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EXIT ROUTESFROM WELFARE: EXAMINING PSYCHO-SOCIAL,
DEMOGRAPHIC AND HUMAN CAPITAL FACTORS

Concern over welfare dependency fueled the push for welfare reform in the form of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(PRWORA). Receipt of cash assistance is now restricted to a maximum lifetime limit of
five years, or less at state option. Welfare recipients must be engaged in work or work-
related activities in order to be eligible to receive cash assistance after 24 months of TANF
receipt (or less at state option). The impetus behind these measures was to replace
dependency on awelfare check with the dignity and income from a job in the formal labor
market.

Many studies have examined the question of what are the avenues through which
women leave welfare before the adoption of the 1996 Welfare Reform Act (Bane and
Ellwood, 1994; Blank, 1986; Harris, 1993; Hofferth, Stanhope and Harris, 2000; Pavetti,
1993). For example, using monthly data from the PSID for 1984-1986, Harris (1993)
distinguishes between two types of work exits--women who leave welfare when they find a
job and those who work their way off through cumulative work experience. She contrasts
these two groups and those who exit for other reasons with those who remain on welfare
using multinomial logistic regression. Her findings indicate that background
characteristics such as age, race, and urban residence have little direct influence on the exit
route and that changing life circumstances, such as the number of children, and
investments in human capital, such as education and work experience, largely determined
the exit route off welfare.

Y et, these studies may put too much stress on human capital and demographic

characteristics to the exclusion of other factors women on welfare face high risk of



experiencing, specifically mental and physical health problems, domestic violence, and
problems with transportation. For example, women who live with an abusive partner or
experience a mental illness such as depression may not perform well in ajob interview
and, subsequently, have difficulty obtaining employment and face state sanctions. \WWomen
with aphysical health problem may have limited physical functioning and therefore only
be able to perform alimited number of job tasks, reducing the number of jobs for which
they qualify. Alternatively, women with physical or mental health problems may find the
repeated office visits and large amounts of documentation required to remain qualified for
cash assistance difficult with which to comply, leading to their removal from the caseload
without other forms of support.

This paper investigates how human capital, demographic and psycho-social
characteristics affect women’s exit routes off welfare. Specifically, | address two
questions. First, what are the avenues through which women leave welfare? Second, are
mental and physical health problems, domestic violence, and lack of accessto
transportation, characteristics that have been ignored in other studies of welfare dynamics,
associated with different welfare exit routes? This project examines the specific exit route
chosen in detail and goes beyond general dynamics associated with welfare exit in order to
capture the full heterogeneity of outcomes now witnessed in the post-Welfare Reform
world. Looking only at welfare exits lumps together women who are sanctioned for
noncompliance and those who were able to find work and leave immediately. Similarly,
an examination of work exits alone ignores the very different path women take to leave

welfare for work—some women combine work and welfare for many months before being



able to leave welfare and some women leave welfare immediately upon finding work. In
this paper, | explore these different pathways off welfare and their correlates in detail.

This research extends past work in severa ways. First, if women’s physical and
mental health characteristics and access to transportation are important in determining the
type of welfare exit route chosen, then controlling for their effects will eliminate some
forms of biasin the estimated effects of demographic and human capital characteristics.
Second, including these elements will enhance our understanding of how such factors
operate at the individual level as women develop exit strategies from welfare. Finally,
Welfare Reform substantially changed the trade-offs women face when developing welfare
exit strategies. Thisisthe first study to fully model welfare exits in the post-Welfare
Reform Era

Models of Welfare Exit

The Human Capital and Demographic and Models
The human capital model, represented by the top box in Figure 1, assumes that

women with higher levels of education, work experience and job skills are in a better
position to obtain employment and thereby exit welfare through work (Becker, 1964;
Mincer, 1974). Women with lower levels of human capital are at higher risk for long-term
welfare dependency and are more likely to cycle between welfare and work (Bane and
Ellwood, 1983; Bane and Ellwood, 1994; Harris, 1996). For example, using nationally
representative annual data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) from 1968-
1989, Bane and Ellwood (1994) use multinomial logistic regression to model
characteristics associated with different exit routes. They find that education and work

experience are associated with an increased likelihood of awork exit. Human capital



theorists argue that women will exit welfare through work when they have levels of
education, job skills and work experience demanded by employers and when the expected
income from work exceeds the expected income from welfare.

[Figure 1 about here.]

The demographic approach, represented by the far left box in Figure 1, stresses the
importance of household composition and fixed characteristics, such as race and age, on a
woman' s choice of welfare exit route. The presence of young children may constrain
single mothers ability to leave welfare through either work or marriage. The presence of
other adults in the household, particularly an employed adult, may enable a single mother
to overcome the short-term costs of employmert or may provide an alternative source of
income that leads her to exit welfare without work (Edin and Lein, 1997). African
American women have been found to have longer lengths of welfare receipt, largely
because of their low marriage rates and their lower expected market incomes (Bane and
Ellwood, 1994; Pavetti, 1993). Finally, as women age and the length of welfare receipt
increases, their probability of leaving welfare through work should increase as they adapt
to their situation, expand their information networks, and develop problem solving and
time management skills (Harris, 1993). Generally, the demographic model assumes that
fixed characteristics, such as age and race, make a difference in the likelihood of welfare
exit route through their association with either employment or marriage.

From the human capital and demographic models come two hypotheses. In the
human capital model, it is expected that higher levels of human capital should be
associated with higher rates of exiting welfare through work, particularly new-job exits, in

which women quickly make the transition from welfare-to-work. In the demographic



model, it is expected that race and the presence of young children should decrease the
probability of work and marriage exits while age and the presence of other adultsin the
household should increase work exits.

Both models share a conceptual framework in which the decision to leave welfare
Is an economic decision aone. “Women can only move off welfare if they replace welfare
income with some other source of income to support their family, such as income from a
job, income support from a man through marriage or cohabitation, or income from friends
and family” (Hofferth et al, 2000:10). Women are viewed to weigh the benefits and costs
of remaining on welfare with their expected wage rate and the constraints of child care
costs and local labor market conditions. This approach may be incomplete in two respects.

First, under TANF, women no longer have a choice to work or receive welfare.
Participation in a qualifying work activity is mandatory after two years of receipt of cash
assistance (or less at state option) and not dependent upon a woman’s calculation that it is
beneficial to work. Conceptualizing work and welfare as competing choices for single
mothers ignores the dramatic policy change that went into effect in 1996 making work
mandatory. Additionally, a small, but substantial, minority of women currently leave
welfare without an income substitute for the cash assistance of TANF (Danziger, et a,
2000; Rangargjan and Wood, 2000). According to estimates from New Jersey, one-quarter
of women in this group leave welfare after being sarctioned and leave involuntarily; six
percent report welfare was too much of a hassle (Rangaragjan and Wood, 2000). Second,
viewing the act of leaving welfare as a purely economic decision ignores the constraints
many women may face due to their health, mental health, experiences of domestic violence

and transportation problems. | expand upon this last point in more detail below.



