Low Psychological stress, time 1; High stress, time 2 . .
High stress, time 1; Low stress, time 2

Low stress, both time 1 and time 2.

Again, there is a relationship between being 2 welfare recipient

S

and psjéﬁologicél stress. Women who were the most welfare dependént

! 9 < .

were twice as likely to feport high béychological»ét}ess at both time

1 and time 2 than women Yho were not on welfare at either’ time. The

! . '

change categories (women who were on welfare at one time and not the

. Y : : t.
other) do not inform us about the causal direction of this relationship.

¢ -

So far, our descriptive analyses %%s shown that, taken individually,

t » -
social origin characteristics: are not- very related to welfare-status;

. o

a

personal characteristics are mere associated with welfare status; family

] . . .

_ .
characteristics, particularly family type, are intimately associated .

A

\
N~

related fo welfare status. However, we have not examined how these

. 2 .
N

variab¥ﬁs,;taken togethef, explain and prédict welfare status.\ 1
© .. Iy .

.~

[
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Table 10

K

A - A) ‘ Ld r . ‘
~ - [ :
) _Distribution of Psychological ‘Stress Y/
3 ' by Welfare Status : !
LS e v
Hi* Stress , | Lo Stress . Hi Stress Lo Stress
Time 1&2 Time 1 Time 1, Time 1&2
@ ' Hi Stress - Lo Stress .
| ® Time 2 Time 2 -
- f . _V
Group 1: Welfare, Time 1 and ) ) )
- Time 2 i LT . , |
- N=140 o 47.9 . 17.1 28.6 6.4
Group~ 2: Not Welfare, Time 1, . . ‘ a
" Welfare, Time 2° SN - \ -
s e *’ N=101 49.5 17.8 20.8 - 11.9
Gr?\up 3: Welfare, Time 1, g -
i ’  Welfare and Other, Time 2 .- " .
¢ *  N=78 39.7 % 17.9 30.8 11.5
Group 4: Not Welfar'e; Time 1, ) i /
Welfare and Other, Time 2 . . @ '
N’Sg 34-§ l20-7 29-3 15-5"
R - P
Group’5: Welfare, Time 1, ® - R
: Not .Welfare Time 2 . .
N=47 +31.9 . - 21,7 27.7 12.8
Group 6: Not Welfare, Time 1. o
" and Time 2 . / = - \ i :
: N=395 =, 23.3 -~ 21.8 34,2 20.8
Total . 33.6 ’ 20,4 30.5 15.5
Percentages are row percents ' R
2., ’ A ' - 04 . s
Y=o T V46




. o Assessment of Joint Impact A
of these Characteristics s .

The next step in the analysis is to estimate the joint and

-;%elative impact of these independent and intervening variables on
- ¢ B .

A . ' welfare status. -In order to do this, we use a multiple regression
t ) \ o ’
- model of path analysis with the social origin, personal, social, family

and well-being characteristics included as independent and intervening

. .
N1 N °
© .

variablés and welfare status as the- dependent variable. e

L

~4§L__‘ . Path‘analysis is a form of multivariate analysis designe&réovysa

. . < ‘ e
‘a specified structure of presumed asymmetric causal relationszamong S

d - > .
a set of variables along witﬁ their intercorrelations, to estimafe;
the direct and indirect effects that the independent and intervening
R ' -
! Variables" would be expected oo~have on thé dependént variables (see
i <.

. [

In using path analysis we make several assumptions.® ‘Flrst, the

investigatordassumes that each of the variables is either an interval

»

‘scale or a dichotomy However, as Land and others (Land 1969,630

2

1970) have asserted, relatively little error wil%,be introduqed 1f

0

ordinal v bles, such as those formedby indexes or scfles -ar& used..

\\Second, change in one variable is assumed to be a linear funccion of

- 4 N ’ N
ed are assumed to be unassociated with each other.

