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Abstract of Dissertation

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families in the
Advent of Welfare Reform:
How Household Composition Impacts Participation in Public Assistare Programs

By
Sylvia Ann Diaz
Doctor of_PhiIosophy
SocialTNeIfare

Stony Brook University

2011

This study explores the impact of mutual support networks on publitaagsgecipients
by examining time series data from a three-wave panel stfidyomen receiving TANF
(Temporary Assistance to Needy Families). The data wdsctad using the United States
Census Bureau’s Survey of Income and Program Participation or, $tH€h collects both
cross-sectional and longitudinal data on income amount and sources, lalkomformation,
program participation, eligibility data, and general demographic clesigtics. The data
examined for this study covers a twelve-year period from thenbieg of 1996 through 2007.
While the demographic data collected highlights a number of varifdriekis group, all those
surveyed are identified as the head of household for the duration of ribés.p&he study
specifically examines how having an additional adult join the houselidke public assistance
recipient affects the head of household’s ability to stop receivingitseerihe study concludes

that having an additional adult join the household of a female guagnt on public assistance



correlates significantly with the outcome variable of leaypnglic assistance within one year.
This finding has significant policy implications for social wedfgrograms in the United States
specifically because TANF is a time limited economic suppagnam. Therefore, programs
and policies that promote cohabitation may serve to expedite an exasstHe public
assistance rolls.

As a backdrop to this study, the data was collected during the ewesttperiod of significant
welfare reform in the United States as the Personal Regdipsand Work Opportunity and
Reconciliation Act went into effect in 1996, with many familieaching their newly imposed
sixty-month time limit for receiving benefits by 2001. | use ligory of welfare reform as a
rationale for this study as historically, welfare polidesre sought to promote “individualism”
under the guise of “self-sufficiency” largely ignoring the efifiee nature of supportive social

networks and the mutual aid systems that naturally develop in communities.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem

The history of assistance for people in need in the United Stasebeem wrought with
policies that have not worked to free the poor from the chains of pdwartyave in fact kept
them bound to an impoverished state. Social welfare policies develmpedhout our history
have typically embodied the need for people to achieve self-sufficid his is most evident in
welfare policies that penalize heads of households who choose totatdakine problem herein
is that these policies have persisted despite the fact that sak, sociology and psychology

have theorized and demonstrated empirically that people thrive andeduaot more social

environments.

A question that arises from the persistence of these fundamechallenging policies is
how does isolating the poor and forcing them to maintain themsatvetheir children as single
heads of households actually help them become self sufficient? gxddiyi, how would policies
that encourage people to share resources while cohabitating itheacbility to leave public
assistance? Significant premises in social exchange, utiBtyimization and feminist theories
provide the analytic power to my hypothesis that female hefadlsusehold are more likely to
leave public assistance when an additional adult has joined a householdeopesvious year.
In order to test my hypothesis | conduct a quantitative kestlitilizes data about women on
public assistance collected by the United States Census Bureau over a 12igdar pe
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History of Assistance

It is a commonly held belief that American tax funded publicséasce was born from the
devastation and desperation caused by the Great Depression in theat@3&sticularly of the
“New Deal” era of relief, recovery and reform. In actualitye concept of “public welfare” in
the United States is rooted in the colonial periods so-called ‘lpa@” which were influenced
by Britain’s Elizabethan Poor Law of 1601. The laws created &rayfor providing for the
aged, infirmed and otherwise poor through construction and oversight ofhtpsas” and
apprenticeship programs for children of the poor. The laws would cobeeddjusted over time
to accommodate regional, economic, “cultural” conditions and public seritirfi&lau, 1999;
Fishback 2000; Katz 1988).

In general, the houses served a population which was seen pyhfe as dishonorable or
morally lacking in the "virtue of industriousness” because theyewmor (Wagner 2005).
Governmental policymakers in the United States have long us¢altie welfare system along
the same lines to promote certain contemporary “values” and wdtyratove their own socio-
political theories and opinions which posit the poor as deficientirainnectitude. Some of the
policies developed over time assert that the “nuclear familg’ $elution to many of society’s
social problems including juvenile delinquency, crime and poverty. Auidilly, these policies
were almost always tied exclusively to economic models thabwrage beliefs that as
individuals, human beings are lone, competitive actors, engaged inahen@c choices of the
so-called rational man (John-Steiner 1999).

Marriage and parenting have long been political targets focypoéikers over the years.
Since 1961 federal public welfare programs such as Aid to Familte Dependent Children or

AFDC have included rules that have allowed states to provide tsetefiwo-parent families



with an “unemployed parent” but only half the states had optathiih a 1990 rule change
(AFDC-UP) mandated such a provision for these families in atist Under the premise of this
mandate, the incentive for poor women to remain unmarried would disappue#remretically
even more women would choose to marry the father of their childdg 1996, TANF
legislation provided even more incentives for couples with childoemarry as lawmakers
continued to focus on the value of marriage in ending poverty.

Most recently, marriage has been front and center again asf@r taarried couples or the so-
called “Marriage Penalty Tax” was debated in Congress. The @bwth Tax Relief
Reconciliation Act (JGTRRA) of 2003, which eliminates the taxafignfor most married
couples filing jointly, was recently reinstated by Congregmesi by then President Bush and

extended to 2012. (http://www.libraryindex.com/pages/906/Comparing-NeMFhith-Old-

AEDC-BRIEF-BACKGROUND-AFEDC.htm).

Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act

By 1996, the United States began writing yet another chapter in stayhof social
welfare with the adoption of the Personal Responsibility and Wako@unity Reconciliation
Act (PRWORA). This new legislation repealed the less tettifederal plan of Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) as an entitlement program anblisstad a program which
demanded work from a higher number of welfare recipients througlyeapnacalled Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). TANF provided ma@#trictive time-limited economic
support, health care and child care as well as employmentaassisservices for low-income
families with children. The transfer from AFDC to TANF wassijned to strictly require work

associated with the receipt of public assistance benefits anddoudhge prolonged welfare



dependency by limiting the time a person could receive assistiheeact was a result of
divergent political views, as conservatives mounted pressure in Cergresate policies that
would promote marriage, reduce the number of children born to gagtats, and require work
from nearly all welfare recipients. In addition, this radicaligyothange allowed for President
Clinton to make good on his campaign promise to dramatically ehttwegexisting system (Blau
1999). For most of the sixty years prior, AFDC assistance wasalblaio eligible families

without this great emphasis on work requirements and no specific time limits.

Aid to Families with Dependent Children: “Welfare as We Knew It”

Created in 1935 as part of the Social Security Act, ADC (aiDependent Children) the
precursor to AFDC as amended, was originally enacted to alogle mothers, primarily
widows at that time, to stay home and take care of their childtkarrthan being forced to leave
home and enter the labor force (Collins & Schaffner-Goldberg 2004jindthe period since,
fundamental changes had occurred in the system and in our sodmtg. 1835, the number of
divorced, separated, and unwed mothers had increased dramaticallp@nidiee participation
of both women and mothers had increased and become an accepted and evesu expec
circumstance especially for the working and lower classes.ilaBynthe nature of the AFDC
caseload changed from the majority of AFDC recipients beidgws, to recipients now being
divorced, separated or never married. Along the way, changes WFDE caseload and the
labor force participation of women changed the perception of the AstDgam (Kamerman &
Kahn 1989). Men were also increasingly challenged in competing liemg wage. These and

other market forces invariably played a role in the transition BD®@ from being a welfare



program for women who lost their source of male financial support, dontiag a program
which operates in direct conflict with what Blau (1999) describea psst industrial society

where fewer men earned a living wage and a majority of women work.

Perceptions of “Welfare”

Prior to the 1996 legislation, many policy makers and political puniitged AFDC as
a work disincentive program (Hisnanick 2002), as well as an incefdivevomen to have
children out-of-wedlock in order to become eligible for more welfaltépately being seen as
gaming the system for receiving increased benefits (M@fiR2). This was clear during the
congressional debates in the 1960’s that led to a push to rename thgrédd@m to include the
word “families” (Blank 1995). Another view regarding welfare pap@tion that has a profound
effect on the public’'s and policy maker’s perceptions of people diangetoncerns the idea that
recipients are part of a “culture of poverty” a termed coinedirirropologist Oscar Lewis in
1959 and used by political figures such as Daniel Patrick Moynihamforming his
controversial 1965 Moynihan Report. Lewis’ writings also influencelicp makers as they
crafted legislation such as the Johnson administrations “War ont{Poidarris 1966, 1996 and
Massey 2009). Harrington (1997) observed that being poor for any lehgtine resulted in
people feeling “hopeless and passive ... lonely and isolated, oftdrangi hostile. To be poor
is not simply to be deprived of material things of this worlds ib enter a fatal, futile universe,

an America within America, with a twisted spirit.”

Similarly, Lewis (1966) described the “culture of poverty” as #&ofygy feeling of

fatalism, helplessness, dependence, and inferiority.” Wilson (1987)dpeow@ description of



lives that seem foreign to conventional views of the middle and upmelierslass. In contrast,
he describes the situation of the poor, and welfare recipients, a speial isolation, rather
than a self-sustaining cultural trait. He argues that the characten$the poor are a response to
social and economic situations and that a better understandingurfesttand behaviors plays a
major role in understanding both the poor and welfare participation. eWhHal attitudes of and
opportunities available to welfare recipients differ from thoseaf-recipients, it is unclear,
whether these differences are a result of time spent onreyatiapre-existing conditions causing
welfare receipt (Wilson 1987). The belief that the roots of powvamyin large part due to the
character of the poor themselves and that providing support cregesddacy are significant
forces in the shaping of policy (Katz 1983). These ideas have éxistaighout the history of

welfare and remain popular today (Blau 1999).

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 1996: “Welfare as We Know It”

Technically speaking, the most recent incarnation of public tasses, the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act in 1996 has fomtbst part shifted
the burden of how the federal government dispenses public assistanea@caadtifie states to
remodel their existing programs. Under PRWORA, federal fundingrastered through block
grants to the states is limited to sixty months for the ntgjofirecipients. States are permitted
to utilize federal block grants for up to twenty per cent of thaseload to offer additional
subsidies provided they meet employment levels that are signijidagher and more rigid than
those required under previous welfare-to-work initiatives but mosheffinancial burden is

shifted to the states. (New York State Office of TemporaryRisdbility Assistance web site



http://www.otda.state.ny.us)

For the States, the most significant change in assistanéamilies with dependent children
introduced by PRWORA was the amendment to the funding process shifénigurden of
supporting any families remaining past the 60 months to the atatelocal governments.
Formerly an open-ended entitlement program, public assistance waproewed as a fixed,
state administered block grant. Block grants for TANF aredas the federal government’s
prior contributions to each state for AFDC, the Job Opportunities astt Bkills program
(JOBS) and Emergency Assistance (EA). Through the block grants provided hyitiw States
Department of Health and Human Services, each of the statesgwere greater spending
flexibility under the new financing procedures through the TANFgislation

(http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofa/lawreg/finalrule/aspesun).htdowever, the spending

was strictly reserved for supporting low-income families wiiidcen within the sixty month
time limit.