Psycho-social Constraints on Welfare Exits
It iswell understood that gender, race and low socioeconomic status are associated

with increased rates of poor mental and physical health. This association is shown by the
link between demographic characteristics and the bottom box in Figure 1. Kessler et al.
(1994) established that mental health illnesses are more prevaent in women than in men.
Among women, the disadvantaged are at increased risk of poor mental and physical health.
The risk of depression, for example, is increased for mothers with severa young children,
single mothers, and mothersin poverty (Hobfall et al, 1995); Williams (1995) finds that
black women have higher rates of phobias than do white women. Similarly, physica
health has long been linked to gender, race and socioeconomic status (Denton and Walters,
1999; Williams, 1999).

In research focused on recipients of welfare, Danziger et a. (2000), Kalil et a.
(1999), Olsen and Pavetti (1995), and Pollack et al (2000) indicate that physical and
mental health problems, and experiences of domestic violence are much more common in
the welfare population than in the general population. Danziger et a. (2000: Table 3)
report that women on welfare are about twice as likely to meet the criteria for depression,
generalized anxiety disorder, or substance dependence than are similar aged women in the
general population; women on welfare are twice as likely to have a child that has a health
problem than are women in the general population. Two studies have begun to look at the
role of health in determining exit route strategy. Hoffereth et al. (2000) examine the role
that physical health plays in women’'s welfare exits by analyzing if the head of the
household has a disability in a sample of women from the mid 1990’s, before Welfare
Reform. They find that having a disability decreased the odds of leaving welfare through

either work or non-work means. Looking at mental health, Coiro (2001) finds a marginal



relationship between depression symptoms and the likelihood of leaving welfare in a
sample (N=173) of welfare mothers taken before Welfare Reform in Georgia. This paper
improves upon these earlier efforts by incorporating measures of both physical and mental
health and examining how these affect the specific exit strategy chosen by women on
welfare.

Similarly, Browne, Salomon, and Bassuk (1999) cite evidence from the Bureau of
Justice Statistics, as well as the findings of the National Family Violence Survey, that
women living in households with annual incomes below $10,000 are more likely to be
violently attacked, most often by a person known to them, than women in households
above thislevel. They also report that women whose male partners had less economic
security or who were unemployed were at greater risk of severe assaults from intimates.
Thus, the link between low socioeconomic status and partner violence, which haslong
been assumed to exidt, is supported by empirical evidence. While women who experience
domestic violence may also have physical or mental health problems, the pattern of abuse
has unique consequences for women's welfare exits. Not only does domestic violence
interfere with the ability to obtain and retain employment (Browne, Salomon, and Bassuk,
1999; Sable, Libbus, Huneke, and Anger, 1999), but it may also decreasethe probability of
leaving welfare through marriage, and increase the probability of aleaving involuntarily or
through an undetermined mechanism.

In past research, models of welfare exits have mainly focused on the role of human
capital and demographic characteristics, shown with solid arrows in Figure 1. While it has
been noted that welfare exits are probably influenced by other psycho-social constraints,

illustrated by the double line in Figure 1, no one has fully tested the hypothesis in the Post



Welfare Reform Era. One approach researchers have used is to include labor market
indicators, such as county unemployment rate, as proxies of the social and economic
opportunity (Harris, 1993). Others (Sanders and Cook, 1998) have chosen to simply note
the existence of unmeasured heterogeneity due to physical and mental health problems
among the welfare population.

Work by Danziger et a (2000) has shown the relationship between physical and
mental health, domestic violence and work. Given the strong relationship demonstrated
there, | expect to find that welfare exits are strongly related to physical and mental health
and experiences of domestic violence. Compared to women currently on welfare, women
who experience physical and mental health problems or domestic violence are expected to
be less likely to transition quickly from welfare-to-work, lesslikely to work their way off of
welfare after accumulating work experience, and more likely to leave welfare through
other exits, such as being sanctioned.

Spatial Mismatch Hypothesis.

Urban poverty scholars beginning with Kain (1968) and continuing with Wilson
(1987; 1994) have argued that spatial mismatch, the unequal distribution of workers in the
inner city and jobs in the outer suburbs, is partialy responsible for concentrated poverty in
the inner cities. Danziger et a., (2000) have shown lack of car or license to be negatively
related to the probability that a respondent is working 20 hours weekly. Ong and
Blumenberg (1998) find that many welfare recipients live in “job poor” neighborhoods far
from employment for which they are qualified. Raphael and Rice (1999) find that having
access to a car isa significant determinant of labor market outcomes, both in terms of

employment and work hours. The spatial mismatch hypothesis predicts that women with



transportation problems will have lower odds of leaving welfare through new work
activity. In Figure 1, thisis shown with double lines connecting the transportation
problems box to the welfare exit box. The dotted line going to the transportation box
indicates the existence of unspecified exogenous variables associated with transportation
problems. Consistent with the spatial mismatch hypothesis, | expect women with
transportation problemsto be less likely to work their way off welfare through
accumulating work experience or to leave welfare quickly after obtaining a new job.

Data
Data come from the Women's Employment Survey (WES), a new longitudinal

survey of welfare recipientsin Michigan (Danziger et a., 1999). WES interviews, lasting
about one hour, were completed between August and December 1997 with a random
sample of 753 single mothers with children who were welfare recipients in an urban
Michigan County in February, 1997. Michigan's Family Independence Agency provided
names and addresses of all single parent cases; a stratified random sample was drawn;
completed interviews represent an 86 percent response rate.> A second wave was
conducted in Fall 1998, which yielded 693 cases for a 92 percent response rate. Given this
high response rate and the fact that there are very few significant differences between
respondents and norrespondents, weighting is unnecessary.

Although the data are specific to an urban area in Michigan, no nationally
representative survey contains the information on women’s health and experiences with

domestic violence necessary for this analysis. The data available in the Women's

! To derive arepresentative sample of the metropolitan area and the sample population, staff at the Institute
for Social Research proportionally selected cases by zip code, race (white versus African-American) and age.
The response rate of 86.2 percent is calculated by dividing the interview cases by the sample cases (753/874).
Excluded non-sampl e cases (n=26) include instances in which the sample person resided outside of the



Employment Study are relatively unique and therefore well suited to this analysis.
Additionally, Michigan’s benefit levels and earnings disregards are relatively typical of
those in the ten states that make up 70 percent of the federal TANF caseload in 1999
(Allen and Kirby, 2000) and, therefore, results may be considered representative of the

current policy environment.