. AN . v . . . X4

1

©  BHeise 1969; Gordon 1972; and Land 1969). N.q R .

change in one, of tna other variablgs’ . Third, the independent'vafiablés .
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None of these assumptions differ from those required by any

regression analysis. However, path ‘analysis requires furth®r that

>
the direction of causality be specified. Given the present state of
. M . ~ * ° 'Y

social science, this assumption is often hazardous. Often, however,

as in this’/study, time-order relagionsﬂips‘help to eliminate certain

@

possible causal directions and to specify others.

h Y
In spite of the problems imposed by these assumptions, path-
analysis has proved itself to be a useful technique.- Perhaps one of -

',ité most beneficiéL impacts has beén that in using path anal&ais,'

investigators are forced to specify the hypothesized causal links

[y

among tﬁeir data. In so,doing, both the theoretical and empirical .

ambiguities that exist become more obvious. Heise (1969) in a review
< i . ’

’

. of path analysis concludes that path gnalysis may be-useful v

. ey P
in socidl science, even though some of the assumptions may be‘weakened,

‘ as Iong’as it is clear im the interpretation of thé-results that tﬁ;

’

{ [\4 - .
path goeff}cieqts.§re only rouglr estimates and do not specify some

-
.

ultimdte and exact represerdtation of the data.o,It is véry much with

v

Fhis?}n‘minﬂ'that'Iégfese t the following path analysis. ,

S <

.

.MbdeI' > . N e .
'y . L . o 3

*
L d

<

» -

desc?ibed:earlier in. thig chapter, plus the respondent's age".

-
. v .
.

-
* The path model iiff¢ludes the follqging’variablesn
A, Social Originm Charécteristics. /

A Whether“regpohdent‘s %smily ever received aid .as she was

. growing dp. 1 = No, 2 = Yes.
’ N .'\ ‘ ¢ ' \‘ N .
2, Region of the Country where respondent grew yp-—North d;

“South. ,1 = Soﬁth, 2 = North.

a“

‘e
.
-

‘s - Included in the path analysis model are all the variables tﬁat.w; "
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. / )
} .; 1 A 1 - ° N \
) S 3. Si?e of the place where respondent grew up-«a five point
¢ . . . PR h -~ - * ¢
‘ ) 'scale from very rural (1) to large f:‘ity (5). ’
oo . - ) B . N »
' ° 4. Respondent's: age-—Actual age in years at_time 1.
_/\ . ot - ] . ~
\ B. Personal and Social Characteéristics .- Lo < '
. . . A . . {
1. Geogrdphic mobility--a six point scale combining the two
o~ - \
. . items used to .measure geographic mobility. number of times .

. .o the respondent had moved since her time 1 first grade child,

, o had been born (recoded so- that O\moves = 0 1 move = 1, .
s : \ ) .
2-3 moves = 2 and 4 Oor mere moves 3),.and ‘the number . ;
-~ |

- ) of years she ha%,ived‘ in Woodlawn (rec’oded so 7 or more

years =0, 4 6 years = 1, 2-3 years = 2, 1 or 1ess =3), .-

.

v : T~ the residential neighborhood for all the respondents at

-
»

’ * time 1. We then added, the two scores together. The higher

*’ ) : the number, the higher the mobility. - !
s (% N T -y ¢
> 2. Education, time 1--The last grade in school the respondent
had completed at time 1. ~ . . . )
v > . \ . -2
C. Family Characteristics

—

1. Number of Children--The number of"childre'n the respondent

. - had at time 1. o S
. X o2, »‘Presenpce ’of preschool children, ‘both ti{ne 1 and time 24
T, ) ‘ o dichotomous rating of‘ whethrer A_t_:ﬁ_he_respondent’had preschool '
‘ . chiidren or not; 1= Preschool children, 2 = No preschool childre

é 3. Family Type--A four point index that .combines time 1 and’

- "
> a

. o L, time 2 famil’y type, {.\sed in the previous anaI‘sis. i‘amily }"
’ .type is based on the preseénce or not of ot‘her adults living
".. : . .. ° j;“ the househqld Foiiowing i’é‘thé index: ' ©
S Q « .. - B o o . , ) .’ | l o . -

. ..~ _ 49




.
4]

. oA

. .. . 35 ] - .