As states continue to assume more of the financial burden of suppgbidseyremaining on
assistance, most states are aggressively progressing tgwiaelines that deter the use of
welfare, such as even more stringent time limits and intertBversion programs. Under TANF,
local governments have continued to move toward a stronger focus on emplogypeally
through an increase in permitted earnings before the expiratiomefitseand harsher sanctions
for those not complying with the imposed work and reporting requirertfeanighose previously
mandated under AFDC. Another key mechanism that the federal govdrantthe states are
seeking to use as a means of purging the TANF rolls is to encomrag®@ge among current
participants on the assumption that two people living together asri@aneouple will enable the

wife/mother to leave public assistance.



At this writing six states offer comprehensive relationshipngfthening programs that
use TANF funds to pay for mediation, counseling, communication and otagomship skills
building services. Another ten states offer women incentives forymg the father of their
child. (http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/marriageO2f/report.ntm) Through the Dekcluddon Act of
2005 (DRA) and subsequently the legislation that reauthorized TANFAtiezican Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), states were provided with additfonding for
increased expenditures in basic assistance. Additionally, the UrtBent of Health and
Human Services has used this funding for providing the states \Wwittatabns of up to $150
million each year for its “Promoting Responsible Fatherhood timé&aprograms that help build
skills for parents reunifying. (http://aspe.hhs.gove/marriageO2fkeépo¢lliH). While these
policies have focused on the “nuclear family” arrangement asiacoto many of the problems
facing the poor, most fall short of understanding the dynamics ahlsoetworks and

relationships in general.

Dorith Geva (2005) makes a strong argument that recent welfaoceepdiave focused
largely on propping up the nuclear family. She asserts that diecearly 1990s American
welfare policy has sought to compel poor parents to marry asyaofvreducing poverty. She
characterizes this as “Nuclear Family Governance” or angdth relationship between the
welfare system and the family resulting from marriage (p.2#)ilose in favor of marriage as a

ticket out of welfare, the logic nonetheless does not extealll fmrms of cohabitation.

With the exception of attempts to socially engineer increasadiages among current
welfare recipients, we remain a society that emphasizes individualgthea individual’'s ability
to succeed on their own. Even the name of the legislation that créegdatest reforms in

welfare, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Recommiligdct (PRWORA)
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spotlights the “personal responsibility” aspects of resolving tredlenges of poverty. The
concept of the “self-made man” (sic) and the related implic#ti@inour society is a meritocracy
(McNamee & Miller, 2004) are notions that are deeply embeddeleimational ethos of the
“American Dream”. Individualism, as the bedrock ideology for céipita has long served to
obscure the actual structural obstacles that all but the rifflaee in seeking economic security.
This may partially explain why there remains so much disappoiritare even disdain for the
portion of our population that remains dependent on public assistance fandhere is
ideological opposition to doing much more than emphasizing selfiguifg with this group.
This premise has impacted welfare policies to date by gige¢hose who receive public
assistance to account for every potential source of income imhibnesehold as part of their
public assistance budget in order to discount any non-state assi$taadanitation actively
discourages program participants from seeking to incorporate adiés into their households
regardless of whether there is in fact shared income. Theggepdhereby serve to hinder
efforts to explore and utilize the social networks and collaboraélagionships that develop
naturally among people in any community and for people who might adeetvenefit from
belonging to such networks. This disincentive is the primary focus of the prasfnt st

Social scientists have long been challenged with assessingngiaeti of social welfare
policies and programs and providing evidence to legislatures and pobtg planners on how
effective these policies and programs have or have not beemyt contention that some of the
very policies we have subscribed to over the history of welfareeituhited States have indeed
worked to limit networking opportunities for individuals on public ase#aand created the
very isolation that traps the recipient and indeed, contributes ttiséraction of what appears

to be the “hopeless culture of poverty” referenced previously.



The Rationale for Welfare Reform

Since the beginning of President Lyndon B. Johnson’s “War on Poverty”, nealydoades
ago, there has been a reduction in the absolute number of poor in tbd Btates; however
poverty and the poor still remain (Ziliak 1997). Even with reforterafeform to the welfare
program, many of the poor still experience structured socialtimojaand a stigmatization that
affects their opportunities and attitudes towards work.

It was asserted in many of the statements and documentswalatpael into the final policy
of welfare reform in 1996 that as recipients were forcedwitatever work settings they could
get, they would nonetheless establish regular and stable waeknsattheir earnings would go
up and they would become self-sufficient. For some, however, the 19%8&eweform
legislation had little or no impact on their current situato in many cases resulted in more
economic hardship, largely because work-related expenses outweighdichited, even if

increased income, from going to work (Edin and Lein 1997).

While the stated rationale for the 1996 welfare reform legisiat/as to encourage changes
in the attitudes, behaviors and opportunities of the welfare recifBecial isolation remains
socially structured by anti-cohabitation policies built into TABIRd previously into AFDC.
Indeed, there are critics who see these elements of wedfemen as merely another effort to
move in the direction of completely eliminating the role of govemtnie assisting people in

need (Kane and Sawhill 2002)

As part of the rationale of welfare reform, it is importanhote that the history of public
assistance in the United States can also be seen as a tiiseg, class, ethnicity and of gender

struggles to define work, home, and the concept of prosperity. Fromreaeteenth-century

10



lists of the “causes of pauperism,” (Axinn and Stern 2008) on whiafigration occupied the
number one spot, through the Americanization efforts of early sooikens to restrictions on
the eligibility of immigrants under the 1996 Personal Responsibifity Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act, the immigrant poor have been regularly sulgjdcte seventeenth-century
distinction between “worthy” and “unworthy.” Similarly, from the gendad racial segregation
of poorhouse residents in the 1600’s, through the fight for mothers’ penientha civil war,
to provisions of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Readionl Act that allow
states to deny benefits to unmarried teen mothers and to impuogg &aps, the historical
evolution of welfare policy is integrally linked with the polgiof race, gender, and the

American family (Skocpol 1992; Gordon 1994; Mink 1995; Quadagno 1996; and Green 1999).

Summary

Over the centuries, the policies embedded in public assistance psogranis country
have continuously focused on the concept of “self-sufficiency” asnheway out of poverty.
This has persisted despite evidence that a key component of econahilitydies in ones
ability to maximize resources through cohabitation. While the priomaof marriage has been a
recent development in the history of welfare reform, policies dmstourage other types of
cohabitation remain. These policies have long served to keep the poareshé a cycle of
poverty by largely ignoring the potential for maximizing the wdesocially supportive
environments to expedite a transition out of public assistance. Inxhehapter | will examine

how these policies are continuously reinforced and the purpose of this study.
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Chapter Two

PURPOSE OF STUDY

Introduction

The purpose of this study is to examine the current social wetfaicy of Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families that perpetuates the beliefrdelom from poverty is solely
based on self-sufficiency and an individual’s ability to achievéheir own. In particular, | will
examine the components of TANF that reinforce and continue previouarevelblicies that
effectively deny assistance to anyone who cohabitates omiitlesaanother adult. Additionally, |
will augment this policy analysis by examining longitudinal dadanfthe United States Census
Bureau’s Survey of Income and Program Participation. The data used {eatecdolrom a group
of women who participated in the TANF program from the beginning of 1996 to the end of 2007.
This will allow me to examine whether or not there is aogrelation between cohabitation and

the changes in the women'’s participation in the TANF public assistance programs

Aid to Families with Dependent Children

Before TANF, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)swie primary
means-tested income-support program for poor mothers and th&drenhilLike previous
incarnations of public welfare, the program was geared to aid simgfleers with little or no
means of support and it was jointly funded by the state and fegleralfnments. Each state's

funding share was determined by its relative per-capita incontle,an upper limit of fifty
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percent. The unit of assistance was as it is now the fanefinedl as one or more adults and one
or more children under the age of eighteen in a household that megais teeome and asset
limits. The asset and income limits have historically impactghbiting parents and parents
with any additional resources more negatively by deeming roatiyese families ineligible or
only very minimally eligible for any public assistance benefits
(http://www.irp.wisc.edu/publications/sr/pdfs/sr62execsumm.pdf). Thesemimclimits were
also determined federally, but the states had wide discretidatéomine the monthly payment
level. Participation in Aid to Families with Dependent Children coatecategorical eligibility
in several other programs, including Food Stamps, Medicaid, andafdumrsing assistance
provided under Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIBE#sPwell as income
eligibility for the Women, Infant and Children (WIC) nutrition prograOver time, AFDC had
been recast as a welfare-to-work program rather than simplycame-maintenance program.
The Federal Family Support Act of 1988 required every state temgit a combination of
education, training, and supported work activities that would move reapidihthe welfare
rolls. Most often, the primary recipients of assistance ardiésnconsisting of an unwed mother
and one or two children, and pregnant women who have never had childrealseecevered
(Brauner and Loprest 1999). Being married did not disqualify a womarsggebut rather
marriage to the father of any of her dependent children may hese were considered "two-
parent" families. If the woman married (or cohabited with) & mho was not the father of any
such children, she was still eligible for AFDC but only within boeisehold budget limitations
which could count her partner’s or another adult’'s income towards shawsthg costs on a pro
rata basis. There were two general exceptions. In seven spfthers were automatically

counted as fathers for the sake of determining (i.e. limitingefis. Additionally, every state
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allowed otherwise-eligible, two-parent families to obtain AFD©ne parent was sufficiently

disabled (Smith 1999).

Aid to Families with Dependent Children — Unemployed Parent

The Aid to Families with Dependent Children - Unemployed Par&mD(C-UP)
program was created by federal legislation in 1961 to encouraget®@n public assistance to
remain together. However most states could and did opt out of thgsapr as policy makers
viewed families with both a husband and wife better able to providéhémselves and their
children than single parents. It was later mandated by latheb$988 Family Support Act. This
program better served married and cohabiting two-parent famhigis dtherwise met the
requirements of the main AFDC program. It had the same fundingnsystd income and asset
requirements as AFDC. One parent was deemed the 'primaryr'eande must have been
unemployed, defined as working no more than 100 hours per month. The pramnsy lead to
demonstrate a history of labor-force involvement. By the mid-1990sy states had obtained
waivers of the 100-hour rule thus again decreasing eligibilitgrmiatl for married or cohabiting

parents (Smith 1999).

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families

The 1996 law replacing AFDC with Temporary Assistance to Ndeaypilies (TANF)
provided states with additional flexibility in spending throughdefal block grant program than

was available under AFDC (Imel 2000). States were also givem gneater latitude to adjust
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eligibility. However, only fifteen states developed safetypnegrams which provided assistance
past the time limits imposed under PRWORA. For example, tive Yark State constitution
mandates that state government provide for the poor so the New tatekCBfice of Temporary
and Disability Assistance (NYSOTDA) gives counties morgilfiéity in developing programs
but much less flexibility in determining eligibility for pasipation in those same programs
(http://otda.ny.gov/main/policy/tanf/TANF2009-State-Plan.pdf). For exanmpNew York City,
the Bloomberg administration established a unique program called ffeyet that helped
formerly homeless families for up to two years by payindatl$50 of their rent as long as the
heads of household had stable employment. The program was spgcgeaied towards two

parent families with a goal of making them self sufficient.

