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CONSEQUENCES OF AGE AT FIRST CHILDBIRTH:

FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES AND WELFARE RECIPIENCY
/

~

[NTRODUCTION

During the last several decades, the proportion of all families that
are female-headed has grcwn nearly ten cimes ae rapidly as the proporticn that
are two-parent families; one in seven children lived in female-headed h?useholds
in the mid-1970's (Ross and Sawhill, 1973). Nearly 9 percent of the wﬁite
populetion and 32 percent of the black population lived®in female-headed
ﬁamilies in 1976 (Farley, i978, Table 2). Some of these*families originate
because of the death of rhe husbanc; however, most are forned by the divorce
of the parents and the aseumption of the children by the mother, or secondarily,
by the birth of an out-of-wedlock child. BecauSe adolesqent_outfof—wedlock
mothers frequently become female-housenold heads*unless or until they form a
two-parent Ho;;ehold and because early marriageéégre often precipitated by
epregnancy, only to later terminate in divorce, it_seeme likely that early child-
bearing contribntes to tﬁe formation of femaie-headed households.

Concerns about theAfemale-headed family are,numerous but not universal;
Brown, et al. (1976) detail the many satisfactions experienced by women after
terﬁinating unhappy marriages, despite the expense and difggcul;y of rearing
children on their own. However, economic support is a clear probfem for this

§amily type. As Table 1 indicates, income is considerably lower among

hfaqilies headed by wcmen. According to other calculations, 48 percent of the

¢ .

. .. . . : . A\, ’
families in poverty are female-headed families. (U.S. Buréau of the Census, 1978).

I‘?_' .- ’ . ) ' -7 ')\ e
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Table 1: Mean Family Income, 1974, of Families With
One or More Own Children Under Age 18

] ‘ I

. E; Single-Parent Families
) Age of Head Husband-Wife Families Male Headed Female Headed
Under 25 B $ 9,168 $ -- $ 3,600
25-44 ' 15,941 ' 012,093 ‘ 6,481
45-64 17,517 13,045 | 8,438
Source: ''Money Income in 1974 of Families and Persons in

the U.S.," Current Population Reports, Series P-60,
Neo. 101, Table 29, pp. 59-60., Washington, D.C.,
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 197¢,

. . s
! - 3}
T

Women's earnings average only abgut 60 percent of men's earnings (U.S.
Bureau of the Census,-l978),'making'it difficult for most women to support a
-family\as adequately as a man might. \Moreover, few female—headed«household;

receive regular, sdstaiﬁed, or substantial child support payments from absent
fathers (Sawhill, et al., 1973). Consequently, most women éxperience a |
substa;tial drép in income‘after divo;;e if they do not remarry (chlo, et al., -

1973; Hoffman, 1977). ' :  ‘,

If an early birth increases the probability thét a woman will become a
female head, it'thereﬁoreaisé imcréases the likelihood. that she will experience
ecouomié need., In addition, to the extent that an early birth truncates the

o _ -
limited and poverty is more like

women who begin family b:i;;}dg during their teenage years-tend to limit labor

~ woman's formal schooling,_the,eaqging'opportunities of a teenage mothaer are

. Moreover, the larger £f£amilies bogne by

»
force participation. An&’/ of course, whatever the income, the more people

\

sharing that income the lower per capita incofie is. Consequently, women who
N . . N \' . -

B

. bear their first child at én'eariy age éeeﬁ\likgly to later experience poverty
. ¥ ~

] . : .
: - . . . »
- . - -
.




and to require publlc welfare assistance. Indeed, ;cmulc houschald heads
trequently become dependent on welfare after 4nlearly birth (Presser, 1979%)
as well as after divorce (Hoffman, 1977). With the cost of the AFva(Aid

to Families with Dependent Children) prograﬁ approaching $10 bilLioH in 1976
(U.S._Bureau of the Census, [977), the economic liabilities of this _ )
family typevand Ehe effect of early childbearing on welfare dependency are
important to éovernment as well as to the family members who must survive

on a low income. ' ’ ~

=,



LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

The current study provides an oppqrtunity to explore the link between
tercilitv, welfare dependency and family structure, this time in a model that
includes. the previously-ignored variable of mother's age at the birth of her
first child. A young age at first hirth seems likely to increase the proba-
bility that a young woman will‘become, for some time, a female household head
and will ;Fquire welfare assistance. Since few researchers have foclissed on
these particular issues, much of our discussion must rely on extrapolation

;

trom related work as well as common sense predictions as to factors that might

N

affect c?e prébability that a woman will be a female family head or a welfare
recipienf.

We hypothesize, simply, that (1) the earlier a woman bears her first
child, the greaterathg probability she has of heading a household alone, net
of relevaﬁt control varlables, and (?) the earlier a woman bears her first
child, th®‘greater the likalihood thgr she will require welfare aésistance,
net of relevant control ;ariables, However, even if direct éffecEs from age
at first birth to an outcome variable are not noted, the possibility of an

association 1is not ruled out. Indirect effects that age mediated by educa-

-
)

tional aLtalﬁqent and family size cerCainf§ provide plauslble routes by which
-age at first birth might agkecc fagily structure and';;lfare dependency. 1In
: particular, the lower education (Moore, et al., 1978a) and larger family sizes
(Moore and Hofferth, 1978b) ofiiienage mothers suggest reasons why teenage

mothers might be o%er-represent?d among welfare recipients (Moore, 1%78c).

—. .

