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Abs t r ac t  

Fede ra l  law c u r r e n t l y  permits s t a t e s  t o  provide a s s i s t a n c e  through 

the  Aid t o  Fami l ies  wi th  Dependent Children program to  two-parent house- 

ho lds  made needy by unemployment of the p r i n c i p a l  earner .  This  i s  the 

AFDC-UP (unemployed ~ a r e n t )  program. Reform proposals r egu la r ly  c a l l  f o r  

making such a s s i s t a n c e  mandatory. Opponents have claimed t h a t  providing 

a s s i s t a n c e  t o  i n t a c t  f a m i l i e s  r a i s e s  s epa ra t i on  r a t e s  and have c i t e d  evi-  

dence from the Seat t le-Denver  Income Maintenance Experiment, s t u d i e s  of 

AFDC-UP i n  C a l i f o r n i a ,  and a n a l y s i s  of dependency i n  s t a t e s  wi th  and 

wi thou t  AFDC-UP i n  suppor t  of t h i s  content ion.  This  paper cons iders  evi-  

dence from a l l  t h r e e  of these sources.  While i n  two of the t h r e e  ca se s  

r e sea rch  r e s u l t s  seem to  have been mis in te rpre ted ,  we confirm the  

s u r p r i s i n g  a s s o c i a t i o n  of AFDC-UP with dependence c r ea t ed  by pa ren t a l  

de se r t i on .  We f i n d  t h a t  i n  1980 a f t e r  adjustment  f o r  e f f e c t s  of 

unemployment, we l f a r e  b e n e f i t  l eve l s ,  and o the r  f a c t o r s ,  s t a t e s  wi th  

AFDC-UP had s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher  propor t ions  of ch i ld ren  l i v i n g  with 

s i n g l e  pa ren t s  than was observed i n  s t a t e s  without  the unemployed pa ren t  

program. We argue,  however, t h a t  the programs envisioned by r ecen t  

we l f a r e  reform proposals  a r e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from e i t h e r  AFDC-UP 

a s  i t  now e x i s t s  o r  the programs implemented i n  the Seat t le-Denver  

experiment. A s  a r e s u l t  i t  is doubt fu l  t h a t  the research  r e s u l t s  c i t e d  

by opponents t o  such innovat ions a r e  appl icab le .  



SHOULD FAMILIES BE PROTECTED FROM AFDC-UP? 

For  y e a r s  i t  has been a n  a r t i c l e  of f a i t h  among proponents  of an  

expanded na t i o n a l  program of income s u p p o r t  t h a t  making income a s s i s t a n c e  

a v a i l a b l e  t o  needy two-parent f a m i l i e s  should  h e l p  t o  keep them toge ther .  

The argument is simple.  A l l  s t a t e s  p rov ide  income a s s i s t a n c e  t o  needy 

one-paren t  f a m i l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  through Aid t o  F a m i l i e s  w i t h  Dependent 

C h i l d r e n  (AFDC). I n  s t a t e s  which do n o t  a i d  two-parent f a m i l i e s  a s  w e l l ,  

AFDC o s t e n s i b l y  c r e a t e s  a n  i n c e n t i v e  f o r  c a r i n g  b u t  d e s t i t u t e  f a t h e r s  ( o r  

mothers)  t o  abandon t h e i r  spouses  and o f f s p r i n g  i n  o r d e r  t o  make them 

e l i g i b l e  f o r  income a s s i s t a n c e .  Fur thermore,  mothers w i t h  c h i l d r e n  

might  be more l i k e l y  t o  choose t o  l i v e  independen t ly  when c o h a b i t i n g  w i t h  

t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  f a t h e r  l e a d s  t o  a  r e d u c t i o n  i n  income. I n  test imony 

b e f o r e  t h e  S e n a t e  Finance Committee i n  1970 S e c r e t a r y  of HEW Rober t  Finch 

and h i s  a s s o c i a t e s  used such arguments t o  demonstra te  "how the  p r e s e n t  

sys tem prov ides  a  f a t h e r  w i t h  an i n c e n t i v e  t o  l eave  h i s  home." The n e x t  

HEW s e c r e t a r y ,  E l l i o t  Richardson, c i t e d  t h e  "prima f a c i e  i n c e n t i v e  f o r  

breakup" i n  t h e  w e l f a r e  sys tem.l  

I n  1962 t h i s  i n c e n t i v e  was reduced f o r  some poor f a m i l i e s  when 

Congress amended the  S o c i a l  S e c u r i t y  Act t o  g i v e  s t a t e s  t h e  o p t i o n  of 

making two-parent f a m i l i e s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  AFDC when t h e i r  pover ty  was 

a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  i n v o l u n t a r y  unemployment of the  f a t h e r .  T h i s  is  the  

AFDC-UP ( f o r  unemployed p a r e n t )  opt ion.  A s  t imes have changed, t h e  d e f i -  

n i t i o n  of unemployment used by the program has  been amended, and we now 

t a l k  i n  terms of i n v o l u n t a r y  j o b l e s s n e s s  of the  f a m i l y ' s  " p r i n c i p a l  



e a r n e r "  ( r a t h e r  than  s p e c i f y i n g  the  f a t h e r )  a s  the  q u a l i f y i n g  charac-  

t e r i s t i c  t h a t  makes a  two-parent family  e l i g i b l e  f o r  payments i n  AFDC-UP 

s t a t e s . 2  The number of s t a t e s  e x e r c i s i n g  t h e  AFDC-UP o p t i o n  has  v a r i e d  

d u r i n g  t h e  r e c e n t  p a s t  from 23 ( ~ e c e m b e r  1982) t o  29 (September 1979).  

Twenty-six s t a t e s  and t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia adopted the  program i n  

t h e  l a t e s t  f i s c a l  y e a r  (Committee on Ways and Means, 1987, p. 401) .  

These  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  account  f o r  62 p e r c e n t  of t h e  n a t i o n a l  popu la t ion .  

P r o p o s a l s  a r e  r e g u l a r l y  heard f o r  r e q u i r i n g  t h e  remaining s t a t e s  t o  

a c c e p t  i t .  

D e s p i t e  what Richardson termed t h e  "prima f a c i e  case , "  G i l b e r t  Y. 

S t e i n e r  (1971, pp. 82-84) could  f i n d  i n  h i s  e a r l y  review of t h e  l i t e r a -  

t u r e  no c l e a r  ev idence  t h a t  s t a t e  i n i t i a t i o n  of AFDC-UP l e d  t o  r e d u c t i o n  

i n  t h e  i n c i d e n c e  of AFDC c a s e  openings a t t r i b u t a b l e  to d e s e r t i o n .  Bishop 

(1980, p. 311)  concurs:  "There is  . . no evidence t h a t  t h i s  program 

[AFDC-UP] h a s  reduced m a r i t a l  i n s t a b i l i t y . "  Absent evidence of benef i -  

c i a l  consequences f o r  fami ly  s t a b i l i t y ,  t h e  case  f o r  AFDC-UP is  a  mat te r  

o f  need and e q u i t y :  t h e r e  e x i s t  many poor two-parent f a m i l i e s ,  and t o  

make r e l i e f  of a  f a m i l y ' s  pover ty  c o n d i t i o n a l  on i t s  s t r u c t u r e  o r  s t a t e  

o f  r e s i d e n c e  i s  i n e q u i t a b l e .  Of course ,  denying a i d  t o  t h e  working poor,  

a s  AFDC-UP does ,  a l s o  seems i n e q u i t a b l e .  Never the less ,  mandating 

AFDC-UP na t ionwide  has  been f o r  most w e l f a r e  re fo rmers  a  worthwhi le  h a l f  

l o a f ,  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  inc rementa l  s t e p  toward a  more uniform and generous  

n a t i o n a l  w e l f a r e  s y s  tem. 

Both t h e  House and S e n a t e  v e r s i o n s  of the  f e d e r a l  budget f o r  f i s c a l  

y e a r  1987 mandated e x t e n s i o n  of AFDC-UP t o  a l l  s t a t e s .  Th i s  p r o v i s i o n  

was e v e n t u a l l y  d e l e t e d ,  both  because of messages t h a t  the  P r e s i d e n t  would 



s i g n  no budget t h a t  included such a  requirement and because ques t ions  

were r a i s ed  about the r e l i a b i l i t y  of the propos i t ion  t h a t  AFDC-UP reduces 

family fragmentation. Indeed, some argued t h a t  AFDC-UP might r a i s e ,  

r a t h e r  than lower, s epa ra t ion  r a t e s .  This was the pos i t i on  of Senator 

R u s s e l l  Long, then chairman of the Senate Finance Committee. On 

September 27, 1986, Senator  Long argued i n  budget hearings t h a t  the 

AFDC-UP mandate should be dropped because, "Contrary to t he  arguments 

advanced i n  support  of the proposal,  providing wel fare  t o  i n t a c t  f ami l i e s  

seems to  i nc rease  family breakup, possibly because i t  undermines the r o l e  

of parents  i n  providing supper t. "3 

The Senator  c i t e d  th ree  research  f indings i n  support  of t h i s  conten- 

t ion :  

(1 )  [A] con t ro l l ed  experiment i n  S e a t t l e  showed a  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher 
r a t e  of family breakup f o r  two-parent f ami l i e s  g e t t i n g  income support  
than f o r  s i m i l a r  f ami l i e s  without such support.  

(2)  [A] study i n  Ca l i fo rn i a  showed t h a t  two-parent f ami l i e s  g e t t i n g  
a s s i s t a n c e  broke up more of ten  than low-income fami l i e s  n o t  g e t t i n g  
a s s i s t ance .  

(3 )  Between 1961 (be fo re  there  was an  opt iona l  unemployed pa ren t  program) 
and 1979, the  propor t ion  of ch i ld ren  g e t t i n g  AFDC because the f a t h e r  
l e f t  the home grew by 160 percent  i n  S t a t e s  which opted i n t o  the 
unemployed f a t h e r  program. The growth i n  those S t a t e s  which did n o t  
op t  i n t o  the  program was much smaller  (79 percent ) .  

Faced with t h i s  l i s t ,  the reader  is tempted t o  be l ieve  t h a t  denying 

a i d  t o  needy two-parent f a m i l i e s  i s  good f o r  them! I n  t h i s  paper we 

review each of Senator  ~ o n g '  s  th ree  proposi t ions.  Our conclusion i s  t h a t  

the  evidence c i t e d  only weakly supports  the pol icy impl ica t ion  t h a t  Long 

wished to  draw and t h a t  most of i t  i s  of l imi ted  relevance f o r  judging 

the  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of o f f e r i n g  AFDC-UP nationwide i n  the context  of c u r r e n t  



welfare  reform proposals.  Nevertheless,  we agree t h a t  the evidence on 

the consequences of income support  sys tems fo r  household forma t i o n  and 

d i s s o l u t i o n  is  d i s tu rb ing ,  and we consider  the i s sue  t o  be worthy of con- 

t inued inves t iga t ion .  