In Suffolk County, homeless shelter rules strictly prohibit non-comgdiamith work rules.
In two parent families, the department can and will evict anpamdo does not comply with
work requirements thus leaving the remaining parent to be theesaerce for herself and her
children in the shelter system (V. Rothaar, Social Servicesmibea Ill, personal
communication March 7, 2011). This reflects the counterintuitive natfirpolicies that

encourage two parent families.

Summary

Even with the most recent sweeping reforms in social welfaliey, the nature of these
policies serve to penalize women who choose to cohabit with any atbky even with the
parent of one or more of their children. These policies suggdsivtimaen on public assistance

should be alone as they work toward and achieve independence. Such indepshdelicbe
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achieved with little or no assistance from an arrangement that cowdlve cohabitation even
though that arrangement could very well likely be to the benefimpiroving their living
conditions or in the sharing resources to improve their currentififemstances. Using social
exchange theory as a theoretical framework, | contend that the @ppssitmption that people
can improve their financial circumstances by cohabiting, evdnseineone other than a spouse,
should prevalil if our goal is to facilitate individuals exiting from public asscs.

Scholars have demonstrated that human beings thrive in social enviroramemzn benefit
from the simple exchange of both tangible and intangible reso(lcks-Steiner 1999). Social
exchange theory proposes that people will maintain relationships that maximefgsbgnd may
thus lead to improvements in well being and circumstances. In this researihé psesence or
absence of an additional adult in the household of a person who is on gmdiitance as an
independent variable to test whether, over time, it increasesk#léndod of the head of
household to exiting the program. Undertaking this study is imporitamt because the
decentralization of public welfare has created wide range gingaprograms and policies from
state to state. In the long term, the latest version of wakdoem may have a limiting affect on
how effectively they are evaluated in the future. As staée® more and more flexibility in the
creation of these policies, social scientists will be cha#ldnop how best to evaluate the
effectiveness of this wide range of programs and policiess,Tit will be important to examine
whether policies around cohabitation impact this population currently.

| also contend that social exchange theory (Homans 1958), which propasesotial
behavior between two or more individuals is the result of an exchangespydbe purpose of
which is to minimize costs and maximize benefits, can be apgigain understanding about

movement in and out of public assistance in relation to the preseabsemce of another adult
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in the household. | would also argue that social exchange theory catehdeskto a broader
range of social program participant behaviors in future research.

As the nation currently struggles through the biggest economic sliump the Great
Depression, welfare reform is once again in the spotlight sgedbrfwith regard to the cost of
maintaining a system which is continuously overburdened and wrought withepdhat keep
people within the bounds of poverty inadvertently discouraging the \afysusfficiency we
supposedly support. As social scientists, we are uniquely positioneak significant changes
in what we advise in the crafting of policies that impact thms@ublic assistance. Therefore,
this policy analysis and study is significant as it wilpkxe whether the changes in household
composition, specifically the presence of an additional adult woulctinrferease the likelihood

that individuals would leave public assistance programs.
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Chapter Three

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This study is grounded in a review of the literature of policytohysand ideology in
order to explore the potential implications of cohabitation on weffargcipants’ remaining on
or leaving welfare and it's relation to social welfare polityt is rooted in individualist
ideological assumptions. In this chapter, | will consider the ratewaholarly work that

addresses these concepts.

Michael Katz’ book “In the Shadow of the Poorhouse” (1989) analyzesalbes and
ideas responsible for the development of public welfare policy frorwaetieth century AFDC
to what he describes as the recent “war on welfare.” attially blames the failings of
American social welfare policy on society’s ongoing need to uUgjwsitegorize people by
socially constructed notions of merit: i.e. “the deserving and the undeg@oor.” He contends
that governing bodies historically made distinctions between the ewfyvoverty and cultural
deprivation as they responded to black and white poverty etc. Most imihypKatz speaks to
this issue as one of many recurring patterns in social weffalicy development that have
remained constant in our social welfare history. Katz points outrtleintrast to their views of
white poverty, most policymakers viewed African-American commemitas doomed to
impoverished lives because of their decaying family structure,hwled to an increased

dependence on welfare. He contends that this emphasis on familyvatiesehas existed for
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centuries but has had significant limitations namely that it doeaccount for opportunities that

exist outside the bounds of traditional nuclear families.

Bane and Ellwood (1994) argue that the general public and welfeiggerds share
frustration and disdain about the public welfare system and that@f®mave been trying to
eliminate welfare since the early nineteenth century becaluthese sentiments. This is largely
based on the fact that most people felt that these programs pcetemtpoor from becoming
self-sufficient (Katz 1986) and in fact created generationdiesyof poverty. This is no truer
than in the irony that exists in the more recent reforms ofméléare system. These changes
affected recipients who might otherwise work but could not becaugenie inundated with
bureaucratic requirements that consumed any time they might heveto seek and find
employment. Additionally, “working” in any capacity would frequenthlyake recipients

ineligible for benefits (Bane & Elwood 1994).

Blau (1999) contends that demand for recent welfare reformldagis was to some
degree a response to an increase in the social trends of “mastability” and “single
parenthood” among those on public assistance. He goes on to say teaheosg observations
may be correct, they are also part of a global trend withmibst dramatic increase noted in the
numbers of white, college educated, women who are becoming pagets. Regardless of
these global trends, the current policies implemented through tN& Tégislation and previous
welfare legislation do not support the assumptions that familysstanarriage and single parent-
hood could be addressed by limiting the benefits of those who cohabitsteriddlly, these
policies have always penalized cohabiters by counting their itataimes as a sum of all the
income available in the household in determining the welfaréiilig of the primary head of

household (http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/marriage02f/report.htm).
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Since 1965, the United States has spent over 6 trillion dollars omrevgfograms
designed to reduce poverty. This year alone the federal governmemnpeaes spending over
600 billion dollars on welfare programs (http://www.libraryindex.cofgcial Welfare policies
and programs have been the subject of countless debates and shdigssMuch of the
literature is focused on the study of policies and programs to exaldredther they effectively
reduce poverty. Other studies have examined social welfare framstarical perspective.
Evaluating the literature proves to be challenging in that as @®liend programs undergo
analysis by researchers, welfare policies are frequediihgted due to changes in the politics of
those elected at the governmental level. More recently, asrerelfas devolved to being
administered by the states, it will become even more difftoutssess the efficacy of programs
and trends associated with the population of Americans who remain on gegistance. This is
because the devolution of these programs will decentralize ddliecton and program
participation information as this responsibility shifts to the states andrfagatipalities as well.
Such changes can dramatically affect outcomes.

Bane and Ellwood (1994) discuss how this constant governmental shiftprgpofies
can affect programs before they are tested or even impleinértie author’'s also examined
census data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID)}dordee factors associated
with periods on public assistance. They determined that manplaged a significant role in
whether or not the women they studied remained on public assistaniteg fihat those women

who married were likely to have a shorter duration on public assistance.

Welfare Leavers

Brauner and Loprest (1999) summarize and compare the results ausrewudies on
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public assistance leaver data and find increased employment &sythedicator for leaving
public assistance. The authors chose to emphasize employment beic#usecrucial role it
plays in terms of economic success for this population. Perhapsodterenealing portion of
their work comes from their findings describing well-being indicst In their conclusion, the
authors provide some insight into the trends revealed by the folloresigts: most of the
leavers are working. Indeed, better than half of those who Idfan@evere employed at some
point. The authors also conclude, appoint that is particularly relémattie present study, that
achieving employment for single parents remains much more ulliffican their cohabiting

counterparts.

Cohabitation

Researchers have examined the issue of cohabiting for persomsbba assistance from a
variety of perspectives. First, cohabitation may lead to a numbweneffits for those cohabiting
including significant savings on household expenses such as rent, fotiésutliher items and
an increase in available child care options. Haerial (1993) and Ermisch and DiSalvo (1997),
for example, find that the likelihood of a young adult leaving thaieptal home depends on the
direct costs of living apart, such as housing. If shared apartmentsheaper than living alone,
cohabitation would make separation from parents more likely. Second, cohabitensailaytiee
woman to work more if they provide childcare to her children (BlauRwiains 1989; Parisét

al. 1991). Stack (1974) detailed how poor women rely on a considerable netwonk foir ki
income support. Cohabiting may also provide income to replace or suppliateptovided by

those outside the household.
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Welfare programs have a complicated relationship with the isBwehabitation. It is
possible that by supplementing household income, a working member bbtisehold who
contributes income may reduce or even eliminate a family'd aed eligibility for welfare
programs (Hill 1990). Alternatively, it may enable a woman teisecunreported supplements
to welfare payments with low risk of detection by public off&ig&Such unreported income is
common, as Edin (1991) found when analyzing the budgets of dozens of Chiedgre w
recipients. Almost all relied from time to time on unreportecbime, including cash payments
from family and current or former cohabiters. Finally, spedfate laws on the consideration of
cohabiters' contributions to public assistance recipients may @gsoahanges in the number of
household members reported in order to maximize welfare ben®fis 1984). For example, in
Suffolk County a household may exclude another adult living in the homeudilig assistance
recipient, if it can be proven that the adults “do not share megéshier.” (V. Rothaar, Social

Services Examiner lll, personal communication March 7, 2011)

Marital /Pre-marital Cohabitation

A number of economic studies have focused on the determinants ofréatpyemarital
or marital cohabitation, or on the transition from premarital coh@bit to marriage or
dissolution of marriages. For example, Smock and Manning (1997) iretestidiow the
economic and social characteristics of each partner affebkéhbood of transition to marriage.
This may be useful in examining economic and social charaatsristiall those who cohabit.
Winkler (1994) studied how AFDC benefits and various state chasdicte affect the

probability of being married or being a household head. Specificklygovernment policies
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impact cohabitation vs. marriage? Goldscheider and DaVanzo (1989)igatesthow the
child's and parents' circumstances affect the child's transition fi@patrental household to their
own group living, marriage, or other situations. The study looks at houdecbiwiposition of
parents and how it impacts children but is relevant to this $tedguse the decision that parents
make and the experiences they have in cohabitating or not tend tmaefltireir children. The
studies fall short of examining the dynamics within those oelahiips which may apply beyond

marital partnerships.