The Determinants‘df‘Becoming a Female Family Head ) . 3

P

) : Theconcern of the U.S. government regarding the f;owtb and composition ~
N 139 <

‘- of female-hgaded ho&sehilds ip refleCCed ,in publlcatio&\of/a recent repoft by

T
i the Bureau of the Cenéus enti&&ed "Female E&mi}y Headg” (1974) . While in
N , ' 'x , . . N
o ! Yo - . L . »FM ‘ B o -
~ O/ *
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

Inceme Dinamics)(PSID)‘analyses. . -

r-'r1711;1lx1g from a stdatement of causation, the Buredau aotos that the (ncereased
incidence of temale~headed familtes might be Jdue to the increased frequency
ot diVOrCLE,ItO the number ot unmarried mothers who bear and keep thelr
children, to adoption by unmarried adults, to the increased abilitv of women
to maintain separate™puscholds due to ""the availability of better and wider
choices ot jobs" and possibly to the "increased avallability of public assis-

. !
Cance programs” (Ibid., p. 1). Their discussion suggests that factors

associated with the occurrence of both marital disruption and out-ofrwedlock

chlebedring shoulq be controlled for in_evaluacing the impact of age at first

birth on feﬁale—headed families. In addition, the employment opportunities
open to woﬁen as well as the attractiveness of public welfare might atffect
che'probabiILCy that a woman becomes a female family head, since these ficcors
atfect her ability to support a family without a husband. Given the increasged
frequency of the femaPe—headed famil? form in recent vears, birth cohogf also
seems to be an important factor to consiaér in an analysis of this topic.
Variables ancicipac;dFCO affect the probability of divorce and separation
will also ?e included here as control variables, for example, respondent's
race, whether the fifst birth was premarital, prescence of a young’child,'
Pacific Coast residence, mecropolican residence, resepondent's age (as a
measure of birth éohort), labor market opportunities and age ét first marriage.
Critical variables noted in the Moore and Caldvall (1976) analysis of
out-of-wedlock childbearing include, again, respondent's race and bifth cohort,
intact éamily baékground, and social status of family of origin. Measures of

religion and religiosify unfortunately are not available in the National A

~
Longitudinal Survey (NLS)'Eata, but they are included in the Panel Study of

1

[

’
—~



'he PSID data Includes a measure ot the respondent ' phvsteal health,
his varfable will dl:‘()- be (ncladed on the hypnthue;ll:; that women with physteal
Limitations are less attractive candidates tor marrlage or rvmurridgc.

The ;espondcnt's cducat fonal dttainment represents pot only the ncx&tivv

relatfonship between vears ot schooling and the probability ot divorce bhut
. . \

olso the positi\;c assoclation between years ot schooling, Job opportunfties,
and marital disruptlon. These two effects may cancel one another. A proxv
for employment opportunities included {n the NLS analysis (s local unemplux-
ment rate. Like education, this variable could have severxal effects in that
male unemployment could trigécr separation (Sawhill, et al., 1975) or femalc\\
unemp loyment could force women to be dependent on male support. Again; these
two effects could cancel one another out, however, no sex-specific

unemployment measure is available. Several more specific variables are

available in the PSID data, for example, the relative wages of men versus

womgn‘and the job markets for women and b“lacl-.

]
{

"A number of re3earchers have studied the hypot! 's:-eé role of welfare

-

Voo
hvailagﬁlity in encouraging out-of-wedlock -ai_cibear:ny Moore and Caldwell,

1976; ‘Bernstein and Meezan, 1975; Cutright., 1970; Prosser, .975; Winegarden,

1975; Cain, 1972); however, little evidence thag\}ej'1re encourages child-

bearing outside of marriage-has accumulated. As Presser zoncludes, "in
; Q- .

general, public assié;aﬁée may be a consequence of an untimely birth rather
S \

than a stimulud for that birgh' (Presser, 1975: 227).

: |
Y Other work has explored whether welfare encourages marital breakup
among low-~income couples in which the woman might, separatéd from her spouse,

) qu&Iify for benefits (Hannan, et al., 1977: Sawhill, et al., 1975; Moles,
~ i L4
3 ‘I976; Bernstein and Meezan, 1975S; Honig, 1973; Cutright and Scanzoni, 1973).

Because of the availability of welfare she may be able to obtain an economic

a

A

i

»

%

v’v}-\
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cudependagee that otherwiese wonld aot have been poa cablbe, Thit et ron

has oty been resoleed and present s o Dapertant o ane Uor o polley eegearch,
The attractiveness ot weltare benet{ts v neasured by othe AFDC Hhonetis e
in the region ot residence o the N nnalnes oy thee POID data, the
respondent’ s state ot Tesitdence 1o onown amakionkg it possehle o caloulate

. -

¢

state level megasures of the AFDC henetit Yool

]'h)- NDeterminants ot Weltare I)Upo'!lth'lls;{

he 1'.11'&0{' that 15 perhaps most tten gocnse-l o onconr i we i tare
dependeney 15 the level Hf weltare benedios,  Althoush consiscdne evideace
that senerous beaetit levels draw women onto Che wellare roll, 15 Lackinge,
the issue has not been resolved.,  The regional AFDC cANLd to Familles with
Dependent Children) is the only variable available for inclusion in the NL3
regressions., (Inclusion of this variable also nmecessitates inclusion ot
a4 control for residence in the South, because the leng of benetit payments
15 so regularly low in the South, as are costs overall, that AFDC benefit level

- s

are included,

Whether a woman goes on welrfare must be a function, of course, of her
alternatives to welfare. Spch alternatives include not only her own
possibilities for employment but also. the vmplovment of others, particularly a

B

spouse. However, since few women married and living with their Hhusbands

'
-

qualify for or receive AFDC payments,“ and since there is no information on.
the husband's characteristics for ummarried women, a measure of marital status

is not included. Therefore, the employment variables that are included

consist primarily of measures of the woman's own opportunities for employment,

1. Regional benefit level is used because state of residence is not
revealed in order to protect respondent anonymity. )

2. 1In 1973, in only 12 percent of families receiving AFDC was the
father living in the home (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975: 309).