The Sea tt le-Denver Resu l t s  

Senator  Long' s f i r s t  po in t  r e l a t e s  to  the we 11-known and alarming 

r e p o r t s  from the Seattle-Denver Income Maintenance Experiment 

(SLME-DIME) (SRI I n t e r n a t i o n a l ,  1983). I n  t h i s  experiment a group of 

marr ied couples were en ro l l ed  i n  a v a r i e t y  of negat ive tax  schemes and 

t h e i r  behavior was compared over time to  the behavior of comparable fami 

l i e s  i n  a c o n t r o l  group without  benef i t s .  The NIT treatments  var ied  i n  

the s i z e  of the payment guaranteed households without  o the r  income, the 

r a t e  a t  which payments decl ined a s  household income increased ,  and the 

planned dura t ion  of the program. According to  the f i n a l  r e p o r t  of the 

p r o j e c t ,  " the negat ive  income tax (NIT) plans tes ted  i n  SIME-DIME 

dramat ica l ly  increased  the r a t e s  a t  which marriages d isso lved  among 

white  and black couples" (Groeneveld, Hannan, and Tuma, 1983, p. 259). 

The au tho r s  r e p o r t  d i f f e r ences  i n  separa t ion  r a t e s  between experimental 

and c o n t r o l  groups of 40 t o  60 percent  (pp. 287, 291). I n i t i a l  r e p o r t s  

from the experiments c r ea t ed  a storm of controversy. 

These Seattle-Denver r e s u l t s  have recent ly  been c r i t i c a l l y  reviewed 

by Glen ~ a i n . 4  On the b a s i s  of both a review of methodology of the 

experiment and h i s  own econometric evaluat ion of the r e s u l t s ,  Cain 

concludes " t h a t  the evidence [o f  pos i t i ve  e f f e c t s  of the NIT plans on 

family sepa ra t ion  r a t e s ]  i s  no t  dec is ive ,  o r  even persuasive" (Cain, 



1986, p. 61) .  Given t h a t  ~ a i n ' s  work seems t o  c o n t r a d i c t  complete ly  

S e n a t o r  ~ o n ~ ' s  s t a t e m e n t  and the  conc lus ions  of the  o r i g i n a l  SIME-DIME 

i n v e s t i g a t o r s ,  i t  i s  impor tan t  t o  unders tand t h e  b a s i s  of the  r e i n -  

t e r p r e t a t i o n .  We s h a l l  a rgue  t h a t ,  w h i l e  j u s t i f i e d ,  the  Cain c o n c l u s i o n  

may n o t  be a s  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  w e l f a r e  reform deba te  a s  i t  f i r s t  

appears .  

According t o  Cain,  SIME-DIME had s e v e r a l  shortcomings when cons idered  

a s  a t e s t  of t h e  consequences of a n e g a t i v e  t a x  f o r  family  s t a b i l i t y .  

One d e s i g n  problem i s  t h a t  the  exper imental  n e g a t i v e  tax  " t rea tments"  

were i n  many c a s e s  combined w i t h  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  counse l ing  and 

t r a i n i n g .  While ass ignment  of households t o  exper imenta l  and c o n t r o l  

groups  f o r  t h e  c o u n s e l i n g  and t r a i n i n g  programs was independent of 

ass ignment  t o  NIT t r e a t m e n t s ,  t h e  two were in tended  t o  i n t e r a c t ;  

a c c o r d i n g  t o  the  SIME-DIME f i n a l  r e p o r t  "[ t ]  he r a t i o n a l e  f o r  i n c l u d i n g  

t h e s e  c o u n s e l i n g  and  t r a i n i n g  programs was t o  determine whether  i n c r e a s e d  

l a b o r  market i n f o r m a t i o n  and i n c r e a s e d  educa t ion  cou ld  o f f s e t  t h e  d e c l i n e  

i n  work e f f o r t  t h a t  was expected t o  r e s u l t  from a n  income maintenance 

program" (Dickinson and West, 1983, p. 201).  Cain a r g u e s  t h a t  r e g a r d l e s s  

o f  i n t e r e s t  f o r  o t h e r  purposes ,  n e i t h e r  the  r e c e i v e d  l i t e r a t u r e  n o r  t h e  

SIME-DIME r e s e a r c h  r e p o r t  p rov ides  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  t h e  

c a s e  f o r  p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t s  of an  NIT on fami ly  d i s s o l u t i o n  ex tends  t o  a 

s i t u a t i o n  i n  which t h e  NIT i s  combined w i t h  a program t o  enhance t h e  

e m p l o y a b i l i t y  of one of t h e  p a r t n e r s .  I n  the  c o n t e x t  of s tudy  of t h e  

consequences of pure  income suppor t  sys  tems f o r  family  f r a g i l i t y ,  such  

t r e a t m e n t s  muddy t h e  water.  



Cain  a l s o  c la ims t h a t  the  experiment was e x c e s s i v e l y  e l a b o r a t e  f o r  

t h e  purpose  of measuring m a r i t a l  breakups. SIME-DIME i n c l u d e d  e leven  

d i f f e r e n t  NIT p l a n s ,  t h r e e  d u r a t i o n s  (3, 5 ,  and 20 y e a r s ) ,  two s i t e s ,  and 

oversampling of m i n o r i t y  households i n  o r d e r  t o  i s o l a t e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

among e t h n i c  groups  i n  NIT response.  A l l  of these  dimensions seem t o  

have a f f e c t e d  outcomes, b u t  when t h e  d a t a  a r e  c r o s s - c l a s s i f i e d  by t h e  

v a r i o u s  dimensions of t h e  des ign,  c e l l  s i z e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  c e l l  s i z e s  f o r  

t h e  NIT t rea tment  uncomplicated by t r a i n i n g ,  become s o  s m a l l  t h a t  t r e a t -  

ment e f f e c t s  a r e  e s t i m a t e d  very u n r e l i a b l y .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  SIME-DIME 

r e s e a r c h e r s  a r e  n o t  j u s t i f i e d  i n  making sweeping c la ims  f o r  the  conse- 

quences  of a n e g a t i v e  income tax program, taken a lone ,  on mari tal s t a b i l -  

i t y .  

A t h i r d  p o i n t  i s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  a t t r i t i o n  exaggera ted  t h e  con- 

sequences  of t h e  exper iment  f o r  d i s s o l u t i o n .  I t  a p p e a r s  l i k e l y  t h a t  

f a m i l i e s  a t  r i s k  of s e p a r a t i o n  dropped o u t  of t h e  c o n t r o l  group a t  a 

h i g h e r  r a t e  than from t h e  exper imental  group.5 The reason  seems c l e a r  

enough: SIME-DIME r e p o r t i n g  was j u s t  one more annoyance f o r  c o n t r o l  

group couples  wi th  m a r i t a l  problems, b u t  f o r  coup les  i n  t h e  exper imenta l  

group,  m a i n t a i n i n g  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was l i k e  keeping up payments on a n  

i n s u r a n c e  po l icy .  When a f a t h e r  w i t h  ea rn ings  l e f t  a SIME-DIME t r e a t m e n t  

group household,  t h e  mother could  app ly  f o r  a r e v i s e d  NIT payment which 

r e f l e c t e d  the  f a m i l y ' s  reduced income and change i n  composit ion.  The 

f a t h e r ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, could keep h i s  take-home pay. Thus taken a s  a 

whole, t h e  o r i g i n a l  household would exper ience  an  income i n c r e a s e  a s  a 

r e s u l t  of the  s e p a r a t i o n ,  w i t h  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  payments r e f l e c t i n g  the  

presumption t h a t  t h e  f a t h e r  ceased t o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  s u p p o r t  of w i f e  



and c h i l d r e n .  T h i s  payoff seems t o  have produced more r e l i a b l e  r e p o r t i n g  

o f  s e p a r a  t i o n s - - e s p e c i a l l y  s h o r t -  term ones--f o r  the  exper imenta l s  than 

f o r  t h e  c o n t r o l s .  Without ad jus tment ,  t h i s  e f f e c t  would b i a s  upward 

e s t i m a t e s  of t h e  program's e f f e c t s  on fami ly  d i s s o l u t i o n .  

F i n a l l y ,  SUE-DIME e v a l u a t o r s  focused on d a t a  f o r  f a m i l i e s  e n r o l l e d  

i n  t h e  th ree -year  v e r s i o n  of the  experiment,  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  d a t a  

were c o l l e c t e d  f o r  f a m i l i e s  guaranteed f i v e  y e a r s  o f  s u p p o r t  and one 

s m a l l  group f o r  which payments were t o  endure  f o r  twenty y e a r s .  Cain 

a r g u e s  t h a t  d i s s o l u t i o n s  a r e  exaggerated i n  the th ree -year  d a t a ,  p o s s i b l y  

because  of a  tendency f o r  f a m i l i e s  i n  t h a t  t r ea tment  group t o  a c c e l e r a t e  

breakups  i n  o r d e r  t o  t ake  advantage of t h e  t r a n s i t i o n a l  s u p p o r t  the  

sys tem provided (Cain ,  1986, p. 8 9 ) .  

The o r i g i n a l  a n a l y s e s  of s e p a r a t i o n  e f f e c t s  of t h e  NIT t r e a t m e n t s  i n  

t h e  Sea t t l e -Denver  exper iment  inc lude  some couples  w i t h o u t  c h i l d r e n .  

Ca in  e l i m i n a t e d  c o u p l e s  w i  thou t c h i l d r e n  from t h e  a n a l y s i s ,  merged d a t a  

from e a c h  d u r a t i o n  group, s e p a r a t e l y  i d e n t i f i e d  f a m i l i e s  a s s i g n e d  com- 

b i n a t i o n  t ra ining-NIT p l a n s  from those  g e t t i n g  NIT only ,  and i n c o r p o r a t e d  

d a t a  on s e p a r a t i o n s  among c o n t r o l  f a m i l i e s  who a t t r i t e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  

r e e s  tima t e  t h e  exper iment ' s  e f f e c t s  on d i s s o l u t i o n s .  Space and defe rence  

t o  t h e  a u t h o r  do n o t  pe rmi t  review of a l l  the  r e s u l t s  h e r e ,  b u t  t h e  

a u t h o r ' s  c o n c l u s i o n  seems amply j u s t i f i e d :  "The pure  NIT p l a n  had 

n e i t h e r  a  p r a c t i c a l  nor  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d e s t a b i l i z i n g  e f f e c t  on 

t h e  mar r iages  of a l ready-mar r ied  couples  w i t h  c h i l d r e n "  (Cain ,  1986, p. 