Two studies examined findings on state welfare programs'mesat of cohabiters’
contributions to AFDC families. The first is Moffiet al (1995a), which studied the impact of
welfare benefits on cohabitation and marital status. Thesarcbses found higher welfare
benefits to be associated with fewer marriages and cohabitatiooisg mothers aged 18-55. A
similar study was conducted by Hu (1997), which assessed the iofpaEDC benefits on the
likelihood of premarital cohabitation and of marriage. His dataasfa California AFDC
experiment in which randomly assigned treatment and control groupd thiferent welfare
benefit levels. The author limits the sample to mothers whéoameer welfare recipients and he
finds that AFDC benefits are found to have a negative impact onk#iddod of marriage or
premarital cohabitation. However, the results show "no consistent eff welfare benefit levels
on the likelihood of marriage relative to cohabitation.” Like Mo#éttal (1995a), Hu's paper
limits the sample to women in premarital (rather than platostaliting) unions. Furthermore,
the author's focus on mothers who have received welfare in thelgast’'t examine those

currently on public assistance.

Unlike the present study, these studies limit their definitionobdiabiting couples to those

with one man and one woman. While premarital unions are continuously of pdéoest due to
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their potential impact on marriage for the social engineepugoses addressed above, the
incentives for cohabitation listed above apply nearly equally to alnmemital cohabitants. The
present study examines the broader issue of cohabitation, leawiegtlae issue of relationship

altogether and how such arrangements may correlate with leaving psidiaase.

Theories that Help Explain the Potential Impact of Cohabitation

There are several analogous theories that can assist in undegtamai mutual aid systems
that develop naturally or are created by incentive can be Mastigficial to people on public
assistance. Social Exchange theory, Maximum Utilization theory Femdinist theories all
suggest that altruism, collaboration, generosity, and resource eechaamefit both the giver
and the recipient. Humans are social animals; they need supp@t@t®nships with other
people for physical and psychological well being (Bowlby, 196&;i[8 Ryan, 2000; Maslow,
1968). Baumeister and Leary (1995) explored the notion that humans have a fundameéntal nee
belong. Specifically, people need frequent personal interaction or caevithcsomeone who
cares about their welfare or who likes them. The need to belongaaticipate in regular social
interaction has long been documented as a significant factor in hwmotaration by theorists
over the years (Maslow 1943, Hofstede 1984, Steer 1988 and Cianci 2003).

Maslow (1943), specifically stated that people have fundamentalgbbysial, safety, love
and belonging, esteem and self-actualization needs that faaohaat people are motivated.
These needs are core in driving the development and makeup of all helagonships In
support of their argument, Baumeister and Leary (1995) reviewed egidleat people form

social bonds easily and are reluctant to break them; that forsoirigl bonds creates positive
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emotions, whereas breaking social bonds creates negative emdtanpgople think a great
deal about actual and potential relationship partners; and that giefickhelongingness are
associated with both physical and mental health problems. Fiske @@§ifsted that belonging
is the core social motive in humans, underlying the motives to uaddrstontrol, self-enhance,
and trust in others. Consistent with this view, social support psedioth physical and
psychological health (Cohen & Syme, 1985; Pierce, Sarason, & SarasonBl1¥®6Sarason,
Sarason, & Gurung, 1997; Uchino, 2004; Uchino, Cacioppo, & Kiecolt-Glaser, 1996).
Furthermore, the perception that others are available and supportietgreell-being better

than does objective social support received from others (Cohen & Syme, 1985).

Summary

Structural explanations of poverty draw little attention from govental policymakers
who appear bent on explaining that poverty is a result of a breakdotve fianily structure. At
the same time, very little research has been conducteddomilee how cohabitation impacts
poverty beyond traditional marital relationships. Hence, for the purposes oihys Istexamine
these constructs in relation to how individuals on public assistangengso having another

adult join their household.
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Chapter Four

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction

There are three theories that emerge as useful models when latkihg issue of
cohabitation among women who receive public assistance with regésdibfluence on their
likelihood of leaving public assistance programs. These theareesocial exchange theory,

utility maximization theory and feminist theory.

Social exchange (Homans 1958) theorists argue that individual beddavesponses
occur as a result of behavioral exchanges among people in atwpnship; this may help
explain the dynamic that takes place when a second adult joifstisehold of a female on
public assistance (Blau 1975, Knapp 1978, Miller 2005). Utility Maxinoraiiheory (Stigler
and Samuelson 1947, Fishburn 1970 and Smith 1980) examines behavior in the context of
“utility” and asserts that it is measured by the level d¢istsction perceived by an individual.
The *“utility” component of this model is also associated withs&attion in the consumption of
commodities or leisure time as a motivation for behavior chargminkst theorists argue that
relational competence, mutuality and interdependence are ctadmlman development and
growth (Gilligan 1982, Jordan 1991 and John-Steiner 1999). They also conténthdha
hierarchical nature of our social environment influences behavitrainpeople tend to assume
prescribed roles in society such as the traditional roles diands wife and parents. These roles

tend to discourage less traditional roles in households and influence choices to cohabit.
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All three theories emerge as models that are helpful for unddmstawhy women who
have another adult join their household are able over time to leave pabistance. The models
however differ in terms of explaining a person’s motivation for tHeaber change that might

be associated with exiting public assistance programs.

Social Exchange Theory

Social Exchange Theory explains behavior change as a proaesgatiated interactions
between two or more parties. The relationships are formed andtamad by the parties
examining the cost benefit analysis of the relationships and ouscdde®rge Homans (1958,
1961, and 1974) characterized social behavior as an exchange of goods bo#t amateron-
material. These exchanges continuously balance out to achieve aguildond tend toward a

maximization of benefit for the parties involved.

Developed in the late 1950’'s, social exchange theory has been usagtiblpgists,
psychologists and economists to formulate a distinct approach to tamdieng human behavior.
In particular, George Homans (1958), John Thibaut and Harold Kelley (B9BOPeter Blau
(1975) are credited for advancing the theory. While the four mdserar had very similar
perspectives of strengthening the general exchange approachwémerdistinct differences in
their views. While Blau (1975) emphasized social exchange as aofuraé economic forces;
Homan viewed individual psychological forces such as conditioning and ne@nfent as
instrumental to behavior. On the other hand, Thibaut and Kelley (1959) catedntm the

psychology of group behaviors in constructing their theory on behavsociaged with the
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exchange process. Thibaut and Kelley's perspective is most retevidna present study as its’

focus was on how exchange of resources impacted behaviors.

Cohabitation and marriage have been studied extensively from al sxwhange
perspective (Sherif-Trask 2006). As previously stated the centrgbamnt of this approach
assumes that human behavior is fundamentally self-interestethanohteractions with others
are sought primarily to maximize rewards and minimize o@asimeister, Leary 1995). Hicks
and Platt (1970) surveyed marital happiness and the marital suiteessire. They found the
articles devoted to marital happiness and success focused on theeclsdies of the marital
partners, much as researchers had done in the past. In recensigdies of marital adjustment
and prediction have once again appeared in the literature. Kaslow arsbiR@#®96) conducted
a cross cultural study which investigated the essential ingitsdier long-term satisfying
marriages. Nemechek and Olson (1999) reported the relationshipebesweusal similarity in
the areas of conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticisnritaicdpastment. Blum and
Mehrabian (1999) investigated the potential for individual temperafaeturs to be predictive
of marital satisfaction. The relevance to this study is #@cific characteristics of the
relationships were identified by the researchers and that ofahpse same traits may exist in

non-marital relationships as well.

While these studies are less extensive and inclusive as tho8emirgéss and his
colleagues, there is still an interest among some scholanslemtifying the individual
characteristics of the partners that can predict successriragea Burgess, (1944) found that
perceptions of reciprocity within the marriage are also impori@ctors in predicting marital
success and satisfaction. While individual partners do not necgsgiaide their chores and

responsibilities equally, as long as they may be satisfiedtingtheciprocity of the relationship
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they have developed they will experience high levels of mahiggipiness. Therefore, the
perceptions each member has concerning the contributions of theerpamt important in the
determination of acceptable reciprocity. Using this perspectateat8lli & Ripoll, (2004) found
that cohabiting and marital relationships are based on leveddtratction, the availability of
alternative relationships, anlde dependence that develops between the partinetesrms of the
present study, women on public assistance are involved with tharevelfstem out of necessity
but are also utilizing benefits as an exchange which bodes favo@bthem by providing
assistance to their families. Carroll, Knapp & Holman, (2005) addsesml and cultural
elements as an important influence of both the types of resotnaegartners bring to their
relationship and also what is seen as a fair or advantageousngechThey note that
relationships become unstable when the exchanges becomes unevemn;whah one or both
partners feel that they are not maximizing their rewards lagyg are not as dependent on one

another.

Social Exchange theory contends that people are motivated bydsewaad then also
argues that how people act is a way of rewarding behavior.etmwit is difficult, if not
impossible, to separate the two concepts. This suggests that the dpeoates in a circular
manner and is therefore difficult to test. Further, Roloff (1981) observes thatveark has been
done to create lists of rewards in advance of simply observiag) pdople do and labeling that
as rewarding because people are doing it. Roloff argues thatedéspiproblem, there has been
a great deal of empirical work using Social Exchange theorgusecit is recognized as a

significant factor in decision making for people who form relationships..

Another concern about Social Exchange Theory has to do withaphéuwwmnan beings are

represented as rational calculators, coming up with numerical i@ugiaib represent their
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relational life. In examining this further one may ask whether peagally rationally calculate
the costs and rewards to be realized when engaging in a behayarsaing a relationship.
Social Exchange, like many theories, assumes a great déalught and activity, which several
researchers have questioned (Berger & Roloff, 1980). Researcheradtacome to a definitive
answer about how much people calculate their relational life hbytduggest that this probably
changes constantly. As research continues to work with this theoryst account for these and

other factors relative to the calculating nature of humans.

Despite these challenges, Social Exchange Theory remaiable tool to help examine
the role of cohabitation in determining whether a woman leavescpasdistance. While it is
generally included as part of an economic model to understand humariobedraund the
exchange of material goods, it can easily be applied to under$iarek¢hange of intangible
resources such as child care and mutual emotional support. In géreepdrspective provides
a valuable framework for the purposes of understanding behaviors aroundiatadraln this
study by examining the motivations that drive those who chose to tolidtdam Smith (1980)
is correct it is rational self interest that is the driving force behind alkhumotivation including

choosing to cohabit.

Utility Maximization Theory

Utility Maximization Theory can be traced back to the influerd@tial philosopher and
political economist Adam Smith who expounded the belief that ratieaeHl interest and
competition would lead to economic prosperity (Smith 1980). Smith igitahsidered “utility”

as a concept directly related to demand. He thought that the misfact@tn generated from an

30



exchange of goods, the more likely a product would be consumed in ingreasbunts. He
later saw difficulty with this argument in that willingnesspay more for an item may have very
little to do with utility. This “paradox” was described in his exde of “diamonds and water”.
Smith argued that water is very useful and necessary forbife water is very cheap. By
contrast, diamonds have little utility. They are only useful formaent. It is possible to do
without diamonds entirely, anghost people do. Yet diamonds are very costly. Because of this
"paradox,” Smith came to the conclusion that willingness to paytselated to utility. He
distinguished between “value in use" and "value in exchange." Valuelrarge, he said, was
unrelated to usefulness and must be based on other principles. It eabhdieBmith relied on

the labor theory that value in exchange was based on different peg¢han usefulness and

specifically on labor value (Wightman 1980).