Methods

Drawing heavily on the work of Harris (1993), | use multinomial logistic regression
to estimate a transition-from-welfare model. | break the sample up into four hierarchical
categories. Following the specifications used by Harris (1993), | break welfare exits from
work into two categories. | first assign women to the category, new job-leavers (n=88), if
the women leaves welfare within three months of getting a new job after one month of
being on welfare and not working. | alow athree-month period to exit welfare because
leaving welfare might well take three months.? The second category of workers,
wor k/welfare leavers, includes women who move from combining work and welfare to
being wage-reliant (n=201), defined as women who are not new job- leavers and who leave
welfare after three months of concurrent welfare and work. The third category consists of
all women who leave for any reason other than employment (n=234). This last group
includes women who marry or begin a cohabitation (n=39), women who leave welfare
after being sanctioned for failing to follow the program rules, or women who leave for any

other reason.® The reference category (n=123) includes all women who continued to

sampl e county, no housing unit existed at the address, or the sample person was institutionalized for the
duration of the data collection period. See Appendix Cin Danziger et a. 2000.

2 A woman might begin work in month 1, file exit paperwork in month 2, and then stop receiving her welfare
check in month 3.

3| collapse achange in union status with other exits because of the small number of women in this category.

10



receive cash assistance between February 1997 and December 1998, according to
administrative data.

Because this study focuses on transitions from welfare, it is important to be clear
about how atransition from welfare is defined here. The first exit off welfare between
February 1997 and December 1998, a period of 23 months, is my base measure. If a
woman exits welfare twice during this period, only the first welfare exit is coded. A
welfare exit is defined as two continuous months without welfare receipt based on
administrative data reports obtained from the State of Michigan’s Family Independence
Agency.*

| use the Women's Employment Study to estimate the following equation:

P,

_ o J
; =exp(xb )/ a J,Zlexp( x®b ;)

Where ? ;= the probability of leaving welfare in approximately two years through
one of the 3 exit routes detailed above, and c (= avector of individual characteristics. |

include three categories of independent characteristics: demographic characteristics;
human capital characteristics, and psycho-socia constraints described in detail below.
Multinomial logistic regression estimates the probability that a woman falls into
one group versus the other four groups. In this case, | estimate the probability that a
woman exits welfare through a new job, cumulative work experience, or some other reason
relative to the probability that a woman continues to receive cash assistance. Within each

contrast, | estimate two models. The first is the standard human capital model and includes

* The measure of exit is right censored and could reflect a short-term sanction or administrative error and not
atrue sustained exit from welfare. In order to minimize thisproblem, | require awoman to remain off
welfare for two consecutive months (instead of just one month).
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controls for background demographic characteristics, educational level, work experience,
and the number of job skills previoudly used in the labor market. The second model under
each congstraint adds controls for transportation, physical and mental health, and domestic
violence. In essence, the results reveal which factors are important in differentiating the
four groups of women. The first model closely approximates that estimated by Harris
(1993) and Hoffereth et al. (2001); the second model improves upon these models by
including characteristics of women not measured in most datasets.

Throughout this discussion, | examine the association of these characteristics and
exit route, and not imply that these characteristics caused the welfare exit. | cannot rule
out the possibility that a welfare exit actually led to the characteristics or that the
characteristics and the welfare exit are both the result of athird intervening variable. To
the extent exit strategies are constrained by psycho-social characteristics, this should be

evident in differential routes of welfare exit.

Variable definitions
[Table 1 about here]

Demographic and Household Characteristics. Table 1 presents sample means
for all explanatory variables by welfare exit strategy. | draw upon the work of Harris
(1993; 1996) most heavily in defining my variables for analysis. Demographic measures,
al of which are measured at Wave 1, include a dummy variable indicating if the
respondent is Africant American, which describes 56 percent of the respondents. | also
include a dummy variable indicating if the women has never been married (63%) and if
she reports one year or less of welfare receipt at the first interview (12%). Hofferth et al.

(20004) find that exit rates are substantially higher during the first year of public assistance



than later. Due to nontlinearities in the effect of age on the transition from welfare, ageis
entered as a categorical variable (Bane and Ellwood, 1994; Harris 1993, 1996).

Household composition is a well established predictor for both length of welfare
receipt as well as exit route (Bane and Ellwood, 1994; Harris, 1993, 1996) and is therefore
controlled along four different dimensions for the multivariate analysis: (1) A dummy
variable indicating whether children under age 4 are present in the household, which
describes 34 percent of the sample; (2) a dummy variable indicating whether three or more
children are present (37 percent); (3) based on research indicating that having a child with
a health problem lowers work effort of single mothers (Danziger et al, 2000; Olson and
Pavetti, 1995), a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent reported that their
child, or a child for whom they were the primary caregiver, was receiving Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) at Wave 2 (6 percent); and (4) a continuous variable measuring the
number of adults in the household.

Most studies omit the number of adults in the household, perhaps assuming that as
welfare recipients, most are single mothers living alone.” In WES, however, we found that
25 percent of the respondents in Wave 1 reported living with another adult with whom they
were not married or cohabiting. There are many possible benefits of having another adult
in the household such as sharing child-care responsibilities or household expenses (Edin
and Lein, 1996). However, if this adult requires care, such as an elderly relative with a
medical condition, another adult could indicate the presence of increased home

responsibilities. About 13 percent of women in Wave 2 indicated that they participated in

® Harris (1993) selected a subsample of single women on welfare who are not living with kin. Harris (1996)
includes women who are married or cohabiting but it is not clear if other adults may be present. Bane and
Ellwood (1994:166) indicate that selecting single mothers as heads when using the PSID excludes women
who may receive AFDC and live in someone else’s household.
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help-giving activities that interfered with their ability to work or perform regular activities.
Approximately one-fifth of the respondents in Wave 2 indicated that they had individuals
living with them who they wished were not there. Therefore, with a variety of possible
causal pathways, the presence of additional adults in the household may be an important
predictor of welfare exit route that has been excluded from many prior analyses. The
average number of adults present, excluding the mother, is 0.51.