9 0 ) .  

C a i n ' s  work p rov ides  a n  impor tan t  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of what occur red  i n  

t h e  SIME-DIME n e g a t i v e  t a x  experiment.  However, we t h i n k  Cain' s 



reemphasis  of i n t e r p r e  t a  t i o n  of SIME-DIME a s  a n  income maintenance 

exper iment  shou ld  n o t  be  a l lowed t o  d i s t r a c t  a t t e n t i o n  from t h e  impor tan t  

f i n d i n g s  of SIME-DIME a s  a t r a i n i n g  exper iment .  SIME-DIME o f f e r e d  

subgroups  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  v a r i o u s  combinat ions  of employment c o u n s e l i n g  

and vouchers  f o r  t r a i n i n g  programs s e l e c t e d ,  a f t e r  c o u n s e l i n g ,  by par-  

t i c i p a n t s .  C o n t r a r y  t o  e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  the  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  be counse led  and 

t o  buy t r a i n i n g  a p p e a r s  t o  have reduced t h e  e a r n i n g s  of husbands and 

wives  i n  two-parent  f a m i l i e s ,  bo th  whi le  c o u n s e l i n g  and t r a i n i n g  were 

under  way and a f  terwards .6  

While t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  the  SIME-DIME t r a i n i n g  e f f e c t s  a r e  u n c e r t a i n ,  

Dick inson  and Wes t s u g g e s t  tha t the  exper iment '  s nondi rec  t i v e  c o u n s e l i n g  

program may have l e d  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  seek  o v e r l y  a m b i t i o u s  g o a l s  and t o  

f o r g o  accumula t ing  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  jobs a l r e a d y  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a d v i c e  and 

f o r m a l  t r a i n i n g  t h a t  proved,  i n  t h e  l o n g e r  run,  t o  produce l e s s  

employment and l e s s  income. I r o n i c a l l y ,  i t  i s  t h e s e  f a c t o r s - -  low income 

and reduced employment-- t h a  t a s u b s t a n t i a l  body of li t e r a t u r e  a s s o c i a t e s  

w i t h  f ami ly  breakup (Bishop,  1980, pp. 302-8).  Pe rhaps  f o r  t h i s  reason,  

when s i t e  groups  and d u r a t i o n  exper imenta l  groups  a r e  merged and d i s s o l u -  

t i o n  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  a r e  computed, t h e  r e s u l t s  imply t h a t  be ing  i n  a com- 

b i n e d  t r a i n i n g  and NIT t r e a t m e n t  group r a i s e d  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  of 

d i s s o l u t i o n  o v e r  any time pe r iod  by 3 1  p e r c e n t  f o r  w h i t e  c o u p l e s  and 88 

p e r c e n t  f o r  b l a c k  ones  r e l a t i v e  t o  d i s s o l u t i o n  r a t e s  observed w i t h i n  t h e  

c o n t r o l  group.7 

While the  ev idence  Cain  marshals  seems overwhelming, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

SIME-DIME f a i l e d  t o  i d e n t i f y  a n  NIT e f f e c t  on f a m i l y  s t a b i l i t y  may be 

p o l i t i c a l l y  unimportant .  No one i n  Washington i s  c u r r e n t l y  p ropos ing  a 



nega t ive  income t a x  a s  a  poverty so lu t ion .  However, a s  we d iscuss  l a t e r ,  

cons iderable  a t t e n t i o n  i s  being paid welfare  enhancements t h a t  move 

AFDC-UP i n  the d i r e c t i o n  of a  negat ive income tax and combine the 

t r a n s f e r  sys  tem wi th  counseling and employment programs. Nonpartisan 

observers  of the  debate between Cain and SIME-DIME a n a l y s t s  may reason- 

ab ly  be disconcerted by the s i m i l a r i t y  between various f e a t u r e s  of the 

SIME-DIME counsel ing and t r a in ing  component and what i s  done f o r  wel fare  

r e c i p i e n t s  i n  the  new nonobligatory work-welfare programs such a s  

ET-Choices i n  Massachusetts (Massachusetts Department of Publ ic  Welfare, 

1986; Behn, 1987). For b e t t e r  o r  worse, i t  is  these programs t h a t  a r e  

the  models f o r  r ecen t  n a t i o n a l  e f f o r t s  a t  reform. 

Senator  Long convenient ly followed the o r i g i n a l  SIME-DIME research 

team i n  r e f e r r i n g  to  the d i s so lu t ion  r e s u l t s  a s  the product of the income 

suppor t  component of the experiment. This is the claim Cain has c a s t  

doubt upon. We conclude t h a t  while what the Senator  a c t u a l l y  s a id  was 

wrong, he could wi th  some j u s t i f i c a t i o n  have made an equal ly  provocative 

and more accu ra t e  s ta tement:  "Current proposals f o r  AFDC-UP extens ion  

c a l l  f o r  providing income support  and t r a in ing  programs f o r  these fami- 

l i e s .  A con t ro l l ed  experiment i n  S e a t t l e  and Denver showed a  s i g n i f i -  

can t ly  higher  r a t e  of family breakup f o r  black two-parent f ami l i e s  

r ece iv ing  a  combination of income support ,  counseling, and t r a i n i n g  than 

occurred f o r  s i m i l a r  f ami l i e s  without such support." 

The "California S tudy" 

Senator  Long seems t o  have a l s o  mis in te rpre ted  the  r e s u l t s  of the 

" the  Ca l i fo rn i a  s tudy,"  which was conducted by one of the au thors  



(Wiseman, 1984a) .  S i n c e  the  r e s u l t s  have n o t  been pub l i shed  and r e v e a l  

something a b o u t  the  n a t u r e  of AFDC-UP i n  a l a r g e  urban a r e a ,  they a r e  

u s e f u l l y  summarized here.  

The o b j e c t  of t h i s  work was t o  l e a r n  more abou t  w e l f a r e  turnover :  

t h e  f requency w i t h  which f a m i l i e s  take  up w e l f a r e  dependence and l e a v e  

i t .  A t  t h e  t ime t h e  s t u d y  was i n i t i a t e d  ( i n  t h e  e a r l y  1970s)  the  e x t e n t  

o f  tu rnover  on welfare--and t h e  l a r g e r  i s s u e  of the  amount of movement of 

f a m i l i e s  i n t o  and o u t  of poverty--was n o t  widely a p p r e c i a t e d .  To f i n d  

o u t  more a b o u t  t h e  dynamics of dependency, a survey of w e l f a r e  c a s e  

r e c o r d s  was under taken i n  Alameda County, C a l i f o r n i a .  Cases t o  be 

s t u d i e d  were s e l e c t e d  a t  random from t h e  monthly AFDC payment r e c o r d s  f o r  

t h e  y e a r s  1967, 1968, 1970, 1972, 1975, and 1978. Records f o r  each c a s e  

were  r e a d  and d a t a  assembled on c a s e  s t a t u s  f o r  the  month s e l e c t e d ,  f o r  

t h e  e n t i r e  c a l e n d a r  y e a r ,  and f o r  t h e  twelve months f o l l o w i n g  t h e  month 

o f  sample. 

While t h e  f o c u s  of t h e  Alameda s tudy  was on movement t o  and from 

w e l f a r e ,  i t  q u i c k l y  became a p p a r e n t  t h a t  s u b s t a n t i a l  movement occurred 

between t h e  AFDC-Basic ( t h e  term we s h a l l  use  f o r  c a s e s  q u a l i f y i n g  f o r  

a ssis tance  on grounds o t h e r  than t h e  unemployment of t h e  p r i n c i p a l  earn-  

e r )  and AFDC-UP groups.  Tab le  1 shows f o r  each of s i x  y e a r s  t h e  t o t a l  

number of f a m i l i e s  e v e r  r e c e i v i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  AFDC-Basic, AFDC-UP, and 

AFDC of both  types.  The d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  sum of f a m i l i e s  i n  each 

o f  t h e  programs taken s e p a r a t e l y  and t o t a l  f a m i l i e s  s e r v e d  w i t h o u t  d i s -  

t inc t ion- -512  f a m i l i e s  i n  1978--is  accounted f o r  by c a s e s  t h a t  appear  i n  

b o t h  programs d u r i n g  t h e  year .  A s  t h e  l a s t  column i n d i c a t e s ,  such  a 

t r a n s i t i o n  was e v i d e n t ,  i n  one d i r e c t i o n  o r  the  o t h e r ,  f o r  a n  average  of 

a l m o s t  one q u a r t e r  o f  t h e  UP cases .  



Table 1 

Estimated Proport ion of AFDC-UP Cases 
w i t h  S p e l l  on AFDC-Basic during Calendar Year 

Alameda County Welfare Sys tern 
(Numbers i n  Parentheses  a r e  Estimated S tandard Er ro r s )  

Estimated To ta l  Cases Estimated Propor t i o n  
Receiving Assis tance of UP Cases Which 

i n  i n  i n  Appear i n  AFDC-Basic 
Year AFDC-BASIC AFDC-UP AFDC L i s t s  i n  Same Year 

Source: Wiseman (1984b). 



I t  i s  common t o  th ink  of the  AFDC-Basic and AFDC-UP segments a s  

s e r v i n g  b a s i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  populations.  The r a t e  of commingling ev ident  

i n  Table  1 sugges t s  t h a t  such a  view i s  misleading. Th i s  i n t e r a c t i o n  has 

po l i cy  imp l i ca t i ons  t o  which we r e t u r n  l a t e r .  

The da t a  permit  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of interprogram movement i n  more 

d e t a i l .  Table  2 looks a t  t r a n s i t i o n s  no t  f o r  a  ca lendar  year  bu t  f o r  the 

f i r s t  t h r e e  months a f  t e r  a  sample case  i s  s e l e c t e d  a t  random from the 

AFDC-UP r o l l s .  For t he  years  covered by t h i s  sample about  one i n  fou r  

AFDC-UP cases  observed on the  caseload a t  any given month would be closed 

--from AFDC-UP--wi t h i n  a  qua r t e r .  But of these  c lo su re s  approximately 

one i n  f i v e  was the  r e s u l t  of a  deser t ion.8 

One l a s t  s t e p  i s  usefu l .  Table 3  shows the r e s u l t s  of a  d e t a i l e d  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of each case  i n  the  sample f o r  1975. Seve ra l  th ings  were 

r evea l ed  by t h i s  examination. One is  t h a t  a t  any da t e  some AFDC-UP cases  

do n o t  inc lude  fathers--10 of the  387 i n  t h i s  sample. The reason is  

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e ;  t h e  county f i n d s  t h a t  f a t h e r s  who leave  of t en  r e  tu rn ,  and 

paperwork i s  saved i f  the  admin i s t r a t i ve  redes igna t ion  of the case  i s  

delayed f o r  approximately two months. Another i n s i g h t  is  t h a t  a  s i g n i f  i- 

c a n t  number of those f a t h e r s  who leave come back. Within the  case  

records  t h e r e  was evidence t h a t  15 of the 50 f a t h e r s  who were gone a t  the 

end of the  yea r  even tua l ly  re turned.  This  is c e r t a i n l y  an understatement 

o f  the  a c t u a l  r e t u r n  r a t e s ,  s i n c e  i n  cases i n  which the f a t h e r  leaves  and 

the  mother c l o s e s  the case  he r se l f  and, say,  r e j o i n s  him i n  another  

county,  in format ion  on the  reunion r a r e l y  reaches Alameda County. 