American economists George Stigler and Paul Samuelson (1947) expamdethm
Smith’s theories about satisfaction and created the concept mérajesquilibrium” to explain
how utility serves as a catalyst for the exchange of resouftese economists argued that
utility is usually applied in such constructs as the “indifferecceve,” which plots the
combination of commodities that an individual or a society would adceptaintain a given
level of satisfaction. One of those commodities is leisure tionetime allocated for an
individual's personal well being however like Social Exchange Thddtiity Maximization
and the concept of leisure time is difficult to measure becausk utility cannot always be
observed or measured directly. Satisfaction also remaingulifio measure and directly

connect to consumption.

An individual's income and the costs of goods and services limit ilitg ah individual

can obtain from consumption. The assumption of utility maximizatiomas people’s wants

31



generally exceed the resources available to satisfy thaséswso they must make difficult
decisions. In making these choices, they will try to get rieximum attainable benefit

(http://www.demographic-research.org/volumes/vol23/16/23-16.pdf0).

The application of Utility Maximization to gauge satisfaatirates among those who
cohabitate has also been examined by researchers seeking stamtlerarital union as well as
the roles of family members and their behaviors around child careewér, few empirical
studies have examined the dynamic beyond what influences the itorrateige of relationships
(Ressler and Waters 1995). Single parents tend to have finangtatibms which in turn may
impede their ability to maximize utility because their legs time is limited as well. As a
population with limited resources, the concept of leisure time disdusarlier by Stigler and
Samuelson (1947) may be one of the constructs in Utility Maximization thabenanost helpful
in explaining the role of cohabitation for women on public assistance.eTbe choose to
cohabit not only begin to reduce expenses associated with singhthoee but they may find
that they have additional leisure time or time that is freehtddl care responsibilities frequently
referred to as respite, as a result of having a second adtk imousehold sharing child care
responsibilities. This could in turn lead to increased opportunitiehésingle parent to seek
and find employment and subsequently leave public assistance. Thihedhe serves to help

examine the role of cohabitation in leaving public assistance.

Feminist Theory

Early feminist theorists were deeply influenced by the insighitMarxist theorists who

explained the conflict of social classes as rooted in the contenélati®ns between capital and
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labor (Jagger 1983). Spurred by the women'’s liberation movement, meaemst theorists in
the 1960’'s argued that their Marxist counterparts had interpretedatbhe of labor in the
“production of goods and services” too narrowly. These feminist #teodontended that
“production of goods and services” should also include the creation amefchuman beings
and that essentially women and men were equals. In a polingabement this movement
toward equalizing can be aimed at changing the existing p@iations between women and
men in our society. Social Security was first establisheddwige benefits only to the primary
bread winner; the law was later amended to provide for the non-woskiogse. This was
established primarily to provide for the surviving spouse in the event of the deathhaisihand.
While the social and political gains for women over the last cgtiave been great, women still
struggle with maintaining a balance between their dual rolesatsers and the demands of

being part of the labor force (Nicholson 1997).

Other feminist theorists examined a relational perspectiveefmaining linkages
between human growth and development and strong social ties. Alagetnent of feminist
theorist Vera John Steiner’s (1999) writings is the notion that humagsieome into being and
mature only in relationship to others. She argues that the traditidnsnan connectedness are
most evident and frequently emphasized in the academic domain throladdoaiion. Writings
of feminist psychologists including Belenky and Miller (1986), iGah (1982) and Jordan
(1997) form the foundation upon which John-Steiner builds her emphasis on dheneatl
dynamics of human development. This is in stark contrast to Wegtws that human beings
are driven to individuate and can only be successful in a state afoawy. Welfare policies
detailed earlier that penalize women on public assistance who @ibadni¢ clearly in line with

this Western view of individuation and negate the profound implications oéldgonal view of
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social interaction in understanding human motivation and action. Thug asek to evaluate
the role of cohabitation in enabling women to leave public assestand find the feminist

perspective is extremely useful.

In terms of cohabitation the objectivist perspective of femihsbty has reflected on the
gender hierarchies of society. The theory has also servesliéal aspects of cohabiting that
perpetuate stereotypes associated with traditional roles. Farpexafeminists contend that
relationships of the traditional roles of husband and wife reinftwegatriarchal order; prevent
women from being acknowledged for their contributions to the fantg,community, and the
larger society; and often have negative consequences for womerrespect to financial,
emotional, and physical factors (Blaisure & Allen, 1995). Femingorty has allowed
researchers to pursue the question of why certain forms of swgahization continue to
oppress women, such as welfare policies promulgated in the nafostering autonomy but
which in actuality, repress significant potential sources lrétion thast might derive from

allowing mutual support through cohabitation.

Summary

In social exchange theory, the behaviors of individuals changeesult of an exchange
of resources. These exchanges continuously attempt to balance oahather to achieve
equilibrium and tend to evolve to a maximum benefit. This may explainclobabitation serves
to improve the life circumstances of those who choose to cohabitolbidimg access to new
and previously unavailable resources i.e., child care, assistancehwutsing or leads for

employment. Similarly, utility maximization theory emphasittesresource exchanges that take
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place in social exchange theory but ties it to the leveltidfaation one would garner as a result
of cohabiting and obtaining these resources. Thus in the caseobfhiting woman on public
assistance, she might be more likely to attach value to theitbehbbving additional leisure

time and less pressure associated with being the sole caretaker of her fami

Feminist theorists assert that the importance of human relagsnahd the power of
mutuality are both empowering and significant in enabling growth. In line higlptemise, they
would contend that those who cohabit share interdependence where thegegobiaresources
are genderless and valued equally. This application is reasonahtetiygistea woman on public
assistance might only be able to provide a resource to her cohlabiteronetheless, those
resources are no less valued in the partnership. These theoristsalgoutdjree that people are
more likely to achieve their individual objectives if they are suiggoand sustained by partners
who provide a level of care and nurturing. Further the feminiatioelal perspective provides a
sound basis for understanding how human beings thrive in more social suppovirgaments

where they develop relational competencies to grow and thrive.

Together these theories lay the groundwork for my hypothesigmthatduals on public
assistance who live alone as the sole provider for their childitncawnsistently struggle,
making them less likely to leave public assistance. Converselye thosien who cohabit can
potentially maximize resources and opportunities including possibilitie mutuality created
during cohabitation and will have an increased likelihood of leaving thecpublfare system.
These theories also provide the framework for a model | devel@ed ¢The Social Support
versus Autonomy Continuum.” lllustration 1.1 represents the continuum, thepdtmiiays

“single parents” may take and the potential outcomes.
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The illustration below represents the potential pathways taken by a @mdsistance recipient
by either living alone or cohabitating and the resources or lack of ressuassociated with
each pathway and the associated outcomes.

lllustration 1.1: The Social Support vs. Autonomy Continuum Model

Social Support vs. Autonomy Continuum

| Self-Sufficiency | Prolonged

Dependence

| Leisure Time |

| Time Constraints |

| Resource Exchange |

Social Isolation |

Diminishing Resources |

| Interdependence |

| Single Parent Household |

| Single Parent on Public Assistance |

Given the theoretical assertions outlined above, it is my contentidninti@iduals
receiving public assistance who live alone are likely to havek vgemial networks, less
communication with the outside world and would have fewer opportunitiecéssacesources
beyond those provided by government agencies leading to prolonged dependenceicon publ
assistance. Thus, my hypothesis forms the basis of a beginningf &t assumption | will

discuss in the following chapter.
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Chapter Five

RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS AND SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY

Introduction

This study explores the research question of how household compositiamenalgand
the addition of another adult in particular, impacts participation inigabtistance programs for
the head of the household. When controlling for selected demographactehistics such as
race, age, region of the country, and level of education, does having taredddult join the
household of a public assistance recipient during a calendar yeakemye, increase the
probability or likelihood that the recipient would leave public assistance duringeitic?

Following the assertions outlined earlier, that women receiving @uaskistance may
have limited social ties and fewer opportunities to access msourwould therefore argue that
an increase in the number of adults in a household by one would redinsathef household’s
dependence on public assistance programs. Thus the hypothesisndabkisdesearch study is
that the introduction of any other adult as a cohabiter to the househalgudilic assistance
recipient increases the likelihood that the recipient will lgavelic assistance within one year.
Likewise, those public assistance recipients who do not add an adultteobalheir household
are less likely to leave public assistance within one yeavingaestablished the theoretical
grounding and the resulting hypothesis of the present study, | selisk the significance of this

research in the next section.

The Policies
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It has been long documented that “single parents” have higtesy of poverty and are more
likely to remain on public assistance for extended periods of tBa@g & Ellwood 1995,
Hisnanick 2002, & Katz 1989). While current TANF policies vary fromtestto state many
programs created under PROWRA removed “penalties” that existde iprevious program of
AFDC that created disincentives for married couples remaitoggther by reducing grant
allocations. (Lichter, Batson and Brown 2004) Still, government polaiEsourage sharing of
housing resources by “unrelated” and even related adults by rechmmegdits or disqualifying
recipients because they are perceived to have access to additional firematietes.

The present study examines the current body and utility of pglitasts the hypothesis
and proposes alternative models for creating mutually supportivey Iasirangements, which
may directly impact participation in public assistance prograrnihe household composition
data used for the quantitative test conducted will assist inndieiag if the elimination of
sanctioning policies that discourage the cohabitation of "unmaraedlts will reduce public
assistance participation. Further, the creation of programs that ageorglated or unrelated
adults to share resources such as housing may in fact corréflateneveasing likelihood of

recipients leaving public assistance within one year of cohabitation.
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Chapter Six

METHODS AND DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction

In the previous chapters | have examined the context and sociatevetflicies that have
developed over the years that have discouraged public assisteipgents from participating in
mutual support networks that develop through cohabitation. These networksestaserve to
improve the recipients’ circumstances by encouraging an exehaingesources among those
who opt to cohabitate. This policy analysis is an effort to understaiatl has been studied to
date and allowed me to examine how welfare programs are peknmsthe concept of
individualism and the resulting public assistance eligibility pedicthat require people to
become independent on their own with a minimal amount of support.