ERIC 1:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e are Mepresente !l o the SO0 reare oo 0 et el o Lt et

the e ! ovne ! i volver v b Db rloet 1yt RN [ T
RN (v.l" 1 oo o o 1t Phie v Sat Ch o e M

e o e b e s rhiat cap Doooment cppoertun AT I e -

ot o b TR corman Lo ot e o o el oot
Coae Lo erat, e e thiee e il e w e, the wortan L o netent g
conthl e graraes s ot o the bt el ceenenr vt e e e St et
shrstoal Tomitation 0 o :”'1:d“42 ot e th ur et el oab i by
‘ vl ! Camiay L lod aand the wrv;vivr v hi b o andde et e iaciudedd,
croent thie iabvihatrae et st chir Db earine anoempl cvment TS AR I

-

"
Sener il ofacrea.e 1o the 7r~1weh¢y towe b are leneodenes

lten '.hl'

Taring recent vears o LS. vtothe onnun, P W a control Uor the

b

census,

cespondent! Direh o cohort abao dcems esaeatrial, o aond cecaune o rhe general

ywoer-renresentation of blacks among ArDC recipients U, 50 Garean ot the

RN A tontrol for race Inoin oanaltysis ot the

important to

impact o¢ earlv chillibearing., Variables measuring parental socioseconomic

N
status and whether the Zamily of origin was intact when the respondent was

.

age 14 ais0 seem relevant, since welfare recipiency i3 felf to he perceived

npersons frem non-intact

more 15 an odption by lower status and persons

iue o orior personal or neer gJroup experience with the welfare svstem,

Receipt of child support or alimony {35 included ia PSID regressions, since

from an estranged gpouge should reduce the need

~

such economic. assistance

‘or welfiare support, Tinallv, metropolitan residence and Pacific Coast

residence are included in the'thought that the avrailability and acceptability

- 1

of welfare receipt might wvary bv residence. Little work has been done on

the individual-level correlates of welfare recipiency: therefore, the addition

controls 1is

-

of these somewhat speculative, and there may-be othss controts

that have been omitted.
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'crg-haﬁsgd;ﬁi the wording of the interview question that

the assistanoe. Thus,” it -is not knowm whether the yYbung woman herself
o ' - o -t

T 9. v - - T

‘ -\"\ . N ’

"An dnfortﬁnate but unavoidable shortcomingain'the NLS analyéis is .

T A s . ' ot ® "~ oo : .

produced the dependent "
&\ /

as

¢ v - -

PO 4 An - L ° ' .
ﬂvariabiei NLS réépondents were asked each year, ''Did anyone. in qhismgé%ily

. r~—.

v ]

[ S .

recgive’ any welfare or pubiicdassistahce in the last 12 momths?" Thgﬁ’
A

PN v

s .. , . . - i

resporise categories that are provided are simply "Yes! and "No," and there is
AR ! ’ : - -

no attempt to learn whé was the recipient of the assistance or the nature of

' . ¢ . - ] ) . Y
received AFDC payments or whether a”parent of sibling received assistance.’

,
®

To reduce the 1aék.of'c1arity, oné-apalysis of welfare dependency is con- ¢
ducted g; a sub-sample consisting solely of female-headed households with

childre

'presént, since it is virtually certain that}ﬂin‘this ;imiteq sub-
sample; if anyone received welfare or publiq$3§§ijfance it was ;he;;espoﬁdent
herself. Howevef, since there are only 120 female household headg with
children pgesent in the NLS sample (and even fewer with no missing daga),

a supplementary'analysis is reported that is based on allirespondents who

h?ve children at age 24. A similar procedure was followed with PSID reSpbh-

. s . J
dents, although in this case there are 400 female househ®ld headgfvﬁlt is

-

important to keep in mind for analyses including women who are not household

1 ¥ N
heads, that the dependent variable in this case cannot be guaranteed to be

a measure of welfare dependency oa the part of the respondent i as one would

3
P

wish.

™~

. g
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';Attempts.to reintef%iew these young women were uade_annually‘from 1969

DATA =~ .. -
[ : . I3 N ) .
B . ¢ 4} _ N ’\\\M )
N\ . ) A K} o ‘ & T T } /,-' .
. , S G AR
"+ An3lyses were conducted on two nattonal longitudinal data gets, the

¥

National LodgitudinaI}Survey of Young Women (NLS) and the Panel Study of~
- e ¢ . : -
Income-Dynamics (BSID). Both surveys were initially fielded in 1968 and

. . ‘ \ . )
in each tase respondents were interviewed annually., While similar in their

3 . ' N\

. focus on economit and employment issues, the twg-surveys sample quite different

X,

N . - ‘ v
pooulationi Analyses reported here rely 6n interviews conducted between
[

1968 and 1972 for the NLS and between 1968 and 1976 for the PSID. Each

data set will be éescribed in turn. y!