Table  3  i s  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  Senator  Long's claim. Cain 

r e p o r t s  an annual  d i s s o l u t i o n  r a t e  of about  6 pe rcen t  f o r  whi te  con t ro l  



Table 2 

AFDC-UP C l o s u r e s  and  T r a n s i  t i o n s  t o  AFDC-Basic 
Alameda County W e l f a r e  System 

(numbers  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s  e x p r e s s  column e n t r y  
as p r o p o r t i o n  o f  o v e r a l l  sample)  

AFDC-UP Case T e r m i n a t e d  3 Months P a s t  
Sample D a t e  

T r a n s f e r  t o  AFDC-Basic 
Sample  Male Male Off  

Y e a r  S i z e  T o t a l  T o t a l  P r e s e n t  A b s e n t  Aid* 

T o t a l s  1 , 9 3 8  476 1 5  1 5 1 
( .25)  

* I n  Alameda County a n d  no  r e p o r t  o f  r e o p e n i n g  e l s e w h e r e .  

S o u r c e :  Unpub l i shed  t a b u l a t i o n s  f rom t h e  Alameda County 
W e l f a r e  Sample. 



Table 3 

De t a i l  on Separa t ions ,  1975 AFDC-UP Sample 

Propor t ion  
Number of of I n i t i a l l y  

Observations I n t a c t  Famil ies  

1. T o t a l  observa t ions  387 

2 .  T o t a l  observat ions 
wi th  f a t h e r  p re sen t  
a t  sample month 377 

3. Fa ther  absent  a t  end 
of  q u a r t e r  2 1 

4. Fa ther  absent  a t  end 
of  qua r t e r ,  no evi- 
dence of successfu l  
r e c o n c i l i a  t i o n  o r  
continued i n t e r a c t i o n  
w i t h  family i n  f u t u r e  

5.  Fa ther  absent  a t  end 
of  year  

6 .  Father  absent  a t  end 
of year ,  no evidence 
of  succes s fu l  recon- 
c i l i a t i o n  o r  con- 
t inued i n t e r a c t i o n  
i n  f u t u r e  35 

Source: Evaluat ion by au thor  of case da ta  from Alameda 
County Welfare Sample. 



group couples and 8 percent  f o r  blacks i n  the Seattle-Denver e ~ ~ e r i m e n t . 9  

The race composition of the 1975 Alameda County sample was 43.1 percent  

white ,  32.7 percent  black, and 24.2 percent  other .  D i s t r i b u t i n g  the 

o t h e r  group propor t iona te ly  between white  and black, t h i s  implies  t h a t  i f  

t he  SIME-DIME c o n t r o l  group had had the same race propor t ions  a s  did the 

Alameda County AFDC-UP caseload i n  1975, the aggregate  d i s s o l u t i o n  r a t e  

would have been about  - 7 percent.  Cain counts a  d i s s o l u t i o n  whether o r  

n o t  a  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  occurs ,  so  t h i s  number is  appropr i a t e ly  compared t o  

t he  - 13 pe rcen t  pa ren t  absent  r a t e  reported f o r  Alameda County i n  l i n e  5 

of Table 3.10 

Thus, compared t o  the con t ro l  group i n  the Seattle-Denver Income 

Maintenance Experiment, c e r t a i n l y  a  group of "low-income f a m i l i e s  no t  

g e t t i n g  ass i s tance , ' '  the d i s so lu t ion  r a t e  of the Alameda County AFDC-UP 

group is worse. But the d i f fe rence  need not  be a  consequence of income 

support .  Unemployment des t a b i l i z e s  marriages. A s  a  consequence, AFDC-UP 

f a m i l i e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be a t  g r e a t e r  r i s k  of s epa ra t ion  than a r e  poor 

two-parent f a m i l i e s  i n  general  because a l l  p r i n c i p a l  ea rne r s  i n  AFDC-UP 

a r e  unemployed, bu t  t h i s  was no t  t rue  f o r  f a t h e r s  o r  mothers i n  SIME-DIME 

c o n t r o l  fami l ies .  Senator  ~ o n g ' s  use of these data  t o  claim t h a t  AFDC-UP 

r a i s e s  s epa ra t ion  r a t e s  is therefore  u n j u s t i f i e d .  

There a r e  poss ib l e  e f f e c t s  of AFDC-UP provis ion  t h a t  might lead t o  an 

inc rease  i n  r a t e s  of mar i t a l  d i sso lu t ion .  One involves s e l e c t i o n :  the  

l i ke l ihood  t h a t  women w i l l  form unions with men who have uns tab le  work 

h i s t o r i e s  may go up i f  AFDC-UP i s  ava i l ab l e .  This  is  n o t  a s  u n r e a l i s t i c  

a s  i t  might seem. A l l  of the t r a n s i t i o n s  recorded i n  Table 1 a r e  n o t  the 

product  of movements from AFDC-UP t o  AFDC-Basic. Some reverse  changes 



o c c u r  when mothers i n  AFDC-Basic marry, o r  begin  t o  c o h a b i t  wi th ,  the  

unemployed f a t h e r s  of t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .  The out look f o r  unions t h a t  begin  

w i t h  unemployment and w e l f a r e  dependence would seem l e s s  than a u s p i c i o u s ;  

i t  i s  d o u b t f u l  t h a t  they would occur  a t  a l l  i n  s t a t e s  i n  which the  p r i c e  

o f  c o h a b i t a t i o n  would be l o s s  of AFDC a l t o g e t h e r .  Even i f  t h e  p resence  

o f  AFDC-UP enhances  t h e  s t a b i l i t y  of such f a m i l i e s  once e s t a b l i s h e d ,  t h e  

f requency  of breakups among a l l  couples  may go up because unions 

e s t a b l i s h e d  under such c i rcumstances  may be i n h e r e n t l y  l e s s  s t a b l e .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  e f f e c t ,  f ami ly  s t a b i l i t y  may be a f f e c t e d  

by t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  AFDC-UP provides .  Two k inds  of in fo rmat ion  a r e  

invo lved ,  one i n v o l v i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  employment and t h e  

o t h e r  concerning t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  w e l f a r e  sys  tem. 

To unders tand t h e  employment e f f e c t ,  i t  i s  necessa ry  t o  c o n s i d e r  what 

happens i f  the  AFDC-UP p r i n c i p a l  e a r n e r  t akes  a  job. I f  t h e  fami ly  i s  

l a r g e  and p o t e n t i a l  wages a r e  low, jobs  occupying 100 hours o r  more pe r  

month ( t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  of f u l l - t i m e )  w i l l  reduce income f o r  

a n  AFDC-UP household because f u l l - t i m e  employment e l i m i n a t e s  c a t e g o r i -  

c a l  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  AFDC-UP and, i n  g e n e r a l ,  f o r  Medicaid. The law s a y s  

t h a t  unemployed p r i n c i p a l  e a r n e r s  must t ake  s u i t a b l e  employment i f  i t  

c a n  be found. But the  d e f i n i t i o n  of " s u i t a b l e  employment" i n c l u d e s  a  

wage r a t e  t h a t  l e a d s  t o  no l o s s  of income. For  l a r g e  f a m i l i e s ,  t h i s  pro- 

v i s i o n  can c r e a t e  a n  e x c e p t i o n a l l y  high p r i n c i p a l  e a r n e r  r e s e r v a t i o n  

wage t h a t  may exceed what was earned b e f o r e  unemployment (and,  i n  con- 

sequence,  AFDC-UP e l i g i b i l i t y )  occurred.  I f  t h e  p r i n c i p a  1 e a r n e r  t a k e s  

t h e  new s t a n d a r d  t o  h e a r t ,  t h e  r e s u l t  i s  a  long per iod  of j o b l e s s n e s s  a s  



he o r  she  s e a r c h e s  f o r  a  job t h a t  s a t i s f i e s  it. Again, j o b l e s s n e s s  is 

l i k e l y  t o  have p e r v e r s e  consequences f o r  fami ly  s t a b i l i t y .  I f ,  a s  i n  

most c a s e s ,  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  e a r n e r  is  the  f a t h e r ,  t h e  f a t h e r ' s  s t a t u s  a s  

breadwinner  i s  f u r t h e r  d iminished by the  f a c t  t h a t  i n  some s t a t e s  

(Wisconsin,  f o r  example),  w e l f a r e  checks come only  i n  the  name of the  

mother. 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  t h e  f a t h e r  l eaves  a  fami ly  a l r e a d y  r e c e i v i n g  

AFDC-UP, t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  AFDC-Basic i s  seamless.  There  is no new 

a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  w e l f a r e  and no i n t e r r u p t i o n  of t h e  flow of checks. I t  

seems p o s s i b l e  t h a t  the  knowledge of t h e  e a s e  of t r a n s i t i o n  r a i s e s  t h e  

l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  s e p a r a t i o n s  w i l l  occur.  Our e a r l i e r  i n s p e c t i o n  of one 

y e a r ' s  case  records  i n  Alameda County i n d i c a t e s  ( s e e  Tab le  3) t h a t  move- 

ment of f a t h e r s  back and f o r t h  under t h i s  c i rcumstance is n o t  uncommon; 

t h i s  e x p e r i e n c e  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the  ev idence  from Seat t le-Denver .  I f  

AFDC-UP f a c i l i t a t e s  i n t e r m i  t t e n  t c o h a b i t a t i o n  o r  reduces  t h e  pe rce ived  

c o s t  of s e p a r a t i o n  t o  mother and c h i l d r e n ,  t h e  p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t s  of income 

a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  fami ly  s t a b i l i t y  may be o f f s e t .  Whether o r  n o t  they a r e  

enhanced by w e l f a r e  o r  a r e  j u s t  a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of some low-income 

fami l i e s ,  such  changes p r e s e n t  s i g n i f i c a n t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  problems. 