Human Capital Characteristics. | include three human capital variables
measured at Wave 1: awoman’s education level captured in two dummy variables
indicating if awoman has as high school diploma (37 percent) or more than a high school
education (33 percent); whether a woman had recent work experience; and the number of
job-related skills previously used. Recent work experience is indicated by a dummy
variable coded 1 for al women who reported working in February 1997, the date when the
sample was drawn.®

While previous research employed only these gross measures of human capital, |
am able to use a more sensitive measure of human capital: job-related skills. Using
guestions adapted from Holzer (1996) and Newman (1996), respondents were asked about
which of the following nine tasks they had performed on a daily, weekly, or monthly basis
on previous jobs: worked with a computer; written letters or memos, watched gauges,
talked with customers face to face; talked with customers on the phone; read instructions,

filled out forms; did arithmetic; worked with €ectronic machines. Women who indicated

® Measures of work experience vary. Harris (1993) operationalized work experience using whether awoman
has ever worked; Duncan and Harris (1997) use whether a woman worked 250 or more work hoursin either
of the two years preceding onset of AFDC. | use ameasure that incorporates recency as the primary gauge
assuming that the date of the most recent spell of labor market attachment is correlated with work experience.
In analyses not shown, | did test to seeif the effect of work experience on exit strategy was sensitive to the
definition used and | found that it was not.
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they used these skills on a monthly or weekly basis were coded as previously using the
skill. | use a continuous measure of the number of job skills previously used.” In Holzer's
(1996) study of employers in Detroit, Atlanta, Boston and Los Angeles, he found that each
of these tasks, except writing paragraphs, is performed daily in half or more of the jobs that
did not require a college degree.

Factor sinfluenced by the social environment. Due to the richness of the data, |
am able to include a number of measures of factors that have been absent from most
previous studies that might constrain a respondent’ s ability to obtain employment or a
partner and, therefore, affect their welfare exit route. Each of these factors is measured at
both Wave 1 and Wave 2. | am therefore, able to include a measure of persistence by
including a dummy variable indicating if the condition is present at both waves.

Mental health is assessed with diagnostic screening batteries for the 12- month
prevalence of two psychiatric disorders listed in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual,
revised third edition — major depression and post-traumatic stress disorder. Questions
come from the 12- month screening version of the World Health Organization’s (WHO)
Composite International Diagnostic Interview (CIDI) (WHO, 1990; Kesdler et al., 1998).
The CIDI is astructured interview schedule that is designed to be used by trained
interviewers who are non-clinicians to assess the prevalence of specific psychiatric
disorders (Robins et al., 1988). WHO field trials and other methodological studies
(Wittchen, 1994; Blazer et a., 1994) have documented acceptabl e test-retest reliability and
clinical validity of the CIDI diagnoses. The itemsin each of the indices are scored for

clinical caseness, and all respondents who meet the scale criteria are defined as having the

" In analyses not shown, | tested different functional forms of the work skills variable and found that the
results were generally not sensitive to the specification chosen.
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disorder. Eight percent of the sample met the criteriafor depression at both waves and 7
percent met the criteria for post-traumatic stress disorder.

Health status is measured using the physical limitations scale taken from the SF-36
Health Survey (Ware and Sherbourne, 1992). Respondents who score in the lowest age-
specific quartile (based on national norms) of this multiple-item scale are defined as having
aphysical hedlth limitation Eleven percent met the criteria for having aphysical
limitationat both waves.

Domestic violence is assessed using items from the Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus
et a., 1986; Straus et al., 1995), awidely- used measure of family violence. Respondents
were defined as having experienced domestic violence if they reported any incidents of
severe violence (e.g. hit with afist or object, beaten, or choked) in the 12 months prior to
theinterview. Six percent experienced persistent domestic abuse at both waves 1 and 2.

Spatial Mismatch Indicator. Drawing onthe work of Raphael and Rice (1999)
and their finding regarding the importance of access to a car on work outcomes, a
respondent is defined to have a transportation problem if she lacks access to a car and/or
she does not have a driver’s license at both Wave 1 and Wave 2—about 29 percent of the
sample. In the urban county from which this sample was drawn, public transportation is
not widely available and therefore the inability to drive substantially restricts employment
possibilities.

Descriptive Results

Estimates of exits from welfare using WES indicate that amost two-fifths of all

exits are work/welfare leavers, 17 percent are due to new jobs, and the remaining

approximately two-fifths exiting through marriage (7.5 percent) or some other mechanism
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(see Figure 2). These results differ somewhat from those reported by Harris (1993).% She
found 41 percent of al exits occurred as the result of a new job; 27 percent from
cumulative work experience, and 5 percent as a result of the formation of a marriage or
cohabitation. Overal, it appears that exits through new jobs have decreased while those
from cumulative work experience have increased. Thisis likely aresult of the increase in
the earnings disregard many states, including Michigan, implemented under welfare reform
wherein women can more easily accumulate work experience before leaving welfare by
combining work and welfare receipt.

[Figure 2 about here.]

New job takers differ conceptually from women who work their way off welfare in
anumber of ways. First, new job takers tend to be the subject of many welfare success
stories since these are the women that transition from being wholly dependent on cash
assistance from welfare to completely independent within a few months of finding a well-
paying job. Women who combine work and welfare tend to work much more slowly
towards the goal of self-sufficiency. These women begin by finding ajob but then
continue to receive welfare for many months while working, due to some combination of
low wages and low work hours, before taking the last step towards self-sufficiency and
leaving welfare behind. The differing context around their welfare exits suggests that the
two groups of women may differ substantially on a host of both measured and unmeasured

characteristics, including those analyzed here.

8 Results presented here are similar to those presented by Hofferth (2000), who just classifies exits according
towork or non-work. Using PSID data from 19891996, they report that 64 percent of all exits are associated
with work and 36 percent non-work. A similar classification with the data here would yield an estimated 55
percent of exits due to work and 45 percent due to non-work.
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Second, Table 1 shows new job takers are more disadvantaged than women who
work their way off welfare: New job takers are more likely to have young children, to
experience persistent domestic violence, to have persistent post-traumatic stress disorder,
and less likely to be a high school graduate then are women who work their way off
welfare. These differences are statistically significant at the .10 level.

Third, despite these differences, | find that women who leave welfare due to getting
anew job stay off welfare longer, on average, than do women who leave through
cumulative work experience (6.9 months versus 5.1 months).® In fact, women who move
from combining work and welfare to being wage-reliant not only have a significantly
shorter exit off welfare, but also experience the quickest re-entry onto welfare. WWomen
who leave due to the formation of a new union or through some other mechanism have
exits that last 7.1 months, on average. That the length of exit is related to the exit route
suggests that either some exit routes are more stable than others (Harris 1996), or that
some other factor, such as awomen’s psycho-social characteristics, effect both their exit
route and their length of exit.