The National Longitudinal Survey of Young,Women‘
. Y

The National Longitudinal Survey of Young Women (NLS) is funded by the
v.s. Department ‘of Labor to study the labor market experiences of contemporary
&oung women, It is de51gned bthhe Center for Human Resource Research of |
Ohio Sta{e University and fielded by the U.S. Census Bu;eau. The,initial
wave in 1968 sample& over; 5000 young women between the ages of 14 and 24.

‘

through 1975, Samoie retention/hes:been very good. 3By 1972, the last year

. considered here, 4625 respondents—-QO percent of the original sample--

C . . £
repmained in the survey. Since the initial rédsponse rate was 94 percent,

'S

‘data on 1early 85 percent of the sample that was 1n1tially drawn are available

¢

for the current ana}ysis.. While these data are among the best available,

" ' .4
sample attrition may have reduced the origlnal representativeness, and some

« J

caution in generalizing to the,entire‘population'is necessary.
. L . _ .
In order to produce statistically reliable estimates for black women,
N : .

househoids in enumeration districts Lnown to be predominantly black were

selected at a rate three times greater than the rate for white enumeration

~

14



11

, - » N
districts. In 1968, 3638 white wémen;and 1459 black wohen yerehinterviewed.

* ) - " . - kd
. (Sixty-two young women of other races were interviewe§~b%t have been con-
o ' 7. :

sistently.excluded from these analyses because of their dive'sity.) A

K2

sample weight was assigned to, each individudl case, to»correct for the fact
¥ that different groups of the population ‘had different probabilities of

salection.. The welghtg were computed so that the sum of the weights would
[ 4

o 'equal the sample size of 5159.
The NLS.data are especially well—suited for a study of the consequences
of early childbearing because they follow young women through the tdenage
and young adult’ years when family-building typically takes plaqe. For a
large proportion of the Sample‘data on marriage and childbearing are not’
retrospective but are gathered as the events oé:’cur. Becadse extensive i_nfgr-

< _ o =5 e ‘ ‘ v
\ mation on theaeducational and work experience as well as the social and

economic ba@kground of respondents was obtained, detailed comparisons can
4 )
be made between women who became mothers while teenagers and other young

.

women who postponed their childbearing . Such extensive data are not

fréquently available for so large or contemporary a sample.

- The Michigan Panel Study of Income Dynamics

' The Panel Study of Income Dynamics was inaugurated in 1968 to provide

information on short run changes in the economic status of families and
) , _

. individuals. To this end, approximately 5000 families have been interviewed
annually through 1978. Data obtained through 1976:are included in the

current analyses:

A
LS

The originai sample consisted of a cress-section sample of_dwelling
units within the continental United States plus a subsample of families.
interviewed in 1967 by tke U.S. Bureau of;the Census. Since 19268, the

sacple has consisted of all nanel ma=bers living injfamiliesathat'were

~




'the household. Consequently, little information is available on married

12 :
N

e ¢
interviewed the previous year plus newly-formed families that include any

adult\-\nel member who had moved out of the sample'household since 1968.

1

The addition of newly~formed families has resulted in an increased sample
size despite sample attritidn-ft'

Panel losses’were considerable (24 percent) in the Ffirst year but have

<
ad

been relatively minor in recent years. However, the cumulative'response Yate

AY

including initial and subseqhent losses, is only 55 percent. hThe‘data were
weighted in 1972 to adjust both for differentsampllng fractions and for~

. ’
different rates of nonresponse. Since that time, attrition has npt{neen
sufficiently great to warrant further adjustment, and the authors present
evidence that estimates made from PSID data correspond closely with .estimates

obtained from the Current ?bpulation Reports (Survey Research Center, 1976,

pp. 499-510).

-
\

The PSID was explicitly initiated to provide the best possible measures

‘of respondents’ family incomes, individual wages, and employment history. .

The income measures are oenerally con51deted to be superior to estimates from
' -

th€ Current Pppulation Survey (Minarik 1975), tabular comparisons of -

Both data sets show a high degree of congruence on the weighted distributions

- . ’

of most standard demographic variables (Sawhlll et al., 1975).. Despite the

+

- . ) ) .
reassurance that this provides, it seems\extremely important to use caution

in generalizing from results to the entire United States population;
For the years 1968 to 1975, all information is related to the head of

-

women, since they are‘not defined as heads. Fortunately, in 1976, wives were
also intervie&ed, and detailed informatipn on.wives' labor fo?fe particigation,

family background, and eamings was obtained. In addition, wives’gﬁﬁgzied

information on their age at marriage and age at first childbirthyg data that

- L4

N
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cannot be reliably obtained from some of the interﬁiews held with the

husband, who is defimed as the head &f, the household. -

S

- Although initial pians called for agalyses on all women who turned 24,
- /I )

\ ro
30, 36, and 42 ‘during the course of the survey, it soon beéame c¢lear that a .

far richer and more complete analysis could be done if emphasis were placed
. C ’ ’ -~

on the sub-set'of wives and‘female heads who were interviewed in 1976. Moreover,

the number of women available for analysis was not greatly diﬁinished. of 2630

wives and female heads aged 16 to 42 in 1968, 156 (6 percent) were not inter-
& . v "
view8d in 1976. For the 2474 wives and female heads in gur sample who were
_ N . : o
) :
- interviewed, there is a wealth of information. The slight loss in sample size
' . P \

-

seems far outweighed by the additional information available on these women and

their experiences.

i
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ANALYTIC STRATEGIES

/

. 1 ~
R

' The basic hypothesis being'explored is. that a young age at the birth

v

of a first child is;directly associated with becoming a female family-head

, i - :
and/or a welfare recipient. In addition, the effect of a premarital birth,,\-
"

a young age at first marriage, educational attainment :nd family size will
be explored Results will be presented in two sections. First, factors
affecting the probability of being a female ous$hold head will be explored
Second the determinants of'welfare dependency 111 be ;onsidered

Initially, the gross assoc1ation\between age ‘at first birth and the
dependent variable (being a female household head or reeeiving'welfare) will
be\Eiamined, controlling-only'for respondentbrace and socioeconomic status.