I n c e n t i v e s  f o r  i n t e r m i t t e n t  r e s i d e n c e  a r i s e  under any system i n  which a 

s e p a r a t i o n  l e a d s  t o  e l i m i n a t i o n  of t h e  a b s e n t  p a r e n t '  s f i n a n c i a l  respon- 

s i b i l i t y  f o r  c h i l d r e n  and does n o t  m a t e r i a l l y  a l t e r  the  c i rcumstances  of 

t h e  p a r e n t  who remains.  

The high i n c i d e n c e  of s e p a r a t i o n s  i n  t h e  Alameda County d a t a  p r o v i d e s  

some p e r s p e c t i v e  on t h e  consequences of AFDC-UP e l i m i n a t i o n .  During t h e  

1981-82 r e c e s s i o n  f o u r  s t a tes - - Iowa ,  Missour i ,  Utah, and Washington-- 



e l imina  ted  the  unemployed p a r e n t  component of the  AFDC program.l l  The 

Washington d e c i s i o n  was p a r t i c u l a r l y  draconian: program dependents were 

p rov ided  on ly  two weeks' n o t i c e  be fore  b e n e f i t s  were t e rmina ted   elso son 

and F i e d l e r ,  1984, p. 173).  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  condemning the  c r u e l t y  

invo lved ,  opponents of c e s s a t i o n  of AFDC-UP i n  a l l  f o u r  s t a t e s  argued 

t h a t  the  budgetary s a v i n g  expected from the  change was i l l u s o r y  because 

l o s s  of income would cause  many of the  f a m i l i e s  t o  break up s o  t h a t  

mothers  and c h i l d r e n  would r e t u r n  t o  AFDC-Basic. Some evidence has been 

produced t o  conf i rm t h i s  f o r e c a s t .  I n  Washington 15.4 p e r c e n t  of t h e  

f a m i l i e s  r e c e i v i n g  a i d  i n  AFDC-UP a t  the  time the  program c l o s e d  were 

r e c e i v i n g  a s s i s  tance i n  AFDC-Bas i c  7  months l a t e r  because the  p a r e n t s  had 

s e p a r a t e d  ( F i e d l e r ,  Nelson, and Thompson, 1982, p. 3 ) .  Iowa a u t h o r i t i e s  

r e p o r t  t h a t  21.6 p e r c e n t  of t h e  f a m i l i e s  denied a s s i s t a n c e  by e l i m i n a t i o n  

o f  AFDC-UP i n  t h a t  s t a t e  were r e c e i v i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  AFDC-Basic 7  months 

l a t e r  a s  a  r e s u l t  of s e p a r a t i o n  (Iowa Department of S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s ,  

1982).  S i x  months a f t e r  e l i m i n a t i o n  of Utah 's  AFDC-UP program, 12.8 pe r -  

c e n t  of the  c a s e s  t e rmina ted  due t o  the program change were i n  t h e  

AFDC-Basic r o l l s  because a  p a r e n t  had l e f t .  12 

I t  is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  t o  determine how many of these  t r a n s f e r s  and 

s e p a r a t i o n s  would have occurred i n  the  absence of e l i m i n a t i o n  of AFDC-UP. 

The Alameda County d a t a  i n  Tab le  3  would l e a d  us t o  expec t  no f a t h e r  t o  

be  p r e s e n t  i n  10-15 p e r c e n t  of c a s e s  by the  end of a  y e a r ;  washington 's  

s e p a r a t i o n  r a t e  a t  t h e  end of seven months (15.4 p e r c e n t )  i s  a l r e a d y  

above t h i s ;  Iowa's (21.6 p e r c e n t )  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  so.  The t r a u m a t i c  

n a t u r e  of the  p o l i c y  change p o s s i b l y  a c c e l e r a t e d  s e p a r a t i o n s  t h a t  would 

have occurred anyway; i n  both  the  Iowa and Washington c a s e s  i t  appears  



t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  of t h e s e  s e p a r a t i o n s  occur red  i n  t h e  f i r s t  two months 

f o l l o w i n g  a b o l i t i o n  of AFDC-UP. I f  t h i s  i s  the  c a s e ,  then i t  seems t o  us 

t h a t  t h e  s u r p r i s i n g  th ing  abou t  these  s e p a r a t i o n  r a t e s  is  n o t  t h a t  they 

a r e  s o  h igh  b u t  t h a t  they a r e  r e a l l y  n o t  t h a t  much g r e a t e r  than t h e  r a t e  

obse rved  i n  Alameda County. Our i n t e n t i o n  i s  n o t  t o  imply t h a t  such 

changes  do n o t  g e n e r a t e  g r e a t  ha rdsh ip  f o r  t h e  f a m i l i e s  involved.  They 

s u r e l y  do. The p o i n t  i s  t h a t  more i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  needed on t h e  s t a b i l i t y  

o f  AFDC-UP under normal c i rcumstances  b e f o r e  we can a s s e s s  the  consequen- 

c e s  of changes such a s  these  f o r  s e p a r a t i o n  r a t e s .  

AFDC-UP and Desertion 

~ o n ~ ' s  t h i r d  c o n t e n t i o n  i s  t h a t  p r o v i s i o n  of AFDC-UP h a s  l e d  t o  

i n c r e a s e s  i n  t h e  i n c i d e n c e  of c h i l d  d e s e r t i o n .  Th is  p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  par-  

t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  because i t  appears  t o  break new ground. The 

problem w i t h  t h e  c la im i s  t h a t  the  c a l c u l a t i o n  used f o r  t e s t i n g  i t  

(comparing the  r a t e  of i n c r e a s e  i n  c h i l d r e n  rendered dependent on AFDC 

because  of absence of f a t h e r  from t h e  home i n  s t a t e s  w i t h  and w i t h o u t  

AFDC-UP) i g n o r e s  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  of s t a t e  p r o v i s i o n  of AFDC-UP w i t h  o t h e r  

g e n e r a l  AFDC program f e a t u r e s .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  on average,  s t a t e s  w i t h  

AFDC-UP have h i g h e r  b e n e f i t s  than do s t a t e s  wi thou t ,  and over  t h e  1970s 

t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  b e n e f i t s  between s t a t e s  w i t h  and wi thou t  UP i n c r e a s e d .  

I f ,  a s  Cain a r g u e s ,  t h e  more generous t h e  AFDC-Basic program the  g r e a t e r  

t h e  l i k e l y  impact  on s e p a r a t i o n s ,  r e s u l t  t h r e e  could be a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  

t h e  g e n e r a l  l e v e l  of b e n e f i t s ,  and n o t  t o  t h e  presence of AFDC-UP a lone .  

And of course ,  h i g h e r  b e n e f i t s  g e n e r a l l y  mean a  h i g h e r  income s t a n d a r d  

f o r  fami ly  e l i g i b i l i t y ;  t h i s  too w i l l  i n c r e a s e  t h e  inc idence  of w e l f a r e  

r e c e i p t .  



I t  is  p o s s i b l e  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h i s  i s s u e  more d i r e c t l y .  I f  AFDC-UP 

does  somehow have an independent  e f f e c t  on fami ly  breakup,  then,  o t h e r  

t h i n g s  e q u a l ,  s t a t e s  wi th  AFDC-UP should have a  h i g h e r  p r o p o r t i o n  of 

c h i l d r e n  under  age 1 8  r e s i d i n g  i n  f a m i l i e s  r e c e i v i n g  AFDC-Basic. T h i s  

may be t e s t e d  by r e g r e s s i n g  the  p r o p o r t i o n  of c h i l d r e n  under 1 8  i n  

AFDC-Basic f a m i l i e s  i n  a  s t a t e  on a  s e r i e s  of exogenous v a r i a b l e s  

b e l i e v e d  t o  be de te rminan ts  of r a t e s  of s t a t e  w e l f a r e  dependency p l u s  a  

dummy v a r i a b l e  i d e n t i f y i n g  s t a t e s  w i t h  an  AFDC-UP program. Note t h a t  t h e  

dependent  v a r i a b l e  does n o t  i n c l u d e  c h i l d r e n  a c t u a l l y  on w e l f a r e  i n  - 
AFDC-UP fami l i e s .  Obviously ,  i f  c h i l d r e n  i n  such f a m i l i e s  a r e  inc luded  

i n  t h e  outcome, t h e  p resence  of AFDC-UP is l i k e l y  t o  r a i s e  t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  

w e l f a r e  dependency r a t e .   hat's the  o b j e c t  of the  program. But ~ o n g ' s  

t h i r d  p o i n t  i s  something d i f f e r e n t  and myster ious:  He c l a i m s  t h a t  the  

p r e s e n c e  of AFDC-UP r a i s e s  the  number of c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  i n  dependent 

f a m i l i e s  t h a t  a r e  miss ing a n  a d u l t  and t h e r e f o r e  a r e  n o t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  - 
AFDC-UP. 

To perform t h i s  t e s t  we use  d a t a  f o r  1980, s i n c e  t h i s  y e a r  i s  c l o s e  

t o  the  l a s t  y e a r  of the  i n t e r v a l  s t u d i e d  by Long and the  b e s t  p o p u l a t i o n  

d a t a  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  census  years .  For  c o n t r o l  v a r i a b l e s  i t  seems 

a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  s t a t e ' s  monthly payment s t a n d a r d  f o r  a  fami ly  

of four.13 We a l s o  c o n t r o l  f o r  whether t h e  s t a t e  e x t e n d s  a i d  t o  

c h i l d l e s s  women who a r e  i n  t h e  f i r s t  o r  second t r i m e s t e r  of pregnancy on 

t h e  grounds t h a t  t h i s  i s  a  good i n d i c a t i o n  of how generous  a  s t a t e  i s  i n  

t r y i n g  t o  a i d  needy f a m i l i e s .  We i n c l u d e  t h e  pe rcen tage  of t h e  s t a t e ' s  

p o p u l a t i o n  t h a t  i s  black because of the  h i g h e r  s e p a r a t i o n  and pover ty  

r a t e s  exper ienced  by b lack  households. An unemployment r a t e  ( f o r  1979) 



i s  added t o  the  model t o  account  f o r  long-term economic c o n d i t i o n s  which 

c a n  a f f e c t  f ami ly  s t a b i l i t y  and the  need f o r  a s s i s t a n c e .  