Social welfare policies have historically reflected a pdltienvironment that is
suspicious of the poor and has separated those “deserving of psitarae” from those who
are “undeserving” (Blau 2007, Axinn & Stern 2008, Jansson 2009), Segal 2010iefdtare
strongly suggests that further study needs to be made to best undidrsta these policies
impact participation in public assistance programs. Thus, | have ceuldihe present study in
an effort to examine whether the poor might be better servedllmy changes which encourage
cohabitation and provide incentives to those who pool resources in caatthsse who solely

depend on public assistance programs for support..
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The Question

To further augment this analysis, my hypothesis was that pab$istance recipients,
who also live alone, may be less likely to leave public asgistahan their cohabiting
counterpart. In formulating the research question there were a nwihbeevant variables to
consider and include. Given the hypothesis, how does cohabitation affecipption of single
women in public assistance programs within a given year? In amt ¢ff determine how
cohabiting impacted this population, | initially collected data on 5Qiliss on public

assistance through the Suffolk County, New York Department of Social Services.

| was later advised that this data could not be used becausénanhgedn leadership in
the department which led to a subsequent lack of support for complargjudy using agency
data. Meeting this challenge proved daunting but notwithstanding reéhsefathe literature for
other researchers who had raised similar questions produced ssvemll policy research
institutions such as the Urban Institute that evaluates progranmohlaids using secondary data
i.e., the United States Census Bureaus Panel Study of Inconaamixg (PSID) and the Survey

of Income and Program Participation or SIPP.

The Survey of Income and Program Participation

The U.S. Census Bureau sponsors and conducts the Survey of Income and Program
Participation, which collects both cross-sectional and longitudinal @atincome amount and
sources, labor force information, program participation and eligibdiata, and general
demographic characteristics. This information helps policy asadystiuate the effectiveness of

existing federal, state, and local programs. The Census Burakasnihe secondary data

40



available for researchers via its website and provides agfitools for accessing the data. A
newly revised panel of the SIPP was introduced in April 1996. Iluded a redesigned
guestionnaire and a sample design with questions specific to chessyesated with the newly
enacted TANF program. (http://www.census.gov/sipp/)

The use of this secondary data provided for an even more robusedaarpkhe original
group | planned to use and allowed for the expansion of the study to éxtegrtddinally over a
twelve year period. The household members in the sample for this study werewed twelve

times from April 1996 through March 2007.

Given that the women surveyed initially indicated that they weriving public
assistance, a logistic regression model was estimated.'5isbering and Wald Chi Square tests
were used to predict the maximum likelihood estimates. The purpdbe ofgression analysis
was to examine the relative role that a number of independent earjalaly as predictors of the

dependent variable of leaving public assistance within a calendar year.

Research Design, Population and Sample

The Census Bureau has documented 6,223,121 women receiving TANF beginning in
1996 and tracked them over a 12-year period. These women were bdtevages of 15 and 65,
with varying levels of education. By 2007, the sample dropped to 2,495,380 dwariety of
factors both self initiated and as a result of recipients no toregeiving TANF because
eligibility standards made them ineligible (Irving, 2010). The womencategorized as white,
black, Hispanic and other and live in the Northeast, Midwest, the SoWtestt Households are

also broken down by number of children aged 0 through 3+
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Instrumentation

This section will provide an overview of the US Survey of Income arayrBm
Participation questionnaire administered by the United StatesuSdBureau by telephone or in
person for the purposes of familiarizing the reader with the gutesign and instrumentation
used for this study. According to the Census Bureau, considerables effattfunding were
invested in developmental work leading to the original Income $ubeelopment Program
(ISDP), conducted between 1977 and 1981. For the ISDP, the Bureaapgelvebund survey
data collection strategies and instruments, as well as datagsing strategies for the SIPP. The
survey was originally envisioned as a jointly funded effort hg €Census Bureau and the
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). Census reporteghitatwork was well
underway for a February 1982 start of the survey, the HHS hadhdrat its support due to
funding problems. As a result, the survey was postponed until the CenseesuBeceived
adequate funding from Congress to conduct the survey. Interviewingeféirst panel, the 1984
panel, actually began in October 1983 with a sample size of approlirdé{600 designated

households. (http://www.census.gov/sipp/)

As part of the transition to the redesigned SIPP, the 1992 pasekxtended to ten
waves, and the 1993 panel was also extended. The bureau did not introslymnaks in 1994
and 1995. Before the redesigned SIPP questionnaire was introducedl®Oth@anel, a dress
rehearsal was conducted between February 1995 and September 1995. sEheclurarsal
consisted of a Wave 1 and a Wave 2 interview in approximately 9,000huoddseln 1996, the
SIPP Executive Committee established the Continuous Instrumentvienpeat Group (CIIG),
consisting of staff from numerous bureau divisions, whose task wasi¢avrand improve the

SIPP core instrument. The CIIG generated an extensive set of recomores)datd the need for

42



thorough and rigorous testing led to the creation of a methods panelatsefram the

production survey.

The methods panel project consisted of a small survey sepavatetie SIPP 2001
panel, which was experimentally designed to support rigoroushdesti new alternative
instrumentation. Testing took place between 1999 and 2003, including theeeeétd in 2000,
2001, and 2002. Field tests included a test instrument (consisting df Cédmmendations)
and a control instrument (the SIPP 2001 production instrument). Resriégscompared and
analyzed, and the final instruments were delivered for implen@mtat the 2004 panel. The
2004 panel began in February 2004 and consists of 46,500 households to be interviewved eig
times. The SIPP interviews are now all conducted by Censusedranterviewers using a

computer-assisted interview on a laptop computer. (http://www.census.gov/sipp/)

The Survey Design

The Census Bureau describes the SIPP survey design as a contenesisfsnational
panels, with sample size ranging from approximately 14,000 to 36,700 ewteds/ihouseholds.
The duration of each panel ranges from 2 Y years to 4 yearsmdr pae SIPP sample is a
multistage-stratified sample of the U.S. civilian non-instituticeeal population. Prior to the
time the data used in this research was collected and durid®@84e1993 periods, a new panel
of households was introduced each year in February. By theheragata used in this study was
collected, a 4-year 1996 panel was introduced; a 3-year panelastasi sh February 2000 but
cancelled after 8 months for budget reasons; and a 3-year panahtwasiced in February
2001. The 2 Y2 year 2004 SIPP sample was started in February 2004henfirss SIPP panel to

use the 2000 decennial-based redesign of the sample.

43



The SIPP content is built around a "core" of labor force, progranicipation, and
income questions designed to measure the economic situation of pedipée United States.
These questions expand the data currently available on the distrilbbfitash and noncash
income and are repeated at each wave of interviewing. The susesya 4-month recall period,
with approximately the same number of interviews being conductedcim month of the 4-
month period for each wave. Interviews were conducted during a pergsmand / or by a
decentralized system of telephones. The SBRey utilized for this study was administered via
written questionnaire, telephone or "in-person” interview over a 12 yeaod beginning in
1996 and concluding in 2007. All household members 15 years old and over were interviewed by
self-response, if possible; proxy response is permitted when houseleohtbens were not
available for interviewing. As stated earlier the year 2000 watanot collected due to federal
budget cuts so it is omitted. (http://www.census.gov/sipp/)

The survey was developed to provide for analysis by adding qogstn a variety of
topics not covered in the core section. These questions are latogexhl modules” and are
assigned to particular interviewing waves of the survey. Topesred by the modules include
personal history, child care, wealth, program eligibility, child suppdilization and cost of
health care, disability, school enrollment, taxes, and annual incomealatheare then released
periodically in cross-sectional, topical modules, and longitudinal repdihese files are
available currently via file transfer protocol from the mainelawr web site for all waves of the
1984 through 1993 panels, all waves of the 1996 and 2001 panels, and a prelvaiready for
the 2004 panel. Topical module files containing core and topical modalealdat are available
for the 1984 through 1988 panels, 1990 through 1993 panels, the 1996 and 2007 panels.

Longitudinal files are also available for the 1984 through 1993 paaeliell as for waves 1
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through 5 of the 1990 panel and for waves 1 through 7 of the 1992 panedtutorg] files for
all waves of the 1996 panel and 2001 panels are also available. The dpleaded via FTP
(file transfer protocol) network server to the Federatedtileic Research Review Extraction
and Tabulation Tool (DataFerret) application used and made avaieldted online by the US
census bureau. This application allows the public to search, tgbgtajgh, modify, code
variables and ultimately extract data for study.

The data collected for this research was downloaded and initighlpred using the
Census Bureau's Federated Electronic Research Review kodraand Tabulation Tool
(DataFerrett) and later tested using SAS-STAT to determine the prybtiait public assistance
recipients would leave public assistance while controlling for cesle demographic
characteristics such as region of residence, age, number dfechitace, gender, and level of

education. (http://www.census.gov/sipp/)

Mechanisms for Collecting Data from Women Tracked for the Study

| have described the development of the Survey of Income and Pré&guaicipation or
SIPP and how it has evolved to capture more salient information oa bleosgy surveyed and
specifically evolved to support research and longitudinal studies arahatyze dynamic
characteristics of this population. For the purposes of the tesirusieid study | examined the
responses to questions including changes in income, eligibilignidparticipation in programs,
household and family composition, labor force behavior, and other associatets. dvthen
describe the variables examined and controls used to construct 8t legjression models that
are the basis of my research. These are detailed in thesrekthe Logistic Procedures outputs

provided for 1996 through 2007.
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The Model

As indicated earlier, a Logistic Regression Model was consttucteinalyze the data
collected and the relative role that the independent variablesirplaedicting leaving public
assistance. These include all the parameters used in thisistlaying: age (EAGEOQ1), race
(white, Black, Hispanic), education level (Lthsgrad = less thigh school graduate, Hsgrad =
High School Graduate, Somecoll = some college), regional locatidmv@dt = Northwest,
South, Midwest, livmetro = Metro resident) and finally whether tlago adult joined the
household (poshhcntl), or left a household (neghhcntl) as well as thehedisathold number
of persons per month (EHHNUMPPO1). | utilized this model becausess®gn looks at the
effect of each independent variable while controlling for theceffef others. The assumption is
that the regression equation represents a behavioral model teedtgesrobserved data (Winship
and Radbill 1994). The tables in the next chapter representdbg tabulation results and the

percentage of TANF recipients that experienced a change in household composition.

Summary

The gquantitative test conducted using these variables examindsewhaving an adult
join the household of a TANF recipient, on average increases the pitybthlait the recipient
would remain eligible but leave public assistance during that. yda& data and analysis
provided in the next chapter will examine whether there is aletion between women on
public assistance who begin to cohabit and those same women leavirgNRerolls within a
year of cohabiting. These findings will be discussed in depth in titechapter in the context of

policies that discourage cohabiting.

46



Chapter Seven
RESULTS
Introduction

In chapter six, | presented the methodology and data collquiimess used by the U.S.
Census Bureau for the Survey of Income and Program Particip&t®R)( In this chapter, | will

be presenting the findings from my secondary analysis of the data collecteghtiine SIPP.

Households exhibit many different arrangements, such as maouagtes with children;
unrelated, childless adults cohabiting; a single mother living nathparents and her child; and
these are but a few of many other possible variations. When congitenw to classify these
households into manageable groups, the distinction is this: women whwitivether adults

versus women who do not. This constitutes the choice of cohabitation in a fairly broad sense.