Following exploration of simple associations we then proceed to multi-
variate analyses so that the—eftects of aée at fi‘é; birth, premarital
pregnancy, and .age at first marriage, plus appropriate'control variables,

can be evaluated simultaneously.’

An initial multivariate analysis ih eachssection will focus on those

'NLS women whe¥ turn 24 during the years of the survey.  Because this strategy

catches all thg young women at the same age, it-partialiy controls. for the

enormous life cycle variation in the lives of young women who ranged in age
between 14 and 24 in the first year of the saneyJ‘ Looking only at women who

are mothers bf age 24 does, of course, omit many young women who have not yet

s . 2

had childrEn. Thié 1s necessary, however, since only women-with children are

eligible for Aid to Families with Dependent Children. Only those women- who

turn 24“Buring the survey are studied, sincé. onl& for these &pmen is there

3

‘sufficient information for a multivariate analysis. A simiiiéXset of regres—

sions ‘'will then be reported for PSID women who have ghildren under age 18

s

in 1976.
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An additional analysis strategy is then émployed to fifther ékamine
’ ‘- F - \
‘the effect of a birth on welfare dependengy. In the transitign probability
. : ES . - ) l.'- M
approach,- the year by year probabilﬁty of goigg on Yglfare is examined as a

~
o~

function of the occurrence of a birth, as well as numerous other factors.

- ° N

This apprbéch focusses on the populationlqt risk.S% an event, in this case,
the women in g;e sample wha areAreceiving welfare. These women are eligible
to make>the trangition onto welfaré during the year. If a woman who is not
on welfare at the time of one igterview i; receiving weigéfé by the tiﬁé of

the next interview, she is given a code of "one." If 'she is ‘still not

receiving welfare, she is coded "zero.'

@
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- VARIABLES : : ‘ -
A -~ N . 7 . ' . r["
' \ i [ . : ) : -
- asurement of Age at First Birth B )
‘ N ' ] .
7 NEitﬁér the NLS nox the PSID contains a childbearing history for women.

<

LN,
‘ * Consequently it wasg necessary Xo construct such a recor‘&for a11~responden§s. .
/ : . -

The procedure by which this was done for each data set will be described.

The National Longitudinal Survey.of Youﬁg Women. To develop a measure of
the young woman's age at fitst bi:& the household record in 1968 was

. searched for any sons or daughter ' fhe réspondent. Theﬁags;if the oldest
: . ¢ . v

T .
of the respon&?ﬁt&s children was subtracted from the respondent's age in 1968

to yield age at first birth. First bi;ths'which,occurred in subsequent sur-
vey years were identified by searching the household recordsfof dh?ldless re-
'§pondgnts. When a first birth was identified, the respondent's ageméﬁ the

last interview was assigned as her age at first birth. Since exact birth dates
are not known for either the respondent or her children and age is coded iny
in fuil years for respondents and children over thfee, the measure of age at
first birth contains some error. Where some uncertainty existed our decision
rule erred by assignidg the older age at first birth.

The measure of age at first birtﬂ used here dées not include children

”who were given up for adoption shortly after birth, who were stillborn, who
died in early childhood,- or those who were sent to live outsidevthe respondent's

household;l Own children of the respondent cannot be distinguished from

v adopted children. We are, then, in effect, measuring the imp?ct of the-.age at

1. Although women.who reported having children at, one boint but not at
age 18, 21, or 24, when family size measurements were made, were dropped from
o the NLS sample, their numbers are of interest. Twenty-nine of 1,201 women who
reported a child at an earlier age no longer had that child living with them
at age 24, Similarly 35.0f 909'mothers had 'lost' -a child by age 21, and 43
-of 393 had "lost" a child by‘jée'lB. We simply do not know what happened to
these children. . o , L

‘ . Y N
« .
, o x
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which a young woman takes on the duties and responsibilitie§ of motheg#ood,
or becomes a mother ;n a social sgnse} The-Jariable used here shpuld be a fair
dnbiaééd measure of sdcipiogical, if not of biological; motheghood. "
A 5 3 — . -
Panel Study SE Income Dynamics. The measure b% age a%'first>birt?'
’ .

was dgtermined differently for wives and for female heads. ' For the 170%

women in the sample who comple%;d the survey for wives in 1976, the age of her

oldest child as reported by the wife was subtracted from the wifé'sAage. Nof

P

similar information'was available for female household heads; cousequeptlyrthé‘

‘ measure of age at first birth for the 773 women who were household heads in

1976 was based on the household record. If a first birth occurred during the
survey years, the ‘woman's age in the year of the birth was assigned. Other-

wise, the household record for 1968 was searched £or the age of the oldeést

.

child and this age was subtracted from the“woman's own age. Since women in
the sample in 1968 could have been as old as 42 in that year, it is possible

that some of their children would have grown up and left home. This, of

!