Hofferth et al. (2000a) examine the relationship between welfare exit route (work
only, work and marriage, and marriage only) and returns to welfare in a pre-welfare reform
sample. They aso find that the cumulative proportion of women returning to welfare is
higher for welfare exits associated with marriage than those associated with work.
However, the difference becomes nonsignificant once state level economic and policy
conditions are controlled. Given that the data for the current project are from the same

geographic area and time period, other factors must be driving the difference in returns to

® Analysis of variance indicates that the difference is significant at the p<.001 level.
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welfare. | explore human capital, demographic and psycho-socia characteristics
associated with exit routes below.
Results from Multinomial logistic regression analysis

[Table 2 about here]

Results from Model 1 in Table 2 for the first contrast between those who stop
receiving cash assistance after beginning a new job and those still receiving cash assistance
indicate that first year of welfare receipt and two of the human capital characteristics are
significant and in the expected direction. Recelving welfare for one year or less, having
worked in February 1997, the first month of observation, and the number of job skills
previously used are positively correlated with leaving welfare through obtaining a new job.
Thisis not surprising--women with high levels of human capital are most able to secure
jobs at high enough wages to alow them to leave welfare. These findings, however,
contrast with those of Harris (1993), who found that new job exits were negatively
associated with having young children and positively associated with high school
completion.

In Model 2, controls for transportation, mental and physical health and domestic
violence are included. Only having a persistent physical health problem is statistically
significant, and, consistent with my expectations, reduces the odds of exiting welfare viaa
new job. Thisis consistent with the findings of Hofferth et al. (2000b) who also found that
having a disability decreased the probability of work exit. Given that these new job exiters
are often the subject of the success stories offered by welfare program administrators, the
negative correlation between physical health and new job exit suggests that good health

may be akey characteristic in arapid transition from welfare-to-work.
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For the second contrast, between those who stop receiving cash assistance after
combining work and welfare and those till receiving cash assistance, results from Moddl 1
indicate that children’s health is important: WWomen with a child who receives SSI have
lower odds of leaving welfare after combining work and welfare, possibly indicating that
the extra care such a child would require inhibits awomen’s ability to build up enough
tenure on any one job to exit welfare. Older women also have lower odds of leaving
through this route. Human capital characteristics differ in their importance for this group
from those who left welfare after taking a new job. Having worked in February 1997 and
having a high school diploma (compared to those with less than a high school education)
increases the odds of working-off welfare, while the number of job skills previously used
isunrelated to this type of welfare exit. Hofferth et al. (2000b) found a similar positive
association between the work experience and education level and work exit.

In Model 2, controls for transportation, mental and physical health and domestic
violence are included. Consistent with my hypotheses, persistently not having a car and/or
adriver’slicense and experiencing post-traumatic stress disorder significantly reduce the
odds of working-off welfare. Having persistent major depression, experiencing persistent
domestic violence, or persistent health problems have no effect on the odds of working-off
welfare. Including these additional controls, however, dightly reduces the coefficient on
the education level variable making it fall in statistical insignificance. Thus, women with
transportation problems and mental health problems, specifically post-traumatic stress
disorder, face lower odds of accumulating the work experience requisite for leaving
welfare through work. It may be that women with transportation and mental health

problems are unable to work enough hours at high enough wages to support themselves
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financialy without the cash assistance from welfare. Alternatively, the problems that they
face may lead them to have unstable work patterns and prevent them from moving up the
job ladder.

Finaly, in the third contrast between those who leave welfare through some other
mechanism (including union formation) are contrasted with those continuing to receive
cash assistance. In Model 1, those age 35 and over are less likely to exit welfare through
some other mechanism than to remain on welfare compared to those under age 25, as are
women who have a child recelving SSI. Those who were working in February 1997 were
also less likely to leave welfare through thisroute. This finding is in contrast to that of
Hofferth et al. (2000b) who find a positive relationship between work experience and a
nortwork exit. Oddly, the number of job skills previoudly used is associated with
increased odds of leaving welfare through a non-work exit. In contrast to the findings of
Harris (1993), but similar to the findings of Hofferth et al. (2000b), | do not find an
association between the first year of welfare receipt and leaving welfare through a non
work exit.

In Model 2, of the additional controls, having a persistent health problem is
associated with decreased odds of leaving welfare through this route. Domestic violence,
major depression, transportation problems, and post-traumatic stress disorder are not
significant correlates for this group. Results are consistent to those of Hofferth et .
(2000b) with respect to the importance of age and the head having a physical health
problem (or disability as defined in Hofferth et a.).

Results here echo the work of Hofferth et a (2000b) and Harris (1993) in that | find

strong support that human capital levels have effects on the odds of leaving welfare. My
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results only weakly support my predictions regarding the importance of physical health,
mental health and transportation problems in determining women'’s exit routes from
welfare. | find no support for the hypothesis that experiences of domestic violence would
be associated with fewer work exits and more nonwork exits. However, adding measures
of access to transportation, physical and mental health, and domestic violence substantially
improves the fit of the transition from welfare model from Model 1 to Model 2 (p<.001).
So, while each of the individual psycho-socia characteristics is not associated with welfare
exit strategy, | find evidence to support the importance of including psycho-social
characteristics as a block in models of welfare exit routes.

Conclusion

This paper examined how human capital, demographic and psycho-social
characteristics affect women'’s exit routes off welfare in the Post-Welfare Reform Era.
Using panel data from random sample of welfare recipientsin February 1997 from an
urban county in Michigan, | find that almost two-fifths of al exits are work/welfare
leavers, 17 percent are due to new jobs, and the remaining two-fifths exit through marriage
or some other mechanism. This marks a dramatic change from estimates of exit routesin
the 1980s but is more consistent with results of exit routes for the early to mid-1990s
(Hofferthet a, 2000b).

| also compare the role of demographic and humancapital characteristics with
psycho-socia characteristics such as health, domestic violence, and transportation on
women’'s welfare exit strategies. | find that mothers’ physical health, experiences with
post-traumatic stress disorder, and access to trarsportation are associated with the

likelihood of exiting welfare through different exit routes. These results indicate the



existence of psycho-social constraints on women’s welfare exit routes. While exposure to
domestic violence and experiences of major depression did not have a direct significant
effect on the choice of exit route, introducing the block of variables did improve the overall
model fit. This suggests that it is important to include psycho-social characteristicsin
modeling women's welfare exit routes.

This analysis suggests more research should consider the effect of women’'s
physical and mental health, experiences of domestic violence and access to transportation
on welfare exit routes. These characteristics represent dimensions of women’ s lives that
both constrain their options and are affected by their social environment. As stated above,
low-income women are much more likely to suffer mental health problems (Danziger et a,
2000; Hobfall eta, 1995; Pollack et al., 2000; Olsen and Pavetti, 1996), physical health
problems (Danziger et al, 2000; Denton and Walter, 1999; Olsen and Pavetti, 1996; Polit et
a, 2001; Williams, 1999), experience domestic violence (Browne et a, 1999; Olsen and
Pavetti, 1996) and transportation problems (Ong and Blumenberg; 1998). Although not
generalizable because the data are limited to an urban county in Michigan, results are
suggestive that national research should be directed towards better understanding the
effects of psycho-socia constraints on the life decisions of women on welfare.