The r e g r e s s i o n  r e s u l t s  a r e  repor ted  i n  Tab le  4.14 C o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  

t h e  v a r i a b l e s  r e p r e s e n t i n g  f a c t o r s  o t h e r  than the  p resence  o r  absence of 

AFDC-UP a r e  g e n e r a l l y  c o n s i s  t e n t  w i t h  e x p e c t a t i o n s .  And S e n a t o r  ~ o n ~ ' s  

c o n t e n t i o n  ( a s  we have r e s t a t e d  i t )  i s  confirmed. The p o i n t  e s t i m a t e  of 

t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t  of the  AFDC-UP dummy, .02, i n d i c a t e s  t h a t ,  a l l  o t h e r  

t h i n g s  e q u a l ,  t h e  r a t e  of c h i l d r e n '  s w e l f a r e  dependency i n  s i n g l e - p a r e n t  

f a m i l i e s  goes  up by two percen tage  p o i n t s  i n  s t a t e s  w i t h  an  AFDC-UP pro- 

gram. The r e g r e s s i o n  i m p l i e s  t h a t  the  AFDC-UP o p t i o n  p u t  776,000 more 

c h i l d r e n  i n t o  s i n g l e - p a r e n t  AFDC-dependent f a m i l i e s  i n  1980 than would 

have been t h e  c a s e  had AFDC-UP been e l i m i n a t e d  from a l l  s t a t e s .  T h a t  i s  

a b o u t  16 p e r c e n t  of t h e  a l l  c h i l d r e n  i n  AFDC-Basic c a s e s  i n  s t a t e s  which 

have t h e  AFDC-UP program. Those same s t a t e s  had on ly  a b o u t  350,000 

c h i l d r e n  i n  AFDC-UP f a m i l i e s , l 5  s o  i f  t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  is  t o  be b e l i e v e d ,  

f o r  every one c h i l d  a i d e d  through AFDC-UP, more than two were added t o  

AFDC-Basic. S t r e t c h i n g  f u r t h e r ,  t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  i m p l i e s  t h a t  had AFDC-UP 

been a v a i l a b l e  i n  a l l  s t a t e s  i n  1980, t h e  number of c h i l d r e n  on 

AFDC-Basic na t ionwide  would have been a b o u t  500,000 g r e a t e r ,  a n  i n c r e a s e  

o f  7  pe rcen t .  

What e l s e  might account  f o r  t h e s e  r e s u l t s ?  The econometr ic  equiva- 

l e n t  of "rounding up t h e  u s u a l  suspec t s"  i s  t o  murmur something abou t  

I1 m i s s i n g  v a r i a b l e s "  o r  " s i m u l t a n e i t y  problems." C u l t u r a l  o r  o t h e r  

environmental  f a c t o r s  may be a t  work: A review of s t a t e s  w i t h o u t  UP 

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  most ( b u t  n o t  a l l )  a r e  i n  t h e  South and West, and few a r e  

h e a v i l y  urbanized.  One might t e l l  a  s t o r y  a b o u t  s t a t e s  responding t o  



Table  4 

Regress ion  R e s u l t s  
(Dependent v a r i a b l e  i s  r a t i o  of c h i l d r e n  

i n  AFDC i n  s t a t e  t o  a l l  c h i l d r e n  
r e s i d e n t  i n  1980; mean = .099) 

Es t imated  t- 
Mean C o e f f i c i e n t  S t a t i s t i c  

Cons t a n  t 1 .OO -0.0851 -4.17 

S t a t e  a i d s  c h i l d r e n  
age  18-20 0.80 0.0249 2.99 

S t a t e  a i d s  women i n  
e a r l y  pregnancy 0.65 -0.0087 -1.19 

P r o p o r t i o n  of s t a t e  
p o p u l a t i o n  which i s  
b  l a c k  0.10 0.3971 11.33 

S  t a  t e  unemployment 
r a t e ,  1979 5.56 0.0101 3.99 

Maximum b e n e f i t ,  
f ami ly  of 4  $330 0.0002 4.18 

S t a t e  has  AFDC-UP 
p rogram 0.51 0.0200 2.36 

Sample s i z e  5  1 

R~ (Adjusted f o r  Degrees of Freedom) = .827 
S tandard  E r r o r  = .023 

Source:  See Appendix. 



h i g h  AFDC-Basic dependency r a t e s  by adding the  AFDC-UP op t ion .  T h i s  

would r e v e r s e  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of c a u s a l i t y  assumed by the  r e g r e s s i o n .  

Also ,  t h i s  r e g r e s s i o n  t r e a t s  the  b e n e f i t  l e v e l  and o t h e r  program 

c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  a s  exogenous. A more s o p h i s t i c a t e d  model would t r e a t  

b e n e f i t  l eve  1s and program coverage a s  endogenous, p a r t l y  determined by 

expec ted  l e v e l s  of w e l f a r e  dependence and taxpayer  c o s t s  (Orr ,  1976).  

Whatever i s  going on, we th ink  t h i s  "Long's Paradoxt1--the a s s o c i a t i o n  

o f  AFDC-Basic dependency w i t h  p r o v i s i o n  of AFDC-UP--deserves more 

a t t e n t i o n .  A t  t h e  same time t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h e  s t a t e  unemployment 

r a t e  shou ld  n o t  be overlooked; a  two-percentage-point  r e d u c t i o n  i n  a  

s t a  t e '  s unemployment r a t e  i n  1979 would complete ly  o f f s e t  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  

impac t  on dependency of AFDC-UP. 

The N e w  Welfare  Reform P r o ~ o s a l s  

I n  a  famous passage i n  The General  Theory, John  Maynard Keynes 

r e f e r r e d  t o  p o l i t i c i a n s  whose f renzy  was d i s t i l l e d  from t h e  work of "some 

academic s c r i b b l e r s  of a few y e a r s  back." I n  t h e  halcyon days of pover ty  

e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n  those  s c r i b b l e r s  enjoyed t h e  comfor t  of well-funded 

r e s e a r c h  c e n t e r s ,  b u t  the  consequence seems t o  be t h e  same. I n  t h i s  

p a p e r  we have a t t empted  t o  c l a r i f y  and c o r r e c t  some of t h e  d i s t i l l a t i o n s  

o f  S e n a t o r  Long. On two o u t  of t h r e e  p o i n t s  we b e l i e v e  him wrong, b u t  we 

do n o t  wish t o  d i smiss  t h e  r e s u l t s  of the  SIME-DIME exper iment  a s  i r r e l e -  

v a n t ,  we th ink  i t  impor tan t  n o t  t o  i g n o r e  t h e  consequences of methods of 

w e l f a r e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  f o r  fami ly  s t a b i l i t y ,  and we confirm t h e  t r o u b l i n g  

a s s o c i a t i o n  of AFDC-UP w i t h  dependence c r e a t e d  by p a r e n t a l  d e s e r t i o n .  

A t  t h e  time we were complet ing t h i s  r e s e a r c h ,  a number of w e l f a r e  

reform b i l l s  were under c o n s i d e r a t i o n  by Congress. A House b i l l ,  t h e  



"Family Welfare Reform Act of 1987" au thored  by Congressman Harold Ford, 

and Sena to r  Moynihanl s "Family S e c u r i t y  Act of 1987" a r e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

o f  such proposals .16 Both b i l l s  mandated AFDC-UP f o r  a l l  s t a t e s ;  t h e  

House b i l l  l i s t e d  t he  ex t ens ion  a s  a  "Pro-Family Welfare po l i cy .  " Both 

b i l l s  r e t a i n e d  t h e  "100-hour" r u l e  f o r  d e f i n i n g  unemployment, b u t  the 

Sena t e  p roposa l  g r an t ed  s t a t e s  the  op t i on  of e l im ina t i ng  it. Both b i l l s  

i n c r e a s e d  r e sou rce s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  s t a t e s  f o r  p rov i s i on  of employment and 

t r a i n i n g  s e r v i c e s  t o  a d u l t  AFDC r e c i p i e n t s .  Of what re levance  a r e  

Sena to r  Long's observa t ions ,  even a s  we have amended them, t o  the  ongoing 

deba t e  over  p roposa l s  such a s  these? 

I f  no th ing  e l s e ,  t h e  ambigui ty  t h a t  surrounds i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

a lmos t  a l l  t h e  evidence on the  r e l a t i o n  between income maintenance and 

f ami ly  composi t ion should lead t o  c au t i on  i n  dec l a r i ng  any po l i cy  a s  

"pro-family" i n  t he  sense of having a  c e r t a i n  consequence f o r  t he  f r e -  

quency of family  d i s s o l u t i o n .  The ca se  f o r  reforming we l f a r e  i s  probably 

b e t t e r  made on grounds of need and equ i ty .  A t  the  same time i t  should be 

emphasized t h a t  the  new programs have t he  p o t e n t i a l  t o  be fundamentally 

d i f f e r e n t  from AFDC-UP a s  p r ev ious ly  opera ted ,  from a  pure  nega t i ve  

income tax ,  o r  from the  nega t i v e  income tax/  t r a i n i n g  po l icy  incorpora  ted 

i n  SIME-DIME. I n  our  op in ion  the  most impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between what 

i s  g e n e r a l l y  proposed i n  the  new l e g i s l a t i o n  and both SIME-DIME and 

AFDC-UP a s  c u r r e n t l y  opera ted  have t o  do w i th  c o l l e c t i o n  of c h i l d  sup- 

p o r t ,  t h e  op t i on  provided i n  t he  Moynihan b i l l  f o r  e l i m i n a t i o n  of the  

100-hour r u l e ,  and the  n a t u r e  of the  employment and t r a i n i n g  component. 

Unless  c h i l d  suppo r t  i s  enforced,  any income suppo r t  system c r e a t e s  

i n c e n t i v e s  f o r  t h e  household e a r n e r  t o  s e p a r a t e  from the r e s t  of the  



f a m i l y  d u r i n g  pe r iods  of e x c e p t i o n a l  e a r n i n g s .  While we do n o t  f u l l y  

u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  m o t i v a t i o n  f o r  the  f r e q u e n t  s e p a r a t i o n s  observed among 

low-income f a m i l i e s  i n  Alameda County, a n e c d o t a l  evidence s u g g e s t s  t h a t  

some of t h i s  f l u c t u a t i o n  i n  l i v i n g  c i rcumstances  is the  p roduc t  of 

a t t e m p t s  t o  c i rcumvent  w e l f a r e  r e g u l a t i o n s .  I n  a l l  the  c a s e s  covered i n  

T a b l e  4 t h e  p a r e n t s  who l e f t  managed t o  avo id  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  s u p p o r t  of 

t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  dur ing  t h e i r  absence.  T h i s  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g .  A t  l e a s t  

u n t i l  r e c e n t l y ,  t h e  AFDC system has  had l i t t l e  s u c c e s s  i n  c o l l e c t i n g  sup- 

p o r t  from a b s e n t  p a r e n t s .  A s  Bishop (1980) p o i n t s  o u t ,  SIME-DIME cou ld  

n o t  e n f o r c e  c h i l d  suppor t .  The new l e g i s l a t i v e  p roposa l s  expand e f f o r t s  

a  t c o l l e c t i o n  of c h i l d  s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n s  and t h e  Sena te  b i l l  p r o v i d e s  

f o r  employer w i t h h o l d i n g  of c h i l d  s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n s  from wages. To t h e  

e x t e n t  t h a t  t h e  new mechanisms a r e  e f f e c t i v e ,  t h e  payoff from s e p a r a t i o n  

a s  a n  income s h e l t e r  i s  reduced. 