.

course, would fesult in an incorrectisassignment of age at first birth. This

would only be a préblém for heads approximately 32 to 42 years of age in 1968--

38 percent of the sample of female household heads or 12 percent of the total

sample of women. However, the children most likely td be' missed are those

born to the youngest mothers, since they are most likely to have grown up and

RN

left home before their mothers turned 40. Betause of this problem, an
additional regression will be reported for PSID women under age 35. Analyses

on these younger women should not be affected by this problem. Analyses on

wives are also unaffected.
. e

Comparison of Age at First Birth Distributions with Current Population Reports

Table 2 presents the weighted prcportions of women in the NLS and .PSID
samples in several age-at-first-birth categories. These distributions can

be compared with distributions calculated from data from the 1971 and 1975

- T
' .
~ .

ly.

-

AN

~
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Current Populatiqn RepOrcs Eor.fir§g otrths <hat 525@3red‘afcer the year '1360.
-~ LA k > .
| The discribugfons are strikingly similar, although Sbth‘the LS and PSID sam-
) \ . _ _ -
olas have a higher proporcign of bgrchf amnng women at cdlder ages. ‘The high-
est{proportion occurs among chg total éS@D samplé, which, as noted above, is T
prgbably elevated by the loss‘sf s;me é;ély births among older family heads.

The yéung women in the NLS: and in the young women PSI£ sub-sample have few

Q’\ firse bl;ths that occurred as early as 1%60. Since che younger the sample, v
the more likely the woyéﬁ yould have participated in the trend toward delayed
childbirth (Bureau,of'che Cenqgs, 1978), it seems likely that some 55 the dif;
ference rgpresents true societél changes over :;me. While the sverall corres-

i pogdence of ;Ee NLS and PSID'daca with Census Bureau d?;a is most ‘encouraging,
it should'be kept in aind thac.some ingﬁturacy du%7to’coding and missing in-

- '3 . i M ‘ '3 . .
formation was unavoidable. sds always, our resulfg should be considered within

the context of the findings of other researchers, as well as that of the researcher's

expectations.
$ " Table 2: The Distribution of Womghe by their Age
at Firstc Birth. 1971 and 1975 Current
v Population Survey (First Births Occurring
After 1960), National Longitudinal Survey -
and Panel Study of Income Dynatics
. Age ar First Birth 1971 CPS 1975 cps NLS PSID
‘ at age 24  Total < 35 in 1976
. E EE——
=17 .128 .129 113 112 .113
18 . .095 .-092 .095 .062 .071
19-20 .259 .248 .186 214 .212
=21 .518 .530 - .607 .633 .605
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Other Vari{bles» ’

< Because thg age of the respondent

must be obtained from householq record

curacy inherent in .the construction of

pregnancy. First births that occur in
PR .
Ny . S
coded "arbiguous,'" since it is unclear

marriage.

B

Other variables used in the analyses are defined in the Appendix.

-

LN
at her first birth and first ™harriage .~
— R

data), there is some unavoidable inac-

.
- - ~ L.

the variable that measures premarital/

the same yea? as first marriages are

whether or not conceptign preceded the

Medans,

1)
standard deviations, and variable definitions are reported in Appendix Table 1

for NLS respondents.

PSID .statistics are presented in Appendix Table 2.

-
—
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RESULTS: FEMALE HEADED FAMILIES C ~

The Simple Association Between Age at First Birth And Being A Female Familv
Head

Tables‘B and 4 present the proportion who are female househ&ld heads
among all respondents who have ever had children by 18, %i, and 24 for NLS'
respondents and for PSID women with children under aée'lS, respectivelyf
There is some indication that NLS women having earlier births are more likely
to be fe@ale household heads by ége 24, but the trends are not regular or
very large. No trend at‘all emerges among PSID women. If anything, whites
who were teen mothers are less likely to be household heads. Tﬁe mpre
s;rikiné differénce 1S that between blacks and whites, and it is brqbably
this relatively high proportion of blacks in 'the early childbearing categories

compared with the later categories that raises the probability of being a

female household head among early chilbearers in the total columns at the top.

-
Table 5 presents the proportion of NLS mothers who are female family

heads by the timing of the first birth relative to the first marriage.
Youné women having premarifal (outaof—Qedlock) births seem to have a
considerably higher probability of being -female household heads at ages

18 and 21. Since a prgTarital birth by definition éstablishes a female-
neaded family, it isithe young woman's status at age 24 and the status of
PSID mothers (shown in Table 6) that 1is of greater interest; and among
these older women it does appear that a large number of early childbearers
have established husband-wife families. However, even.at age 24, nearly
one~third of the NLS women having premarital first birth% are not currently
married--one-fifth of the whites and nearly half of tﬁe blacks, proportions

that are almost exactly duplicated among PSID women.