, ) g / o ) a
1 = Respondent only adult in household at hog:.h time:

0 - .
* ¢

and tigne 2.

- . N U
’ 2 = Respondent/other'adu t at time 13 respondent only <
N ) adult at time 2. - R Q
. . - ) o~ s
.3 = Respoundent only adult, time 1; respondeit /otHer
o ® , , ) ‘ K o ; ‘; . [
, adult time 2. - ¢ . oo
- - R4 .
. 4 = Respondent/other adult at both time 1 and time 2.
N - ‘ - ®e
g . N ' - 3 » . ’
D. Physical and Emotional Well-Being : .
. N
1, Health,ktime 1--A dichotomous rating of whether the

;:espondent had'any physid®al condition that limited,hze_r,

® -

.

. activity 1 = Unhealthy, 2= Good- Heal‘th.’l -

MZ_.V Health time 2—-—A fqur point self—rating of the resporr—

- . R H - 4 >

J : q,, deni's,&health ranging from very healthy (lr)‘tj.o not at >
..”:@,, ’: < ’ .o 6" . " a t
a&ﬁfs?oﬂlﬁﬂmga) L 7 ‘ . -,:
'" Qa".._;%"‘ gooxt S T md s v, o
A Ps 8 icalg‘ ress, both tir'e 1 and tide 2—-A six :
y Qg 35
2 .® Dy 5 a .

N p01nt s(fa]e deSc.t-%bed e,arlier‘ . 0 = No stress,

.

0 ' / - . . -
. o . . >

l‘ l .. 6 = biuch Stréss.u * ‘Vé\:@l :‘é/ '.:’ %\‘ N . at\\.

E. Welfare-—The dependent; variahle, , 1is Phe :sa’me six point -

»
H
-

'1owest ranking being the

v

v 1ndex described earlier %1(1

/ -

- h“‘ 2 ‘e . - N ]
welfare dependent. T A .'e B .0
Py ¢ f°- - % . . i -
The ordering of the variables in thé path model foll:ows a. t:.me
/ ‘. pas W L e PR

sequence with the background variables be1ng the most exogenous, then
" L]
Al .

pre-time 1 variables, then time 1 ‘variables gnd time 2 variables. The

. . )

correla-tions among the independent variables are .shown in table 11.

As we see from this table the indep?d.ent veariables haVe~ low mu-]ti—
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1

v

Table 11

~

Zero Oxder Correlations for Social, Personal,

Family and Well-Being Characteristics and Welfare .Status

' o T . M »
Q' . N B
e ' 1 {2 {3045 |6 | 7|8 9 f.10 {11 12 | 13 |14
Parent's Receive&j"(’l) ’
Aid \ ? -~ - [ % b
. ~ g !
Resporident's Age (2) v .0953 - .
. ' ] .
Mobility \\ “(3) |-.089.213] _ D ' -
Urbaness (4), | .229] .048,-.036 \ '
A -1 , '
. . , N
Region &, A3) |--2561-.148] 001 643 . J
Preschooler, ‘(6) |-.0431-.179] .074 .009 .018 ‘ N N
A Time 1 \ - ‘ ’ . ° e
) - 4 -
o o TN .
Health, Time 1 . (7) [~.001}=079|~.053 .058-.044; .012 1
o - 1
‘ . . [ . ! _w\ ’ ' ! ]
Number of - (8) | -048'.166| .067- .014t-.064] 188 |.000
Children t / .
h ) " ) [ ~ _
Psychological (9). —.125/—.043 .137/-.0521 .084] .042 |-.137] .051 “m
Stress® "~ ¢, - 7 v ; VY
/ IR
" ) v ) ' . ) \'\2_\ /
Education = -  (10), | .058-.096{-,159-.140 .168,055| .041f .200[-:168 « .
. “ ) ' L 3 . ] . * ) 5 R
Preschooler, (11) |-.029f-.151} .11¢~.009 .041{ .123 |-.006] .141 |[-.003}-.099- '
Time 2 T ”» b -
.o \ ‘. R v L
.. . . ) ' . « b l ’
Health, Time 2  (12) .|-.006/-.092|~.094~.014~.008; .065| .218-.032 -.176 .175 . 076 )
. - ' ’ i M *
’ . Ve Py @ ° L ) - '
Psychological  ‘(i3) |-.086 .005]'.112-.053 .080F.020 {-.036/~041 .256-.093]-.03¢ .219
~Stress (2) - . ' ’ . . .
M . 'l
Ny '_'__ s r ) } . .
«~ Family Type .~  (14) | .016] .145|-.214 ’063-.055-.070 +019~.006 |~.138 .156|-.109-.128 166
, 4 ' ' - -
‘ S ¢
Welfare Indepen- (15) | .066| .018|-.274 .090-.059}.055 | %41 .2441-.197 .314}~.197 .292-:216
denCé ~N * - - - o“‘\
\‘l v\ ' o
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collinearity, satisfying one of the asgumptions of path arﬁysis.