I n  some i n s t a n c e s  such temporary s e p a r a t i o n s  may be a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  

t h e  r e s t r i c t i v e  requ i rements  of the  a r b i t r a r y  r u l e  used i n  d e f i n i n g  

unemployment f o r  purposes  of de te rmin ing  AFDC-UP e l i g i b i l i t y .  The S e n a t e  

b i l l  p r o v i d e s  s t a t e s  w i t h  the  o p t i o n  of e l i m i n a t i n g  t h e  100 h o u r s  r u l e  

and  p r o v i d i n g  AFDC s u p p o r t  f o r  a l l  f a m i l i e s  s o l e l y  on the  b a s i s  of need. 

Taken a l o n e  t h i s  change, i f  adopted,  would c o n v e r t  AFDC p l u s  food stamps 

f o r  two-parent  f a m i l i e s  t o  a  n e g a t i v e  income t a x  w i t h  a  h igh marg ina l  t a x  

r a t e - - c l o s e  t o  100 p e r c e n t  on income n e t  of expenses  and a  s m a l l  deduc- 

t i o n  a f t e r  t h e  f i r s t  f o u r  months of  job  holding.  With no o t h e r  p o l i c y ,  

t h i s  t r e a t m e n t  w i l l  of c o u r s e  reduce work e f f o r t .  A l l  of the  n e g a t i v e  

t a x  exper iments  t h a t  have inc luded  two-parent  f a m i l i e s  t e l l  us  t h i s  

( B u r t l e s s ,  1986).  But a t  l e a s t  the  new p o l i c y  would mean t h a t  no fami ly  



would n e c e s s a r i l y  l o s e  income when the p r i n c i p a l  e a r n e r  t a k e s  a  f u l l -  t ime 

job.  T h i s  change,  which would make t h e  program fundamental ly  d i f f e r e n t  

from AFDC-UP a s  c u r r e n t l y  opera ted ,  would seem t o  be a n  e s s e n t i a l  

r e q u i r e m e n t  of a  s u p p o r t  package f o r  g e t t i n g  people  back i n t o  t h e  l a b o r  

f o r c e  and back t o  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  t h e  s u p p o r t  of themselves and t h e i r  

f a m i l i e s .  

Po t e n t i a l l y ,  t h e  employment and t r a i n i n g  programs i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n  t h e  

Moynihan and Ford p r o p o s a l s  d i f f e r  from what was o f f e r e d  i n  SIME-DIME i n  

f o u r  ways. F i r s t ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  such programs is  o b l i g a t o r y  f o r  one 

o f  t h e  p a r e n t s  i n  two-parent  f a m i l i e s .  I n  some c a s e s  a c t u a l  p u b l i c  s e r -  

v i c e  employment i s  c a l l e d  f o r ,  b u t  more o f t e n  i t  i s  the  p r o c e s s  of pre-  

p a r i n g  f o r ,  and  s e a r c h i n g  o u t ,  employment t h a t  is  t r e a t e d  a s  t h e  

r e c i p r o c a l  o b l i g a t i o n  of t h e  w e l f a r e  r e c i p i e n t  (Wiseman, 1987) .  Second, 

t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h e  programs emphasize e a r l y  p lacement ,  l o s s  of on- the- j ob 

e x p e r i e n c e  i s  minimized. Presumably g o a l s  and s c h e d u l e s  s e l e c t e d  f o r  

t r a i n i n g  p l a n s  developed f o r  a d u l t s  i n  c u r r e n t  work/welfare  schemes a r e  

l i k e l y  t o  be  more r e a l i s  t i c  and more a u t h o r i t a t i v e  than  p r a c t i c e s  

f o l l o w e d  i n  Sea t t le-Denver .  T h i r d ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  programs is con- 

d i t i o n a l  on c o n t i n u i n g  i n  t h e  household.17 T h i s  was n o t  t r u e  i n  

SIME-DIME. F o u r t h ,  e x c e p t  f o r  f a m i l i e s  w i t h  ve ry  s m a l l  c h i l d r e n ,  under  

t h e  new p r o p o s a l s  abandonment of t h e  fami ly  by one p a r e n t  makes t h e  o t h e r  

a  mandatory work program p a r t i c i p a n t .  T h i s  would seem t o  change s i g n i f -  

i c a n t l y  t h e  environment su r round ing  d e c i s i o n s  of f a t h e r s  t o  s t a y  o r  go. 

While t h e  SIME-DIME t r a i n i n g  program inc luded  none of t h e s e  f e a t u r e s ,  a l l  

a r e  nominal ly  c h a r a c t e r  is  t i c  of W I N ,  t h e  Work I n c e n t i v e  Program o r i g i -  

n a l l y  c r e a t e d  by Congress twenty y e a r s  ago  f o r  a d u l t s  i n  AFDC cases .  



Much of the new welfare reform movement r e a l l y  involves the c r e a t i o n  of a  

new and more e f f e c t i v e  W I N  program t h a t  i s  genuinely a  p a r t  of the 

we l f a re  process  f o r  a l l  e l i g i b l e  r ec ip i en t s .  Whether t h i s  can be done-- 

both a t  the congressional  and loca l  welfare  o f f i c e  l eve l s - - i s  a  matter  of 

controversy.  I f  i t  can be accomplished the e f f e c t s  on family s t a b i l i t y  

of the var ious  incent ives  created by these changes a r e  hard t o  p red ic t .  

But we do know t h a t  employment helps.  

However, i t  would be easy to  transform Ford/Moynihan i n t o  SIME-DIME 

o r  old-s  t y l e  AFDC-UP. The necessary s t eps  f o r  r ec rea t ing  SIME-DIME would 

be ( a )  t o  encourage ambitious goal-se t t i ng  and long- dura t i on  t r a i n i n g  f o r  

p a r t i c i p a n t s ;  (b)  t o  provide i n s u f f i c i e n t  funding f o r  involvement of a l l  

e l i g i b l e  r e c i p i e n t s  i n  work-related programs so t h a t  i n  a c t u a l  opera t i o n  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  becomes voluntary;  and ( c )  t o  deemphasize c h i l d  support .  

Add the 100-hour r u l e  and the provis ion t h a t  no r e c i p i e n t  can be requi red  

t o  take a  job t h a t  reduces family income and you have AFDC-UP and, 

perhaps, i n  the  long run more ch i ld ren  without f a t h e r s  a t  home. But i f  

emphasis is  placed i n  such programs on c h i l d  support  and movement t o  

work, and AFDC, food stamps, and o the r  resources such a s  the  Earned 

Income Tax C r e d i t  a r e  used to  a s su re  t h a t  work produces adequate family 

income, i t  is doubtful t h a t  any of the evidence of the consequences of 

e a r l i e r  programs f o r  family s t a b i l i t y  i s  r e l evan t  t o  judging the e f f e c t s  

of  the new. 



Appendix: Data Sources  

Da ta  f o r  t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  Tab le  4  were ob ta ined  from the  

f o l l o w i n g  s o u r c e s :  

S t a t e  s u p p o r t  f o r  c h i l d r e n  age  18-20. S t a t e s  were coded "1" f o r  t h i s  
i t em i f  under any c i rcumstances  they provided AFDC payments f o r  
c h i l d r e n  i n  t h i s  age group. From U.S. Department of Hea l th  and Human 
S e r v i c e s ,  S o c i a l  S e c u r i t y  Admin is t ra t ion ,  O f f i c e  of Family 
A s s i s t a n c e ,  C h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  of S t a t e  P l a n s  f o r  Aid t o  Fami l i es  w i t h  
Dependent Chi ld ren :  Need, E l i g i b i l i t y ,  Admin is t ra t ion .  Research 
T a b l e s ,  1980 e d i t i o n ,  p. 17. 

S  t a  t e  s u p p o r t  f o r  AFDC payments on behalf  of unborn c h i l d r e n .  S t a t e s  
were coded "1" f o r  t h i s  i tem i f  the  AFDC p l a n  provided f o r  any sup- 
P o r t  f o r  a  mother w i t h  no o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  f i r s t  two t r i m e s t e r s  
b f  a  medica l ly  v e r i f i e d  pregnancy. From C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of S t a t e  
P l a n s .  D.  18. 

Race composi t ion of populat ion.  From 1980 Census of P o p u l a t i o n ,  Vol. 1, 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  Popula t ion ,  Chapter C: General  S o c i a l  and 
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  P a r t  1, Uni ted S t a t e s  Summary, PC80-1-C1, 
T a b l e s  230, 232. 

S t a t e  unemployment r a t e ,  1979. From U .S. Department of Labor,  Employment 
and  T r a i n i n g  Adminis t r a  t i o n ,  Employment and T r a i n i n g  Repor t  of t h e  
P r e s i d e n t ,  1982, Tab le  D-4. 

Maximum b e n e f i t ,  f ami ly  of 4. From C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of S t a t e  P l a n s ,  p. 
59. The family  is  assumed t o  i n c l u d e  one a d u l t  and t h r e e  c h i l d r e n .  

S t a t e  has  AFDC-UP program. From C h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  of S t a t e  P l a n s ,  p. 61. 

C h i l d  dependency r a t e .  The dependent v a r i a b l e  is  the  r a t i o  of c h i l d r e n  
i n  AFDC-Basic t o  a l l  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  s t a t e .  From U.S. Department of 
H e a l t h  and Human S e r v i c e s ,  S o c i a l  S e c u r i t y  Admin is t ra t ion ,  Off i c e  of 
P o l i c y ,  O f f i c e  of Research and S t a t i s  t i c s ,  P u b l i c  A s s i s t a n c e  
S t a t i s t i c s ,  March 1980, T a b l e s  6  and 7  (AFDC-~asic c h i l d r e n )  and 1980 
Census,  Tab le  237. 



Notes 

l ~ o t h  q u o t e s  a r e  from S t e i n e r  (1981) ,  p. 101. 

2 ~ h e  f a m i l y ' s  p r i n c i p a l  e a r n e r  was d e f i n e d  by Congress i n  1981 a s  t h e  

p a r e n t  who ea rned  t h e  g r e a t e r  amount of income d u r i n g  t h e  24 months pre-  

c e d i n g  w e l f a r e  a p p l i c a t i o n .  