Evidence is also found in support for the human capital and demographic models.
Women with recent work experience and higher numbers of job skills are more likely to
exit welfare through obtaining a new job; being a high school graduate and having recent
work experience is associated with exiting welfare through cumulative work experience.
Additionally, | find that receiving welfare for one year or lessis associated with leaving

welfare through a new-job. These findings are consistent with Hofferth et al. (2000b) who
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found that education level, work experience, and receiving welfare for one year or less
were positively associated with work exit. Interestingly, the number of job skills
previously used is associated with exiting welfare through a non-work route. Age and
child’s health are associated with the odds of leaving welfare through combining work and
welfare and for nonwork exits. Similarly, Hofferth et al. (2000b) found that age was
associated with both work and nonrwork exits.

However, there is no evidence that welfare exit route is associated with race, the
presence of young children or the number of adults present in the household. These results
differ somewhat of those of Hofferth et al. (2000b) who found that the presence of
preschool age children increased the probability of work exits and decreased the
probability of nonwork exits. Since Michigan only grants work exemptions to women
with infants under three months, it is surprising that age of youngest child does not have a
strong impact in the current policy environment.

Under welfare reform, states now require quick labor force attachment as a
requirement of welfare receipt. The results from this analysis, however, show that almost
half of all women who exit welfare in Michigan, do so through a nonwork route. That is,
they get married or begin a new cohabitation, are sanctioned, or |eave through some other
mechanism. While work activity is strongly related to the psycho-socia characteristics
examined here (Danziger et al. 2001), welfare exit route is not. This suggests that, at least
in Michigan, the relationship between work and welfare is much more complicated than
previously thought. Incentives that have had made work more attractive (Danziger et al,
2002), may not easily trandate into welfare exits routes than can be traced directly to work.

Perhaps some women leave welfare without employment but then find a job with a short
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time period. These welfare exits would be characterized as “non-work” exits according to
my coding scheme.

If the returns to the labor force attachment model are questioned by this research,
the feasibility of marriage as an exit route that should be encouraged is even more suspect.
| find that very few women leave welfare through formation of a new marriage or
cohabitation—just 7.4 percent (n=39). In spite of the support for marriage as an aternative
to welfare from the current Presidential administration, currently thisis not acommon
route off welfare. Research by Hofferth et a. (2000b) suggests that women who leave
welfare through a combination of both marriage and work or through work alone fare
much better financialy than women who exit welfare into a marriage alone. Those results
indicate that work and marriage exiters and work exiters have higher average individual
earnings, average household incomes and higher average income-to-needs ratios 24
months after exiting welfare than are women who left welfare for marriage alone.
Additionally, women who exited welfare through work and marriage were more likely to
remain married 24 months after leaving welfare than were women who left for marriage
alone (92 percent versus 78 percent, respectively).

This paper contributes to the existing literature on welfare dynamics in two ways:
first, by detailing the welfare exit routes used by women in the post-welfare reform era;
and second, by considering the role of psycho-social characteristics such as physical and
mental health, domestic violence and transportation problems in constraining women's exit
route strategies. In doing so, this paper sheds light on the potential impact on women of
policies that stress labor force attachment and do not address underlying barriers to

employment. Results indicate that women with physical limitations are less likely to leave
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welfare either through obtaining a new job or through a nonwork exit. Finaly, women
with transportation problems or with post-traumatic stress disorder are less likely to leave

welfare through combining work and welfare.

26



References
Adler, M. 1993. Disability anong Women on AFDC: An Issue Revisited. Report prepared

for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services. Washington DC.

Allen, Katherine and Maria Kirby. 2000. “Unfinished Business: Why Cities Matter to
Welfare Reform.” Brooking Institution Survey Series.

Anson, O., & Anson, J. (1987). Women'’s health and labour force status: An enquiry
using a multi-point measure of labour force participation. Social Science and
Medicine, 25, 57-63.

Anthony W. & Blanch, A. (1987). Supported employment for persons who are
psychiatrically disabled: An historical and conceptual perspective. Psychosocial
Rehabilitation Journal, 11(2), 5-23.

Bane, M.J. and D. T. Ellwood.1994. Welfare Realities: From Rhetoric to Reform. Harvard
University Press: Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Blank, Rebecca. 1989. “Analyzing the Length of Welfare Spells.” Journal of Public
Economics. 39: 245-273.

Browne, Angela, Amy Salomon, and Shari S. Bassuk. 1999. “The Impact of Recent
Partner Violence on Poor Women's Capacity to Maintain Work.” Violence Against
Women. 5(4): 393:426.

Danziger, Sheldon (ed.) 1999. Economic Conditions and Welfare Reform. W.E. Upjohn
Institute for Employment Research: Kalamazoo, M.

Danziger, SK., Corcoran, M., Danziger, S., Heflin, C., Kdlil, A., Levine, J., Rosen, D.,
Seefeldt, K., Siefert, K., and Tolman, R. 1998. “Barriers to the Employment of
Welfare Recipients.” Institute for Research on Poverty.

Danziger, SK., Corcoran, M., Danziger, S. and Heflin, C. 1999. “Work, Income and
Material Hardship after Welfare Reform.” [www.jcpr.org].

Denton, Margaret and Vivienne Walters. 1999. “Gender Differencesin the Structural and
Behavioral Determinants of Health: An Analysis of the Social Production of
Hedth.” Social Science and Medicine. 48: 1221-1235.

Duncan, GJ, Kathleen Mullan Harris, and Johanne Boigoly. 1997. “Time Limits and
Welfare Reform: New Estimates of the Number and Characteristics of Affected
Families.” [www.jcpr.org]

Dohrenwend, Bruce P. 2000. “The Role of Adversity and Stress in Psychopathology:
Some Evidence and its Implications for Theory and Research.” Journal of Health
and Social Behavior. 41:1-19.

27



Ellwood, D.T. 1988. Poor Support: Poverty in the American Family. Basic Books.

Ellwood, D.T. 1999. Anti-poverty policy for families in the next century: from welfare to
work—and worries. Harvard University, Cambridge, MA, unpublished manuscript

Harris, K. 1991. “Teenage Mothers and Welfare Dependency Working Off Welfare.”
Journal of Family Issues. Vol. 12. No. 2: 492-518.

Harris, K. 1993. “Work and Welfare among Single Mothers in Poverty.” American Journal
of Sociology. 99(2): 317:52.

Harris, K. 1996. “Life after Welfare: Women, Work, and Repeat Dependency.”
American Sociological Review. Vol. 61: 407-436.