The data collected for this research was downloaded for theiCBuseau web site and
tested using SAS-STAT to determine the probability that fempaldic assistance recipients
would leave public assistance while controlling for selected depbgr and other
characteristics. As indicated previously, the independent variablensasure of a woman’s past
public assistance experience, and controls are included for sociosgcoand demographic
characteristics such as region of her residence, her age, and nuntbklrefcrace, gender, and
level of education. In addition to determining household composition changsspgsen the
survey specifically ask the women to explain the set of cirtames that caused them to stop
receiving public assistance. To track public assistance pro@rAiF) participation over time,

a longitudinal data file from selected waves of the 1996 to 2007 SH#3Pcenstructed. The

tables in this section represent tliess tabulation results and the percentage of TANF recipients
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that experienced a change in household composition during the twelvahagaase included in

the study.

As indicated previously | am using Logistic Regression to fincdbdst model to describe
the relationship between the dichotomous variable of leaving publistaasse or staying on
public assistance and the set of predictor variables refle¢ttendemographic, educational and
regional information collected through the SIPP. Researcherg 8$HP data and other major
population surveys have frequently used regression analysis beltaysed typically interested
in estimating the structural or causal effects of a sehaépendent variables on an outcome

variable.

Empirical Results

The logistic regression results in this study indicated thapribe@ictor variable of having
another adult join the household of a woman on public assistance or “poshhamdl” w
statistically reliable in predicting the likelihood of the outcomeiable of leaving public
assistance within a calendar year. These results remaiisteohscross each of the timeframes
examined in the twelve year study. The overall model for thkeliliood of leaving public
assistance was statistically significant at <.0001. The 1996sdaiacluded 1,416 observations
of women on public assistance, of these 1,055 women left and 361 remainéstefiiaddle 2.1
below presents the Regression Coefficient for the 1996 Calendariivehis table we see the
degrees of freedom, coefficients, their standard errors, thel \Malsquare test and the

associated p-values. The p-values of <.0001 for both “poshhcntl” are highly significant
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For the results based on the 1996 calendar year data there were 1416 olwseywaith 1055
women leaving the public assistance and 361 remaining. In Table 2.1 below, the pivalue
<.0001 for “poshhcntl” of persons in a household increasing by one is statigtimadl highly
significant in predicting the likelihood of leaving public assistance.

Table 2.1
Regression Coefficients for Calendar Year 1996

Parameter DF Estimate Standard Wald P — Value
Error  Chi-Square

Intercept 1 -0.7068 0.5163 1.8741 0.1710
EAGEO1 1 0.0011 0.0053 0.0385 0.8444
White 1 0.2665 0.3163 0.7098 0.3995
Black 1 -0.2213 0.3259 0.4609 0.4972
Hispanic 1 -0.4399 0.1916 5.2709 0.0217
Lthsgrad 1 0.5822 0.2431 5.7325 0.0167
Hsgrad 1 -0.0513 0.2069 0.0613 0.8044
Somecoll 1 -0.1229 0.2923 0.1766 0.6743
Nthwest 1 -0.4633 0.2963 2.4444 0.1179
South 1 0.3270 0.2373 1.8989 0.1682
Midwest 1 0.3132 0.2278 1.8892 0.1693
liv_metro 1 -0.4644 0.2113 4.8294 0.0280
poshhcntl 1 1.9162 0.1497 163.9258 <.0001
neghhcntl 1 -0.3052 0.1723 3.1389 0.0764
EHHNUMPPO1 1 -0.1873 0.0400 21.9048 <.0001
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| have also created odds ratio estimates to calculate theofahe probability of those
leaving public assistance in relation to the independent varialdesimsny study. Odds ratio
estimates are the measures of effect size, describingtriegth of association or non-
independence between data values used. It is a descriptivecstatsiplays an important role in
logistic regression in that it treats the two variables dpasompared symmetrically. The
widespread use of logistic regression in the research comnhastproadened the use of odds
ratio estimates in the social sciences and many other &sldll. It is most commonly used in
survey research such as the SIPP and epidemiology to expressuhg of some clinical trials
(Viera 2008). The odds ratio estimate results in the anahlydisded in this study are detailed in

table 2.2 below and tables 2.4, 2.6, 2.8, 3.1 and 3.3. They include point estimates Afadc

Confidence Limits.
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For the 1996 sample, the odds ratio below in Table 2.2 shows the strength aatamsoc
between the predictor variable and the outcome of leaving public assisfdre®dds ratio of
6.795 demonstrates a strong association between data values used.

Table 2.2
Odds Ratio Estimates Calendar Year 1996
Effect Odds Ratio 95 % Wald
Confidence Limits

EAGEO1 1.001 0.991 1.012
White 1.305 0.702 2.426
Black 0.802 0.423 1.518
Hispanic 0.644 0.442 0.938
Lthsgrad 1.790 1.111 2.883
Hsgrad 0.950 0.633 1.425
Somecaoll 0.884 0.499 1.568
Nthwest 0.629 0.352 1.125
South 1.387 0.871 2.208
Midwest 1.368 0.875 2.138
liv_metro 0.629 0.415 0.951
poshhcntl 6.795 5.068 9.112
neghhcntl 0.737 0.526 1.033
EHHNUMPPO1 0.829 0.767 0.897
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For the results based on the 1999 calendar year data there were 512 observétiorgs6
women leaving the public assistance and 136 remaining. In Table 2.3 below, the pivalue
<.0001 for “poshhcntl” of persons in a household increasing by one is statigtiemadl highly
significant.

Table 2.3

Regression Coefficient for Estimates Calendar Year 1999

Parameter DF Estimate Standard Wald P — Value
Error Chi-Square

Intercept 1 -0.8613 0.8203 1.1025 0.2937
EAGE37 1 0.0014 0.0076 0.0344 0.8528
White 1 -0.8197 0.3901 4.4153 0.0356
Black 1 -0.7706 0.4015 3.6837 0.0549
Hispanic 1 -0.1399 0.3013 0.2156 0.6424
Lthsgrad 1 -1.4360 1.1125 1.6662 0.1968
Hsgrad 1 0.3285 0.2419 1.8432 0.1746
Somecoll 1 -0.3273 0.4147 0.6231 0.4299
Nthwest 1 -0.0141 0.3255 0.0019 0.9653
South 1 0.6708 0.3400 3.8931 0.0485
Midwest 1 0.5860 0.3156 3.4481 0.0633
liv_metro 1 0.9209 0.4610 3.9896 0.0458
poshhcntl 1 1.8275 0.2439 56.1299 <.0001
neghhcntl 1 -0.3614 0.2571 1.9767 0.1597
EHHNUMPP37 1 -0.1881 0.0668 7.9215 0.0049
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For the 1999 sample, the odds ratio below in Table 2.4 shows the strength ahtamsoc
between the predictor variable and the outcome of leaving public assisfdre®dds ratio of
6.218 demonstrates the strongest association between data values used.

Table 2.4
Odds Ratio Estimates Calendar Year 1999
Effect Odds Ratio 95 % Wald

Confidence Limits

EAGE37 1.001 0.987 1.016
White 0.441 0.205 0.946
Black 0.463 0.211 1.016
Hispanic 0.869 0.482 1.569
Lthsgrad 0.238 0.027 2.105
Hsgrad 1.389 0.864 2.231
Somecaoll 0.721 0.320 1.625
Nthwest 0.986 0.521 1.866
South 1.956 1.004 3.808
Midwest 1.797 0.968 3.335
liv_metro 2.511 1.017 6.200
poshhcntl 6.218 3.855 10.030
neghhcntl 0.697 0.421 1.153
EHHNUMPP37 0.829 0.727 0.944
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For the results based on the 2001 calendar year data there were 355 observatiorisl3
women leaving the public assistance and 142 remaining. In Table 2.5 below, the pivalue
<.0001 for “poshhcntl” of persons in a household increasing by one is statigtiemadl highly
significant.

Table 2.5

Regression Coefficient for Estimates Calendar Year 2001

Parameter DF Estimate Standard Wald P - Value
Error Chi-Square

Intercept 1 0.6517 0.7487 0.7577 0.3841
EAGEO1 1 -0.0096 0.0082 1.3420 0.2467
White 1 -0.5368 0.4123 1.6952 0.1929
Black 1 -0.4697 0.4187 1.2589 0.2619
Hispanic 1 -0.1198 0.3070 0.1522 0.6964
Lthsgrad 1 0.5681 0.3794 2.2423 0.1343
Hsgrad 1 0.0912 0.2906 0.0985 0.7537
Somecoll 1 -0.2047 0.4830 0.1795 0.6718
Nthwest 1 0.4769 0.3488 1.8698 0.1715
South 1 0.9561 0.3664 6.8104 0.0091
Midwest 1 0.3853 0.3586 1.1545 0.2826
liv_metro 1 -0.3378 0.2488 1.8440 0.1745
poshhcntl 1 1.2743 0.2582 24.3532 <.0001
neghhcntl 1 0.0941 0.1979 0.2261 0.6345
EHHNUMPPO1 1 -0.1562 0.0616 6.4219 0.0113
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For the 2001 sample, the odds ratio below in Table 2.6 shows the strength ahtamsoc
between the predictor variable and the outcome of leaving public assisfdre®dds ratio of
3.576 demonstrates the strongest association between data values used.

Table 2.6
Odds Ratio Estimates Calendar Year 2001
Effect Odds Ratio 95 % Wald
Confidence Limits

EAGEO1 0.990 0.975 1.007
White 0.585 0.261 1.312
Black 0.625 0.275 1.420
Hispanic 0.887 0.486 1.619
Lthsgrad 1.765 0.839 3.713
Hsgrad 1.095 0.620 1.936
Somecaoll 0.815 0.316 2.100
Nthwest 1.611 0.813 3.192
South 2.602 1.269 5.334
Midwest 1.470 0.728 2.969
liv_metro 0.713 0.438 1.162
poshhcntl 3.576 2.156 5.933
neghhcntl 1.099 0.745 1.619
EHHNUMPPO1 0.855 0.758 0.965
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For the results based on the 2003 calendar year data there were 337 observétiorizis
women leaving the public assistance and 97 remaining. In Table 2.7 below, the mivalue
<.0001 for “poshhcntl” of persons in a household increasing by one is statigtimadl highly
significant.

Table 2.7

Regression Coefficient for Calendar Year 2003

Parameter DF Estimate Standard Wald P - Value
Error Chi-Square

Intercept 1 -1.5053 0.9061 2.7601 0.0966
EAGE25 1 -0.0026 0.0092 0.0776 0.7806
White 1 -0.1863 0.5569 0.1119 0.7380
Black 1 -0.4072 0.5668 0.5162 0.4725
Hispanic 1 -1.0570 0.4209 6.3073 0.0120
Lthsgrad 1 0.6822 1.2606 0.2928 0.5884
Hsgrad 1 -0.1113 0.3478 0.1024 0.7490
Somecoll 1 -0.4803 0.5491 0.7651 0.3817
Nthwest 1 0.6461 0.4047 2.5488 0.1104
South 1 -0.2195 0.4606 0.2272 0.6336
Midwest 1 1.1080 0.4041 7.5193 0.0061
liv_metro 1 0.6906 0.3299 4.3814 0.0363
poshhcntl 1 2.0881 0.3344 38.9814 <.0001
neghhcntl 1 0.3459 0.2930 1.3932 0.2379
EHHNUMPP25 1 0.0144 0.0720 0.0398 0.8418
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For the 2003 sample, the odds ratio below in Table 2.8 shows the strength aatassoc
between the predictor variable and the outcome of leaving public assisfdre®dds ratio of
8.069 demonstrates the strongest association between data values used.