‘ The model explains close to half the variance of welfare ,status;

e LY ¢ LI

s - B
. see table 12. The variables were entered the regretion equation in

a stepwise algorithm in the order implied by the pat model - the

background variabgs entered first, the pre-time 1 second, timg 1
third and time 2 fourth. L . N
The family type variable accounts for almost half of this

variance and strengthens the conclusion in the descriptive analys;ls;‘ >

\
N 1

namely, that welfare status is intimately. associated with family type

13 M \

and change in family type. Education \geographic mobility, number of

e s

3
: children and respondent s health at both time 1 and t:i:me 2 each con-—

. ”

tribute at least a one peréent change in the amount.of variance explained.

. : w , o
Figure 1 shows the path diagram relating Welfare statu‘s to prior variables.

All the paths that hg'd a standardized beta above .10 are inclu:ded; these

. all were-‘statistically signifiegnt at p < .001. The pa,th coef/ficients

<

. ® - ) R | - ce e
are standardized betas. \

. Social Origin Variables:-‘—First', none of the social origin variables

had a significant, direet path to welfare status. None of these vari-
/ ? ables had zero-order corﬁ&latlons wﬁx we].fare, status above .10. We -

( - conclude that norte of the social origin charactt:ristics had ‘a 11near/7

h . - - ’

relationship to welfare status. However, the social origin variat}les
- : P . " . ” - B
did have a few indirect paths to welfare status. As.might be expected;
» ~ . )
, younger women had -fewer children than older women » they had more mobility,.
ot ) ’ ) . - s /

they réported better health, dnd were better educated. Respor?dents-who

) ’> 2grew up in the North®moved 1es} and went further in school: Respoﬁ-

\ ) . . s -

.- denti who grew up in familf!s,that reteived welfare had less education

% and reported more psychological stress. . ’ s /\

- R ’
-

Q - . - ./. * wd - . ’ &

| 52 T
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Table 12

’ .
L 'Y

Net Effects of Social Origin, Personal and Fanlly Characteristics

e ~on Welfare Independence

L
v

N . a

.- Independent Variables Sta?darized Beta RZ Change

Social Origins
v Whether Parents Received Aid, .003 0.004

\

Whether grew up in North or ‘South -.022 0.002

t

Urbaness of Place Grew Up .054 - 0.004.

1

‘_ Respondent's Age ] -.024 0.000
Prior Time) X . . -
‘ Education . ) ' <147 %%% 0.110

_ ‘ - :
y Geographic Mobility ~.103*%*% . 0.047
Time 1 | .

Number of Children . | . -.188%%% 0.032
R . . _. . R M ‘ . Ve .
* Respondent's Health, time 1 i »072%% ) +0.013
L * % ' Y .' .
Presence of Preschool Child,\time 1 026 . . 0.000

Psychological .. ° -.030 - . 0.009

Time 2 ’
Family Typgr 453%%% 04212 -
Presence of Preschool Child,. time 2 — 114454 . 0.009

Psychological B -.062% , -0.007

»

Respondent's Health, time 2 o =e162%%% //"i . 0.023

. \
Total R? ) : - 0.471
. . . . .
. ) T v
The Multiple R change corresponding to each vatiable is derived from the rggression