21

Table 3: Percent of Female Headed Households Aimong Respondents Ever
Having Children by Ages 18, 21, and 24 by Age at First Birch,
by Race and by Socioeconomic Background (National Longitudinal

. Survey)

Age of Respocdenc
at Zirsr 3{ren 1 1ze '8 1C _age 21 it _age 4

ALL 2ACZS

<15 33% (5L 4% (34) 0% (4d)
16~17 s} (21 25 153) . 18 (167)
13 j 23 (175) 15 (179)
19-20 22 (3152) 13 (3s1)
21-23 11 (396)

ALL “HITET

<15 /Y (22) ’ hIA4 TN 267 (32)
16=17 31 (157 15 (1:9) 3 (131)
13 _ 19 (150) 13 (156)
19-20 18 (301) 9 (310%

21-23 3 (362)

Low SES

<l5 167 (L0 % (N L6% (10)
16-17 34 (&42) 22 (&1) 4 (57
13 ! 19 (39) 7 (32)
19-20 17 (71) L5 (30)
21-23 14 (457)
Medium/Hixh SES
<15 597, (10) 46% (7 297 (143
16-17 30 {96) 1 (66) 11 (62)
18 16 (94) 14 (934)
19-20 18 (198) 7 (200)
21-23 ; 7 (251)
ALL 3LACXS
<S5 a3 (29) 257 (16) 187, (13).
15=17 . 75 (57) 33 (&3) S1 (318)
18 30 (24) 24 (23
19-20 51 (53) 37 (4L)
21-23 ' - 33 (24)
Low 3ES N
<15 367 (14) T (7) 407, (3)
16=17 79 (22 46 (20) 51 (21)
18 59 (12 i1 (13
19-20 53 (25) “ (19)
21-23 58 (16)
Mediuo/High SES PP
<LS 697, (6) o~ (3) ~ [@))
16=17 30 (16) A0% (9} 48% (69
.1 1s (3) : 37 ‘3
19-20 47 (20) 29 (1)
21-23 e 23 (13)
&

~t o <95
-t a=20

SES aessured as the mean of four varilbles—occupaction 2f head of household, nocher’ s~
educat{oa, father’s educacioa, aad prasence of reading naterials !n rha home of origine.
Yariables ware 3jtandardizad to have a zean of 10 aad. 1 standard deviacion of 2.

4’3 ia parencheses.

O
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Table 4: Percent of Female Headed Households Among
Respondents With Children Under lc, By Age
at First Birth, Race and Socioeconomic _
Background (Panel Study of Income Dynamics)

Age of Socioeconomic Background
. Respondent - All 3
at First Birth Backgrounds Low SES Medium/Hign SES
ALL RACES .
<15 29% ( 70) 227 ( 37) 36%2 ( 33)
16-17 31 (247) 30 (115) 33 (132)
18 34 (187) 35 (79) 32 (108)
19-20 26 (221) 43 (77) 17 (144)
21-23 246 (464) 31 (163) 20 (301)
>24 26 (634) 31 (192) 24 (442)
WHITES
<15 6 (17) o ( 6) 9 (11)
16-17 7 (89 3 ( 32) 9 (57)
18 8 ( 84) 17 ( 23) 18 ( 61)
19-20 12 (136) 16 ( 31) 10 (105)
N 21-23 . 12 (308) 12 ( 75) ' 12 (233)
>24 : 17  (435) 22 (102) 15 (333)
BLACKS
<15 36 ( 53). ; 26 - ( 31) 50 ( 22)
16-17 45  (158) 40 ( 83) : 51 ( 75)
18 47 (103) 43 ( 56) 51 ( 47)
19-20 49 ( 85) 61 ( 46) 36 ( 39)
21-23 48 (156) 48 ( 88) 48 ( 68)
o >24 48 (199) 41 ( 90) 53 (109X
-

26
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~"\\Iable 5: Percant of Feméie Headed Households among Rgspondents Ever
' Having Children by Ages 18, 21, and 24 by Age at First Birth
Relative to Aga at First Marriage, Race and Socioceconomic
Background (National Longitudinal Survey)

Age at First Birth
Relative to Age at

Tirst Marriage at Age 18 . at Age 21 (’ at Age 24
ALL RACES
2 .
Premarital * 80% (85) ‘ 51%  (129) 317 (163)
Ambiguous . ‘ 32 (98) 17 (274) . — 10 (405)
Post-marital 26 (76) " 18 (308) 12 (570)
- r \\\\\;_ : - : . _

| ALVHITES -

Premarital 667 (27) 357% (64) S22l T 9
Ambizuous 28 (80) 14 (233) 8¢ (364},
Post-marital 21 (70) 16 (282) - 10 (530)

» Low SES
’/ * + - T v
- Premarital /o 33% (5) 507, (13) 217 (31)
_ Ambiguous 26 (22) . 17 (53) 4. (105) .
VPost-marital 31 7 (22) o (90) 15 (119

vledium & High SES ' .

Premarital o84n - (18) 287 (39) 177 T56)
Ambiguous 2 (53) > . 13 (153) 7 (217)
Post-marital ° 17 (36) ., , 16 (159) 8 (35®)

' ALL BLAGRS ' - g
Premarital 8% (59). ° 677, (65) - T 45% (66)
Ambiguous 51 - (18) 34 (41) 29 (41)
Post-marital , 70 (D 35 (27) 39 (40)

. Low ‘SES L .

y, Premarital | 937, (24) - 68% (29) \\\ 517 (34)
Ambiguous 56 . (10) : 28 (19 28 . (20)
Podt-marital = - (3) J; 42 (13) ' 56 f (17

" Medium & High SES :
Premarital 887 ? (16) " 687 (18) 367 . (L7)
Ambiguous 52 (5) ' 31 (13) 33 0 (1)
. e Postemarital == . - __, (1) 18 (6) 20 (14)
v -

L4 . -



’Table‘éz Percent of Female Headed Households Among Respondents With
T Children Under 18, By Age at First Birth Relative to Age