Table 2.8
Odds Ratio Estimates Calendar Year 2003
Effect Odds Ratio 95 % Wald

Confidence Limits

EAGE25 0.997 0.980 1.016
White 0.830 0.279 2.473
Black 0.665 0.219 2.021
Hispanic 0.347 0.152 0.793
Lthsgrad 1.978 0.167 23.406
Hsgrad 0.895 0.453 1.769
Somecaoll 0.619 0.211 1.815
Nthwest 1.908 0.863 4.218
South 0.803 0.326 1.980
Midwest 3.028 1.372 6.686
liv_metro 1.995 1.045 3.808
poshhcntl 8.069 4.189 15.542
neghhcntl 1.413 0.796 2.510
EHHNUMPP25 1.014 0.881 1.168
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For the results based on the 2004 calendar year data there were 129 observatiori91
women leaving the public assistance and 28 remaining. In Table 2.9 below, the mivalue
<0.0081 for “poshhcntl” of persons in a household increasing by one is statistically significant.

Table 2.9
Regression Coefficient Calendar Year 2004
Parameter DF Estimate Standard Wald P - Value

Error Chi-Square

Intercept 1 -0.0580 1.3556 0.0018 0.9659
Eagel 1 0.0037 0.0154 0.0579 0.8098
White 1 0.7144 0.7352 0.9442 0.3312
Black 1 0.1380 0.7993 0.0298 0.8630
Hispanic 1 0.7671 0.7326 1.0963 0.2951
Lthsgrad 1 -11.8680 849.7 0.0002 0.9889
Hsgrad 1 0.4493 0.5460 0.6769 0.4106
Somecaoll 1 0.0971 0.7533 0.0166 0.8974
Nthwest 1 -2.0828 0.8591 5.8772 0.0153
South 1 -0.2167 0.6190 0.1225 0.7263
Midwest 1 -0.9825 0.8148 1.4541 0.2279
liv_metro 1 -1.2491 0.7416 2.8372 0.0921
poshhcntl 1 1.3064 0.4933 7.0130 0.0081
neghhcntl 1 0.9114 0.5497 2.7496 0.0973
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For the 2004 sample, the odds ratio below in Table 3.1 shows the strength ahtamsoc
between the predictor variable and the outcome of leaving public assisfdre®dds ratio of
3.693 demonstrates the strongest association between data values used.

Table 3.1
Odds Ratio Estimates Calendar Year 2004
Effect Odds Ratio 95 % Wald

Confidence Limits

Eagel 1.004 0.974 1.034
White 2.043 0.484 8.631
Black 1.148 0.240 5.499
Hispanic 2.153 0.512 9.051
Lthsgrad - - -
Hsgrad 1.567 0.537 4.570
Somecaoll 1.102 0.252 4.823
Nthwest 0.125 0.023 0.671
South 0.805 0.239 2.709
Midwest 0.374 0.076 1.849
liv_metro 0.287 0.067 1.227
poshhcntl 3.693 1.404 9.712
neghhcntl 2.488 0.847 7.306
rhhnumppl 0.727 0.497 1.063
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For the results based on the 2007 calendar year data there were 143 observétiori20
women leaving the public assistance and 23 remaining. In Table 3.2 below, the p-value of 0.0017
for “poshhcntl” of persons in a household increasing by one is statistically significant.

Table 3.2

Regression Coefficient for Calendar Year 2007

Parameter DF Estimate Standard Wald P - Value
Error Chi-Square

Intercept 1 -15.0087 229.0 0.0043 0.9477
Eage37 1 -0.0069 0.0187 0.1357 0.7125
White 1 12.4108 229.0 0.0029 0.9568
Black 1 11.4012 229.0 0.0025 0.9603
Hispanic 1 -0.9819 0.9677 1.0294 0.3103
Lthsgrad 1 3.4847 1085.2 0.0000 0.9974
Hsgrad 1 0.5984 0.6605 0.8209 0.3649
Somecaoll 1 -1.1226 1.1223 1.0005 0.3172
Nthwest 1 1.5793 1.2311 1.6455 0.1996
South 1 2.0220 1.2966 2.4319 0.1189
Midwest 1 3.4554 1.2236 7.9750 0.0047
liv_metro 1 1.3744 0.8725 2.4813 0.1152
poshhcntl 1 2.6968 0.8597 9.8402 0.0017
neghhcntl 1 -1.4454 0.8645 2.7958 0.0945
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For the 2007 sample, the odds ratio below in Table 3.3 shows the strength ahtamsoc
between the predictor variable and the outcome of leaving public assisfdre®dds ratio of
14.832 demonstrates a strong association between data values used.

Table 3.3

Odds Ratio Estimates Calendar Year 2007

Effect Odds Ratio 95 % Wald
Confidence Limits

Eage37 0.993 0.958 1.030
White - <0.001 -
Black - <0.001 -
Hispanic 0.375 0.056 2.496
Lthsgrad 32.613 <0.001 -
Hsgrad 1.819 0.499 6.639
Somecaoll 0.325 0.036 2.936
Nthwest 4.851 0.434 54.175
South 7.554 0.595 95.908
Midwest 31.672 2.878 348.502
liv_metro 3.953 0.715 21.856
poshhcntl 14.832 2.751 79.980
neghhcntl 0.236 0.043 1.283
rhhnumpp37 0.841 0.564 1.254

“-“ denotes missing data



Discussion of Results

The results of the logistic regression model demonstrated inchiaipter specifically
showed a correlation between leaving public assistance and theayppnedictor variable of
cohabitation. The results are consistently statistically sagmf for each time frame selected
over the twelve year period. Regression results indicated thawénall model was statistically
reliable in predicting the likelihood of leaving public assistance
(-2 Log Likelihood=1607.730y? =312.5612, p<.0001). This result verifies the hypothesis that
cohabitation increases the likelihood that a person will leave puasisistance and that
cohabitation serves to reduce dependency for recipients participatimgblic assistance
programs. The result is also consistent with the proposition thatgmlicat penalize public
assistance recipients that cohabit are short sighted and nfiast ilead recipients to persist in

obtaining benefits for longer periods.
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Chapter Eight
CONCLUSION

Introduction

Sociological and economic theories provide a solid foundation for ansenalyfactors
influencing the dichotomous outcome variable of leaving or staying on magdistance and the
predictor variable of cohabitation. In spite of this, there have be@mpirical studies explicitly
examining these specific relationships. Meanwhile researchave provided a wealth of
information separately on behaviors related to participation in pubkbistance programs,
cohabitation and marriage.

This study is a first, integrating the principles of sociathemge, utility maximization
and feminist theory in examining the influence of cohabitation on pudistance participation.
Using data from the United States Census Bureau, the empestdts presented in this study
provide support for a sociological model of cohabitating behavior in which an esghplsiced
on the net benefits of having two adults live together, exchasgmurces and provide social
support to develop what feminist theorists describe as an “interdepee” that is needed to
help human beings grow and develop fully.

This analysis seeks to examine specific elements relategws of poverty that have
been central to the development of social welfare policies througieutistory of the United
States. These policies, as well as the current results fafreveéform are based in belief systems
that reflect the moralistic assumptions of the poor and the igkdrdn of individualistic self-
sufficiency. This contention is supported by the literature and rauseempirical studies
conducted over time. Many of these policies are focused on the poeingsplart of a “culture

of poverty” with general distrust and or expectations that publicstasse recipients are
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“‘gaming the system.” The poor are frequently systematicadihatisd, and may therefore learn

“only” to depend on public assistance programs available.

While the history of public assistance in this country has beerwbeee policymakers
have consistently shaped policies that promote self-sufficiency ghrandividualism, the
combining of the sociological and economic principles of social exeharidjty maximization
and feminist theories may assist in generating new and mibeetive models that may

ultimately reduce dependency on public assistance.

Limitations of Study

As noted the study represents a first step in understandingothplex relationship
between cohabitation and participation in public assistance progvéhile. the quantitative test
points to a strong correlation between those who cohabit and leaving asgitance, there are
limitations and many questions remain. One such limitation ofttiey $s the subject attrition
that takes place in any time series study but is even more pratbwien studying the poor.
Time series studies are most effective when examining stationary popslatnother limitation
is the variation of welfare policies from state to state twvloiccurred after the 1996 reforms and
which may have influenced our results but cannot be fully measuredlyfsocial desirability
bias can affect how participants respond to questions. Respondents niayestanswer
guestions in a way that will allow them to be viewed more favordiawever; survey

instruments are able to be adjusted to reduce this phenomenon.

Policy Recommendations

The findings of this study demonstrate that there is a significorrelation between
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cohabitation and leaving public assistance. Yet policy towards eetspivho choose to cohabit
is generally punitive, limiting and serves to discourage such holets@arrangements. Three
policy changes present that could be enacted within the current pabistance framework. The
first is to establish an “optional disregard” of a second adulhenhibusehold of a person on
public assistance. Such a policy would serve to exclude the secondrawciuthe budget of the
public assistance recipient thereby eliminating any potentrzlpes or limitations that would
otherwise be imposed on the household unit. As public assistanoeeidirmited for sixty
months the costs would be minimal and the data indicates thatcipeeme is likely to leave
assistance sooner as a result of cohabitation.

A second policy change would be to have the states incentiamndids of public
assistance recipients to share housing with recipients anccthieiren by offering them direct
payments or tax benefits to encourage such arrangements. Timsnag#d likely reduce the
length of time the recipient was dependent on welfare. Finslates could establish pilot
programs that pair single mothers on public assistance withettanentors who could help
guide them through the myriad of challenges these women fack ihsiis not a substitute for
cohabitation, such programs would serve to reduce the socialaedlated by the parent and

provide an outlet for her.

Areas for Future Research

The study was designed to provide a broader context for furthery panhialysis by
opening up opportunities for future research. Future research veithpgittto infer causality
between the predictor variable and the outcome variable to heitierstand the process that

takes place when people cohabit. Additionally, qualitative researald dwe conducted to
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explore the actual contextual experiences of women who are iddnaS leaving public
assistance after having another adult join her household. The qualitst@srch could examine
the power of the predictive elements in the theories identifiettis study. Finally, the study
itself was completed during a period of significant reform inadaeelfare history. A replication
of this study fifteen years after welfare reform could proadeealth of information on how

those on assistance continue to be impacted by policies that discourage ¢ohabitat
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