A

equation estimét%ng'the effects on welfare status and all others preceding it—-

»

those above in the table. ’

1

3

* F- value for standardized beta 31gn1f1cant at p :
#% F- value-for standardlzed beta- 31gn1ficant at p
k&% F- value for stanﬂardized beta 51on1ficant at p

4.
Q
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) - o v, . . | , -
' s . o ’ ) .qT : <' :q‘é

- - Prior to © Tme 1 |, © . mme2 |

_Background o K ;s° Time - } s .Psyéimological; -~ 23  Psychological
' , N ) ¥ 8tress ° Stress

~ * Grew Up in

North™
Age

. : F i ~./
Parents. Xl é
. Recedved.. o : ) . \Cs'?f\amily Type
* - Add. ‘ - ‘ {7 . Number of “‘ .9
. : childre =./¢ .4, Tl
. . J,'% < 4 2reschool
- - o . ' . . " ; ‘ Preschool o > Childft en .
P , R < ..t "7 Children © - . o
Urbaness " ) . ’ - L.
T 8 - § oo ‘ o
— A - ‘ ’ ? ' = ' \/j
& e K “ - " f =~ ) . v ~
_ : ; Path-Diagram Relating Wellare S /
/ . 54 A .« - Status to Prior Variables ; ,
) k . ey . ' " ’ ‘ 55 o l. -
© .
. . ~ . — . A :

“'ERIC L ) o - .
. = Notes ‘ALl paths belew .10 have been omitted ~ . T ‘ L
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. - Prior ‘time 1 variables--Both education and geographic mobility had
o ‘- .

Qiréct, as well as numerous indirect paths, to welfare status. Almost

ﬂoﬁe of(the‘regpoﬁéents Were in school ;t time 1 so the edugatién they. . a
. . R ’ . .
ié;opted-maé obf;ined prio; to tim; 1. The more educated women tended to ﬁe
‘ hqalthiér, had fgyer children, repoéked~less psychological étress at-time 1-

) . -~ . . e
e . and were more likely to be in a family in.which there ¥as ano}her adult present

[} ?

’

" . Those women-yho were more geographically mobile prior

¢ ‘

~

to time 1 feparted more psychdlogical stress at time 1 ¥

. N ‘ ) 3 ‘o
' and were less.likely to be in a family with another adult present.
. " Geographic mobility is independently related to welfare 'status,-and
. - ) ~x ’

~ .
‘may indicate, as we speculated earlier, that<women who move frequently-
. : -

have fewgﬁ roots in" their neié@borbood and may be less able consequéntly

3 [N

. N ' . \' < - -
'to.méke the arrangenients necessary for getting and keeping a job--child
care arfangemén§s~énd tn@nspéfza%ion.’-lts relationship tOfpsychological. |
. ov LT - ) SR , ‘ :
*  ‘stresg.supports Johnston's (1973) speculation that those:who are-more

]

P

" N . . -

*. . ‘transient are likely to lead a more rstressful life.

« .
s

> * * Time 1 Variables--The number.qf children at time 1 was the only
- , -« . . - . “
. 7 time g variable that had a direct path to welfare status: Hgglph at

v time 1 was relatéd only to health at time 2. PsycholOgical,stress

- e
* [

¢
.

. . at time 1 was relﬁtedykp both health and ps&choldgical stress at
- ’ . Ll | B "4
- 5 R »

- < ~ )
time 2, but was not directly related to welfare status. The presence

N 4

. ) ® .-
. of preschool children at time 1 did not seem to matter, for any of the

-

‘ N - 4 .
. < succeeding varjables. - : : ' : . -
, (, *% Time Z‘Variaﬁles—jAll the time 2 variables except psychological o

stress had a digpct path to welfare sﬁgtus: ;espondents in poor

Y

health were more likely to_be welfare gépenAeﬁtf the presenge of’pré~

e
»

¢

» . \ ‘ )
school children wag related to being on welfare aﬁd women with a second
‘ -

5’ \)4 ] i , . P € .. [ '
- . -
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- adult in the family were leﬁs likely\to be regeiving welfare., A%I ’

three of these variables were dnfluenced by several of the anfecedent

.