3 ~ h i s  pa ragraph  and t h e  quoted m a t e r i a l s  t h a t  fo l low a r e  taken from a  

b r o a d s i d e  e n t i t l e d  " ~ r g u m e n t s  Aga ins t  Unemployed P a r e n t  P r o v i s i o n  i n  

House B i l l , "  d i s t r i b u t e d  by S e n a t o r  Long's o f f i c e .  

4 ~ e e  Cain (1986) and Cain and Wissoker (1988).  

5 ~ e e  Bishop (1980) ,  pp. 312-14 f o r  a n  e a r l y  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  con- 

sequences  of d i f f e r e n t i a l  a t t r i t i o n .  The SIME-DIME f i n a l  r e p o r t  i n c l u d e s  

a  d e t a i l e d  d i s c u s s i o n  of the  problem (Groeneveld,  e t  a l . ,  1983, pp. 

305-13). The approach taken i n  the  r e p o r t  i s ,  however, t o  examine t h e  

s e n s i t i v i t y  of t h e  g e n e r a l  f i n d i n g s  t o  a 1  t e r n a t i v e  assumpt ions  regard ing  

t h e  r e l a  t i o n  between a t t r i t i o n  and d i s s o l u t i o n .  Cain  f o c u s e s  on incor -  

p o r a t i o n  of a d j u s t m e n t s  f o r  a t t r i t i o n  i n  t h e  econometr ic  e v a l u a t i o n  of 

t h e  exper imenta l  outcomes. 

6 ~ h e  c o u n s e l i n g  and t r a i n i n g  exper iment  i s  d e s c r i b e d  and ana lyzed  i n  

Dickinson and West (1983).  We say "appears" because when viewed w i t h  t h e  

wisdom of h i n d s i g h t  the  SIME-DIME c o u n s e l i n g  and t r a i n i n g  exper iment  su f -  

f e r s  from t h e  same e x c e s s i v e  e l a b o r a t i o n  a s  t h e  NIT experiment.  

7 ~ a i n  and Wissoker (1988) ,  Tab le  4. T h i s  e s t i m a t e  i s  d e r i v e d  from a  

cont inuous- t ime hazard model which i n c l u d e s  c o n t r o l s  f o r  s i t e  and 

( e v a l u a t e d  a t  t h e  beg inn ing  of the  exper iment)  expected e a r n i n g s ,  dura- 

t i o n  of c o h a b i t a t i o n ,  t h e  w i f e ' s  age ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  and p rev ious  w e l f a r e  

e x p e r i e n c e ,  and family  composit ion.  The t r e a t m e n t  e f f e c t s  c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  



w h i t e s  a r e  n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  10 p e r c e n t  l e v e l ;  those  

f o r  b l a c k s  and f o r  a 1  1 f a m i l i e s  taken t o g e t h e r  a r e .  Cain  and Wissoker 

a l s o  p r o v i d e  e s t i m a t e s  of a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  d i s c r e t e - t i m e  model and a  model 

i n  which t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of d i s s o l u t i o n  i s  a  f u n c t i o n  of t ime, and they 

a l s o  o f f e r  e s t i m a t e s  of exper imenta l  e f f e c t s  on d i s s o l u t i o n  r a t e s  

c o r r e c t e d  f o r  a t t r i t i o n .  The a d j u s t e d  e s t i m a t e s  a r e  s m a l l e r  than  the  

u n a d j u s t e d  ones ( f o r  b lacks  t h e  d e c l i n e  i s  from 88 p e r c e n t  t o  74 

p e r c e n t ) ,  s i n c e  t h e  a u t h o r s  assume t h a t  t h e  breakup r a t e  f o r  f a m i l i e s  i n  

t h e  c o n t r o l  group who dropped o u t  of the  exper iment  is h i g h e r  than f o r  

t h o s e  who s t a y e d  i n ,  w h i l e  t h e  breakup r a t e  f o r  f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  e x p e r i -  

menta l  groups  who dropped o u t  i s  assumed t o  be 50 p e r c e n t  l e s s  than  t h a t  

r e p o r t e d  by f a m i l i e s  who s t a y e d  i n  the  experiment.  Given t h e  neces- 

s a r i l y  ad hoc c h a r a c t e r  of these  ad jus tments ,  we ignore  t h e  r e s u l t s  here.  

A s  i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  S R I  a n a l y s i s ,  no t r e a t m e n t  e f f e c t s  were d e t e c t e d  f o r  

H i s p a n i c  f a m i l i e s .  

 bout o n e - t h i r d  of t h e  f a m i l i e s  making t h e  t r a n s f e r  from AFDC-UP t o  

AFDC-Basic i n  Tab le  2  s t i l l  inc luded  a  male a f t e r  t h e  change. I n  t h e s e  

c a s e s  t h e  mother d e s e r t e d  o r ,  more commonly, t h e  f a t h e r  was d e c l a r e d  

d i s a b l e d  (AFDC-Basic f a m i l i e s  can i n c l u d e  two a d u l t s  i f  one i s  d i s a b l e d ) .  

(1986) ,  pp. 80-81. 

l 0 c a i n  coun ts  a  family  a s  d i s s o l v i n g  when a  s e p a r a t i o n  is  r e p o r t e d  a t  

any time w i  t h i n  a  twe lve-month i n t e r v a  1 fo l lowing  t h e  p o i n t  of i n i  t i a l  

o b s e r v a t i o n  of t h e  family .  Table  3 c o u n t s  such s e p a r a t i o n s  a s  d i s s o l u -  

t i o n s  only  i f  they endure t o  t h e  end of the  o b s e r v a t i o n  per iod .  I f  

measured on t h e  same b a s i s  a s  the  s e p a r a t i o n  r a t e  recorded f o r  t h e  

Alameda d a t a ,  Cain' s s e p a r a t i o n  r a t e  would probably be s m a l l e r ,  s i n c e  

some s e p a r a t i o n s  may be r e v e r s e d  by t h e  end of t h e  12-month per iod.  



llwe a r e  g r a t e f u l  to  Ted Wagner of the U.S. General Accounting 

Of f i ce  f o r  providing information on AFDC-UP pol icy experience i n  the 

e a r l y  1980s. AFDC-UP was subsequently res tored  i n  a l l  of these s t a t e s  

except  Utah. 

12utah Department of S o c i a l  Serv ices  (1982). No comparable data  a r e  

a v a i l a b l e  f o r  Missouri. 

13sources f o r  a l l  the da t a  a r e  l i s t e d  i n  the appendix. We would 

p r e f e r  the  s tandard f o r  f ami l i e s  of three,  b u t  t h i s  i s  no t  reported i n  

s tandard  sources.  S t a t e  paymqnt s tandards f o r  f a m i l i e s  of var ious  s i z e s  

a r e  h ighly  co r r e l a t ed .  I n  p r i n c i p l e  each s t a t e ' s  s tandard of welfare  

e l i g i b i l i t y  should be i n  the regress ion  along with the maximum a i d  

payment. However, i n  r ecen t  years  the two va r i ab l e s  a r e  so c lose ly  

r e l a t e d  t h a t  s epa ra t e  i nc lus ion  is po in t l e s s .  

1 4 ~ h e  model presented i n  Table 4 is ,  with the except ion of the speci-  

f  i c a t i o n  of the unemployment r a t e ,  the f i r s t  regress ion  we e s  tima ted. 

Our o r i g i n a l  model u t i l i z e d  a  f ive-year  average of unemployment r a t e s ,  

b u t  subsequent experimentation ind ica ted  t h a t  inc lus ion  of only the 

j o b l e s s  r a t e  f o r  the previous ( f u l l  employment) year  produced the h ighes t  

ad jus t ed  ~ 2 .  A Box-Cox(1964) a n a l y s i s  of p o t e n t i a l  power t ransformations 

f o r  the dependent v a r i a b l e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i t  would be p re fe rab le  t o  use 

the  square r o o t  of the dependency r a t e  a s  dependent va r i ab l e  i n  order  t o  

a s s u r e  consis tency of the r e s idua l s  from the equat ion with p rope r t i e s  

assumed by the t e s t s  of s ign i f i cance  ( i . e . ,  the d is turbance  i s  a d d i t i v e ,  

has  cons t an t  var iance  over the range of the dependent va r i ab l e ,  and i s  

symme t r i c  and possibly normally d i s t r i b u t e d ) .  However, the q u a l i t a t i v e  

r e s u l t s  obtained with use of t h i s  t ransformation a r e  the same a s  those 



o b t a i n e d  w i t h  the  l i n e a r  model. For  e x p o s i t i o n a l  purposes we have 

r e p o r t e d  t h e  l i n e a r  equat ion.  The o t h e r  e s t i m a t e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  on 

r e q u e s t .  

15u.s. Department of H e a l t h  and Human S e r v i c e s  (1980) ,  Tab le  5. 

160ur  comments on t h e  House b i l l  a r e  based upon in format ion  i n  U.S. 

House of R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  (1987).  Our comments on t h e  Moynihan b i l l  a r e  

based  upon a  "Discuss ion  i raft" and n o t e s  provided by S e n a t o r  ~ o y n i h a n ' s  

o f f i c e .  Both t h e  House and S e n a t e  v e r s i o n s  of w e l f a r e  reform c o n t i n u e  t o  

change,  b u t  t h e  Ford and Moynihan b i l l s  p rov ide  a  good r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of 

t h e  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  consensus on t h e  requirements  of w e l f a r e  reform. 

l 7 ~ h e  o r i g i n a l  Moynihan b i l l  inc luded  p r o v i s i o n  f o r  s t a t e s  t o  r e q u i r e  

t h a t  unemployed nonsupport ing p a r e n t s  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  w e l f a r e  work and 

t r a i n i n g  programs, even i f  they a r e  no l o n g e r  i n  t h e  AFDC household.  

T h i s  p r o p o s a l  c r e a t e s  s p e c i a l  problems of enforcement,  s i n c e  such p a r e n t s  

a r e  n o t  r e c e i v i n g  AFDC payments and t h e r e f o r e  cannot  be denied b e n e f i t s  

f o r  r e f u s i n g  a n  employment program assignment.  The a l t e r n a t i v e  would be 

c r i m i n a l  p e n a l t i e s .  Given t h e  p o l i t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t y  of b u i l d i n g  s u p p o r t  

f o r  mandatory wi thho ld ing  of s u p p o r t  payments from wages, t h e  problems 

posed by g a t h e r i n g  s u p p o r t  f o r  p u t t i n g  people  i n  j a i l  f o r  r e f u s i n g  t o  

work would appear  t o  be overwhelming. 
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