Hobfoll, Stevan E., Christian Ritter, Justin Lavin, Michagl R. Hulsizer and Rebecca P.
Cameron. 1995. “Depression Prevalence and Incidence Among Inner-City
Pregnant and Postpartum Women.” Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology. 63(3): 445-453.

Hofferth, Sandra L., Stephen Stanhope, and Kathleen Mullan Harris. 2000. “EXxiting
Welfarein the 1990's. Did Public Policy Influence Recipients Behavior?’.
Population Studies Center Working Paper Series. University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor, Michigan.

Jayakody, R., & Pollack, H. (1997). “Barriers to self- sufficiency among low-income
single mothers: Substance abuse, mental health problems and welfare reform.”
Presented at the Annual research conference of the Association for Public Policy
and Management, November, Washington, D.C.

Jayakody, R., S. Danziger, and H. Pollack. 1998. “Welfare Reform, Substance Use and
Mental Hedlth.” Presented at the Association for Public Policy Analysis and
Management. October 30, 1998.

Kain, John E. 1968. “Housing Segregation, Negro Employment, and Metropolitan
Decentralization.” Quarterly Journal of Economics. 85(1): 175-97.

Kalil, A, Corcoran, M., Danziger, S, Tolman, R., Seefeldt, K., Rosen, D., Nam, Y (1998).
Getting jobs, keeping jobs, and earning aliving wage: Can Welfare Reform
Work?.  Working Paper, University of Michigan Poverty Research and Training
Center.

Kessler, Ronald C., Kristin D. Mickelson and David R. Williams. 1999. “The Prevaence,
Distribution, and Mental Health Correlates of Percelved Discrimination in the
United States.” Journal of Health and Social Behavior. 40:208-230.

Kesder, R.C., McGonagle, K.A., Zhao, S., Nelson, C.B., Hughes, M., Eshleman, S.,
Wittchen, H.-U., & Kendler, K.S. 1994. Lifetime and 12- month Prevalence of

28



DSM-111-R Psychiatric Disorders in the United States: Results from the National
Comorbidity Survey. Archives of General Psychiatry, 51, 8-19.

Lantz, Paula M., John W. Lynch, James S. House, James M. Lepkowski, Richard P. Mero,
Marc A. Musick, and David R. Williams. 2001. “Socioeconomic Disparitiesin
Hedlth Change in a Longitudinal Study of US Adults: The Role of Health-Risk
Behaviors.” Social Science and Medicine 53: 29-40.

Loprest, Pamela. 1999. “How Families that Left Welfare are Doing: A National Picture.”
Urban Institute Series B, No.-B-1. August.

McDowsdll, I., & Newell, C. (1996). Measuring Health: A Guide to Rating Scales and
Questionnaires. Oxford: Oxford UP.

Mead, Lawrence M. 1992 The New Politics Of Poverty: the nonworking poor in America.
New York, NY : BasicBooks.

Moffitt, RA, and LA Pavetti. 1999. “Time Limits’.
[http://wvww.jcpr.org/wp/WPprofile.cfm?1D=91.0]

Mullahy, J. and J. Sindelar. 1991. “Gender Differencesin Labor Market Effects of
Alcoholism.” American Economics Review. 81(2): 161-65.

Mullahy, J. and J. Sindelar. 1997. “Women and Work: Tipplers and Teetotalers.” Health
Economics. 6 (5): 533-537.

Olson, K., & Pavetti, L. (1996). Persona and family challenges to the successful transition
from welfare to work. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute.

Polit, Denise, Andrew S. London and John M. Martinez. 2001. “The Health of Poor
Women: Findings form the Project on Devolution and Urban Change.” Manpowr
Demonstration Research Corporation.

Pollack, Harold, Rukmalie Jayakody, and Diane Steffick. 1999. “Hitting the Limit:
Welfare Reform, Substance Use and Mental Health.” Presented at the Annual
Association of Public Policy and Management Conference, November 1999.

Raphadl, S. and L. Rice. 1999. “Car Ownership, Employment, and Earnings.” University
of California, San Diego. Working Paper.

Sable, Marjorie R., M. Kay Libbus, Diane Huneke, and Kathleen Anger. 1999. “Domestic

Violence Among AFDC Recipients. Implications for Welfare-toWork Programs.”
Affilia 14(2): 199-216.

Seefeldt, Kristin. 1999. “Overview of Michigan's Welfare System.” Poverty Research
and Training Center Working Paper.

29



Seefeldt, Kristin, and LaDonna Pavetti, Karen Maguire, and Gretchen Kirby. 1998.
“Income Support and Social Services for Low-Income People in Michigan.” The
Urban Institute: Washington, DC.

Schulz, A., B. Israel, D. Williams, E. Parker, A. Becker, and S. James. 2000a. “Social
Inequalities, Stressors and Self Reported Health Status among African-American
and White Women in the Detroit Metropolitan Area.” Social Science and
Medicine. 51: 1639-1653.

Schulz, Amy, David Williams, Barbara Israel, Adam Becker, Edith Parker, Sherman
James, and James Jackson. 2000. “Unfair Treatment, Neighborhood Effects, and
Menta Health in the Detroit Metropolitan Area.” Journal of Health and Social
Behavior. 41:314-332.

Siefert, Kristine, Phillip J. Bowman, Colleen M. Heflin, Sheldon Danziger, and David R.
Williams. 2000. “Social and Environmental Predictors of Maternal Depression in
Current and Recent Welfare Recipients.” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry.
70(4):510-522.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and
Families. “State Welfare Demonstrations,” 8/22/96. Washington, D.C.: USDHHS.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, “Declinein AFDC Caseloads Since FY
1994.” Undated table.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and
Families, Office of Public Affairs. “Change in Welfare Caseloads Since Enactment
of the New Welfare Law,” May, 1998. Washington, D.C.: USDHHS.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 1998. “TANF Work Participation Rates,
Fiscal Year 1997.” http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/opre/particip/prrate97.htm
Administration of Children and Families.

Verbrugge, L. & Madans, J.H. (1985). Social roles and health trends of American women.
Health and Society, 63, 691-735.

Wallace G. and R. Blank. 1999. “What Goes Up Must Come Down?’ in S. Danziger (ed.)
Economic Conditions and Welfare Reform. W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment
Research: Kalamazoo, M.

Ware, J.E., Snow, K.K, and Kosinksi, M. 1993. SF-36 health survey : manua and
interpretation guide. Boston : The Health Institute, New England Medical Center

Ware, J. and Sherbourne, C.D. 1992. “The MOS 36-item short-form health survey (SF-
36): Conceptual framework and item selection.” Medical Care. Volume 30(6):
473-483.