- N & »

<

variables. ) ’ . »

® .

2 *

Discussion and. Conclusions
. R . - 1 &

a

We find that a multivariate causal analysis explains ///’

°
~

. - ) .
almost half of the variance in welfare status. In terms of a

general model, family ;ybe is.thg gingie most crucial factor in in-

fluencing welfare status. Although traditionally in studies of wels

N

l.fare, family typq/hés'been defined on the basis of the presence, or

" ‘absence of a husband, in ‘this stud&~family t§pe has been defined.on

tHe basis of the presence or absence of a secondradult, regardless of .

-
.

“the kind of second adult. While the majority of second adgl%s are

husbands of the respondents, many of them:are mot. The theoretical
: I .

and policy implications of the close associdtdion between family type

14 . ' . 2
- ahd welfare status are very important. Theoretically, these findings °,

v
.

. emphasize unéhbigdﬁus;y héw‘sfrong the relafionship between the insti-

k)

tutions of the'family arid the economy is. This'fin V g is 4In contra-

“Tdiction to the”ﬂbynihan‘Report‘(19655 which stimulated interest and
. ‘ -~ R N . [N ,H . - v
researth .on sheﬁ%lac% family. . éff}- - CToe s

: " . ’ - (o T
Theaparq of the Moynihan report that attracted the mg#t attention

- z

and criticism was the assertion that the instability of the black

-

- family was no longer directly .tied to.economic conditions. According
2 N : . { - . N
to Moynihan, family stability in the.past.had been directly related
to short-term fluctuations of the business cycle and that Eﬁis relation-

ship no longer existed for the black cémmunity. He maintained that

- 1
. . .
. ~
‘. - 5
we
.
LY

v

: ! N e o
.o ) 0 -~ N
- - . . - .
2 h : . :
» . v
. . ° ¥ . Se .

v
\
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s

while imitially the high rates of seﬁaration and diverce among blacks

- -

were due. to employment and economic condjtions, now the black family

g

is unstable because it is involved in a Ptangle of pathology." His

R .

report implied that prigrity in government programming should be to
strengthen the  black family rather thah~¢o increase the employment rate

. /

-,

or to better ‘economic conditions. ., Our results show that at least’in

b

the community of this study, the family and economic situation are very

] a

. B . \ b
related, and that the family structure‘qéa change in family sffhcﬂpre

. [ *

- “ . b -
is closely associated with the economic independence ;and chamge in eco-

+
. [N

: noﬁic:independenbe of the family. .

o

T A major policy'imﬁlication of these results is that. any welfare

program or income maintepance program will affect family structure.’

v *

This impact éhog}d be anticigated in plann%eg_the'progfiﬁ{ "A wglfarev

\ » ! Ne -
program that is, for all practical purposes, designed for families im

which a woman is the only adUitimay have the consequence of increasing
[« 3 - . .-

- , ‘ ,
. the proportion of families that are¢ headed by women. *

- . ) ¢ -
' Early geographic mobility is‘a&so causally related to welfare in-—

- 3
-

dependence—this result.suggestg that rootlegsness énd,lack of sc.s@’!la‘l_._‘"h

support influence a woman'sgwelfare status. This result,‘plus the R

results &hat<tie’family type, presence of préschool‘children and number

of chtldren to welfare, imply that providing sources of social supports

we

may be important policy considerations. Provision of day care is an
ob¥ious way to increase the.social supports of a child rearing woman. .

Expanding job opportunities not ,only decreases the need for welfare,
\ A e . -

AN

but increases the individual's §ocia1 contacts. - .

Theoretically, these results suggest that we should examine in a

more direct way ‘the relationship beéweenrwelfaré status and a‘woman’'s
= ]

38
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social networks and social integration. « The kin supports, social .
relationébips, and participatign inacommunity.organizations~may all '
influence welfare status. ) ) ¥
|3
The relative unimportance of the social origin characteristics N'
A Ny

is encouraging from a poiicy perspective. The impact of whether one's
L} - .