Williams, David R. 1995. “African American Mental Health: Persistent Questions and
Paradoxical Findings.” In Robert J. Taylor, ed. African American Research
Perspectives. 2(1): 8-16. An Occasional report of the Program for Research on
Black Americans, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor, Michigan.

Williams, David R. 1999. “Race, Socioeconomic Status and Health: The Added Effects
of Racism and Discrimination.” Annuals of the New York Academy of Sciences.
896: 173-188.

Williams, David R. 2000. “Race, Stress, and Mental Health.” In Minority Healthin
America: Findings and Policy Implications from the Commonwealth Fund
Minority Health Survey. C. Hogue, M.A. Hargraves, and K.S. Collins, eds. The
John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore and London.

Williams, David and Chiquita Collins. 1995. “US Socioeconomic and Racial Differences
in Health.” Annual Review of Sociology. 21:349-86.

Williams, David R. and Ruth Williams-Morris. 2000. “Racism and Menta Hedlth: the
African American Experience.” Ethnicity and Health. 5(3/4): 243-268.

Yen, I.H.and S. L. Syme. 1999. “The Social Environment and Health: A Discussion of
the Epidemiological Literature.” Annual Review of Public Health. 20: 287-308.

Zedlowski, Sheila, R. 1999. “Work Activity and Obstacles to Work among TANF
Recipients.” Urban Institute Discussion Paper, Series B, No. B-2. September.

Zedlewski, Sheila, R. 1999. “Work-Related Activities and Limitations of Current Welfare
Recipierts.” Urban Institute Discussion Paper 99-06.

31



Table 1: Descriptive Statistics by Welfare Exit Route

Characteristic Sample New Job Work--off Other On  p-value’
% takers exits welfare
Demographics
African-American 56.0 59.8 56.5 52.6 59.0
Age 25-34 46.8 41.4 48.0 48.7 45.1
Age 35 or older 26 32.2 26.5 19.4 32.8°
Youngest child <4 34.3 36.8 26.5 40.5 336
Three or more total children present 37.4 35.6 35.5 36.6 43.4
Child receives SSI 5.5 3.5 3.5 4.7 115"
Number of adults present 0.51 0.51 0.50 0.55 0.48
Never married 63.0 66.7 62.0 62.5 63.1
First year 11.9 20.7 6.5  14.2 9.8"
Human Capital X
Less than a high school education 29.7 29.9 20.6 34.9 341
High school graduate/GED 37.4 31.0 42.7 38.8 30.3
More than high school education 33.0 39.1 36.7 26.3 35.3
Number of job skills previously used 5.8 6.2 6.0 5.7 5.3"
Worked in February 1997 42.3 58.6 60.0 21.6 41.0°

Persistent Barriers

Transportation problem 29.2 25.3 17.5 36.2 37.7"

Major depression 8.0 6.9 7.0 9.1 8.2

Post-traumatic stress disorder 6.7 12.6 3.0 6.5 9.0"

Domestic violence 6.2 6.9 2.0 9.9 57"

Mother has physical limitations 10.6 6.9 9.0 10.3 16.4
Notes

Sample size: 640 observations with no missing data

" indicates that the rows and columns fail the Pearson's Chi-Square test of independence
at the .10 level

" ANOVA indicates that the differences in means is significant at the

.10 level
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Table 2: Multinomial Logistic Regression Parameter Estimates of the Transition off

Welfare
New Job Exits Work/Welfare Exits Other Exits
Model 1 Model 2 Model1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
B B B B B B
Explanatory Variables (S.E)) (S.E)) (S.E.) (S.E)) (S.E) (S.E))
Demographics
African-American 0.27 0.26 0.02 0.06 -0.13 -0.13
(0.32) (0.33) (0.26) (0.27) (0.26) (0.26)
Age 25-34 -0.14 -0.14 -0.35 -0.29 -0.16 -0.15
(0.42) (0.43) (0.34) (0.35) (0.33) (0.34)
Age 35 or older 0.34 0.52 -0.72 + -0.65 -0.87 * -0.82 +
(0.49) (0.50) (0.40) (0.42) (0.40) (0.42)
Youngest child <4 0.18 0.23 -0.34 -0.30 -0.09 -0.07
(0.36) (0.37) (0.29) (0.30) (0.28) (0.29)
Three or more total children present -0.18 -0.20 -0.29 -0.38 -0.19 -0.21
(0.32) (0.33) (0.27) (0.27) (0.26) (0.26)
Child receives SSI -1.04 -1.02 -1.02*  -0.79 -0.91 * -0.93 *
(0.68) (0.69) (0.51) (0.52) (0.45) (0.46)
Number of adults present 0.13 0.19 0.14 0.15 0.10 0.14
(0.22) (0.22) (0.17) (0.18) (0.16) (0.17)
Never married 0.08 0.41 -0.17 -0.07 -0.34 -0.36
(0.35) (0.36) (0.28) (0.29) (0.28) (0.29)
First year 0.81 + 0.84 + -0.74 -0.76 .04 0.08
(0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.47) (0.47) (0.412)
Human Capital
High school graduate -0.15 -0.25 0.78 * 0.61 + 0.19 0.19
(0.37) (0.39) (0.31) (0.32) (0.29) (0.30)
More than high school -0.23 -0.35 0.30 0.09 -0.47 -0.48
(0.37) (0.39) (0.32) (0.34) (0.32) (0.33)
Number of job skills previously used 0.15 * 0.14 + 0.07 0.04 0.11* 0.11~*
(0.07) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05)
Worked in February 1997 0.64 * 0.60 * 0.63 * 0.62 * -1.03 **  -1.02 **
(0.30) (0.32) (0.25) (0.25) (0.26) (0.26)
Psycho-Social Constraints
Transportation problem -0.41 -0.74 * 0.10
(0.35) (0.30) (0.27)
Major depression -0.04 0.46 0.51
(0.62) (0.50) (0.47)
Post-traumatic stress disorder 0.72 -1.09 + -0.49
(0.53) (0.58) (0.49)
Domestic violence 0.44 -0.69 0.71
(0.63) (0.68) (0.49)
Mother has physical limitations -0.88 -0.45 -0.60 +
(0.52) + (0.38) (0.36)
Constant -2.02 -1.91 -.00 0.45 1.05 0.96
(0.79) (0.83) (0.63) (0.66) (0.60) (0.63)
Pseudo R-squared 0.08 0.11
Chi-square 142.74 181.70

Multinomial logistic regression: exit routes off welfare with continuous receipt as comparison group

Sample size: 640 observations with no missing data; B is significant at: + <.10 * p<.05 ** p<.01



Figure 1: Heuristic of Welfare Exit Routes
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