¢ \ . "
family of origin received welfare or the characteristics of where one

v o
’

grows up are less amenable tovghangé 6i'intervenpion than are the more
0 ﬁ' =

current; life circumstances &f the iﬁdividual.

' o ~ +

Also apparent in the find;ng§_is the advantage that the more
eddcated respondents havéf‘*Besides being less welfare dependent, they
- ‘ i _ '
report being healthier’, less nervous and sad, and sifs likely ‘to.be

. -

the only adult in the family. In thi% relatively homogeneous popu-
s £y . 3 ‘:
lation, more years Qf schoqlingﬁﬂas associated with bq;ter wel%;being.

e ® ’ S

Two studies have recently suggested that the advantage of more ,

- -

educated persons results more from thefr spocial background:characteristics

than.gr does from the actual schooling (Jencks et al. 1972; Boudon

. I8 - » s -
* 1974). Both. of these studies are based on data from national samples.

«
.

It may be that education is less’igportant when diverse groups are bging

compared, but*very importamt. in differentiating successful individuals
- ) - ‘-’vz, ) 3
from less successful individuals in mog§ homogeneous populations. More
v ib' ® . -
educaf@d individualsycompared to their peeks may he more competent to
. ’ ' .- ‘o ‘ A d ' T,
o) .

achieve in modern society and also have a’;egitimacyvgﬁat_énableg ’

.~

. them to ‘demand ﬁé.ré"‘s'ﬁatus and authority.

| R . .

~

B

. . ¢ Ky
wide structural characteristics versus ‘one's more immediate life -

‘

conditions. On the one hand, this is difficdlt.to assess in this -

population - the respondents are all black, all women and all were

9
- .
’
4

-

n 59 . . .

oy

We speculated earlier on the relative importance of broader socjietal-
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‘Y * - : . - L )

' o ) . ) ¢ -
living in an urban, pQor community. The-variation in societal-wide * .
characteristics is limited. However, there is variation on certain N |
. * N »

social structural characteristics such 'as education, region where one R .

. ’ N .4

grew up, welfare of the fatiily of  origin and the respondents'’own f .

0 . el . ,' . - :9:.
welfare status. o

. . 1

. 4
While sotial origin 'characteristics had little impact on later

. L - v

welfare status, education &as an independent and strong antecedent not. °

. ~ J ? Ve

only of later welfare status but also of the more immediate personei

y

ra

circumstances such as emotional and physical hellfbéing and family P 7( d

: 3 e ol >
characteristics. These were, in turn, also 1nde?end%ntly and strongly ..
. ™ 3 . - . © ’ ! VAN
-

related to welfare status. Based on-the findings ffoﬁlthis'studyu we:-

can orily conclude that both broader social differentiagion and more

.

& .

. . .. - e . a0 .. .
imnediatM1ife circumstanéés-are important’ LT . Lo

\ 4 T . . R . .
It is important to note that psychological stress is not related -

.

-«

. v

to welfare status when'inqlhded in a multivariate analyéisﬂo Psycho- <

“logical stress may be more a result of one's welfare gtgtus (d% . T
z . . . N .

» 4

‘ . ‘- ' . ~
occupational success, in general) than.a cause. This issue will be . =
1y . [ . AN ..

S

exilqred_furthe;.’\Q, . : ' . o i

. .
. L%

Physical health{*on the other hand,‘did distinguish between the ¢

more and less welfare dependent. Less healthy women were more likely-

. .
’

‘to‘stay on'welfare if weélfare recipients and more 1ikély to become
F . . .

‘welfare-recipients if not al%eady\receiving wvelfare. * -

. ~

o

By exahining the social orfgins;‘bersénal, well-beiné and family

characteristics of wpmen in a high-risk community we can differentiate

~

between those¢ who are high-risk and those who are lower risk for S ¢ y

. .
¢
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These studies, while only conducted in.one

¥ ) N

welfare dependence.

3

- community aséh, provide a basis for Hoth social polity and theoretical _

«

considerations. The aloneness of the child rearing woman in urban,

3 .

4 » ”
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