S at First.Marriage, Race and Socioeconomic Background (Panel
Study of Income Dynamics) ! - <3
¢ ey
Age at First _ . Socioceconomic Background
“  Birth Relative ‘ ‘ ' :
to Age at First All , )
Marriage : Backgrounds Low SES Medium/High SES
ALL RACES
Premarital 46% ( 263) 39% (131) 53% (132) =
. Same Year . 14 ( 230) 19 ( 91) 11 (139)
Postmarital 20 (1224) 27 (398) 17 (826)
WHITES : /
. ’ N ’ f . .
Premarital 24 ( 41) 30 (20 - 19 ( 21)
' ,Same Year 5 (115 . 10 ( 31) ~ 4 (84)
P ) Postmarital 11 ( 879) 12 (209) : 11 (670)
BLACKS _ o "
Premarital 50 ( 222) 40 -(131) 60 (111)
- Same .Year 23 ( 115) . 23,J(,6O) 22 ( 55)
Postmarital : 42 ( 345) &4 (189) 40  (156)
y B ‘
- ‘ AN
e SN
N % . - N .
r
N v
( .
y
. Ay
: . N ¥
-
N J . 232}
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Multivariate Analysis: National Longitudinal Survey-Female Headed Families
NLS attainmeng analyses will focus on status at age 24, while all

N . ~
mothers with children under age 18 are included Iin the PSID regression.

Table 7 reports multiple regression analyses of the~probability that
an.NLS mother is a female household head at age 24. In the second regression,
'only age at first birth is included, along with appropriate #@bntrols. In the

first regréssion, age at marriage and whether the birth was bremarital are

also included. C

When the age at marriage and premarital dummy variables are not
included, a first.birth before age 16 is associated with a higher probability

of being a female household head at age 24, but this association actually

14
becomes negative (and statistically significant) when the age at marriage and

premarital variables are 1ncluded Having already found that age at marriage
[ .

is the more critical predictor of divorce (Moore,é@t al., 19784 ), and knowing

that premarit3l births constitute the other principar“gqgte by which female-~

headed house@olds are formed, it is not surprising that these variabies'

r3

“supplant age at first birth. The finding that, controlling.for age at

marriage, early childbearers are somewhat less likely to be hougehold~heads
at age 24 may be explained by the somewhat lower frequency of divorce among
|
early childbearers that is noted when age at marriage is controlled (Moore, et

-

al., 1978d)

The absence of anlaésociation between AFDC benefit level and.thé proba-

-

H

R bilicy of being a female-headed household is worth noting. _ A conclusion of
no association must be tempered, of course,.by the caveat that the welfare
variable measures Ohly the AFDC benefit level for the region of residence; this

may simply be too crude a measure to pick up any existing association. (This

question will receive further consideration in the discussidn of the PSID x

\Yx regressions.) . h ;:::::::) . | =
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Table 7: Partial Regression Coefficients (Standardized and Unstandardized)
~ of the Probability of Being a Female Household Head with ¢hildren
at Age 24 on Age at First Birch. and Controls for Respondent'Back;

ground, Yith and Without Measures -of Age at Firat Marriage and Pre-
marital Flrst 3irth, Among Respondents Ever llaving Children by Age 24

(National Longitudinal Survey)

With Age At Marriage Wirhout Age At Marriage
. and Timing ‘
Indenendent Variables b's Betas " b's \\ Betas
; \/
Age at First Birth V4
10-15 . .005 .003 L119 s ) .069 =
16-17 .0N17 .Cl7 .027 .028
18 . 017 .018 .N31 .032
. 19-20 .027 .036 , .01l0 ‘ ,013
21-23 a a a a
P :
Age at First Marriage :
10-15 .092 044 -- ' --
16-17 -.054 -.061 - --
18 -.018 -.021 -- --
19-20 -.086 * -.12 = - --
21-23 a ' a -- --
Premarital First Birtha JL1 e L1l e -- --

Parental Socioceconomic

Status -.010 . .067 . -.010 : -.067
Education at Age 24 . . N - ‘, :

(in years) : -.0004 -.0020 .000 -.002

7/
AFDC Benefit Level at e

Age 26 .000 029 .000 .033
Jnemployment Rate at .

Age 24 - -.005 -.032 -.004 . -.026
Intact Family of Orizin -.033 -.035 -.03% -.037
Age in 1968 . --.025 % -1l -.022 = -.095 **
Pacific Coast < - 065 - .067 .060" .062
Race (1 = White) L .22 s S22 e 2,26 T -.25
Cons tant 1.01 .92

F 6.69 . 7.42
RZ 126 : : .100
- N 889, ‘ 889.
4 , _
* p &£,035 . S
** p <.0l _—
% p <.001 : - '

a = omitted category
--= omitted from this regression

Ta



Y
The unemplovment rate does not predict to the probability of being a
female household head at age 24. Qﬁéther this reflects the offsetting effects
of male unemployment; (which might trigger divorce) with female unémployment

(which might foster dependence), or the absence of an effect of the unemploy-

®ent rate on female household headedness is not known.

. » .
No association is found here between edu;ation or parental socioceconomie

4
status and the likelihood of being a Eemale(fgmily head.

Respondents from more recent:-birth coHorts; blacks, and (non-signifi-

»a

cantly) young women living on the Pacific Coast are all more likely to be
female household heads. This 1s not surprising, given that these factors

were all'found to increase the probability of maritalvdisrupé§on. -Finally,

13

comjng from an intact family of origin; while associated with a lower proba-

bility of being a female household head, is not statistically significant.
Since this variable was not found to be associated with the probability of

maritaf\ﬁisruption, the slight effect may derive from its association with
«‘ e

B

out;of-wedlock sex and childbearing (Moore and Caldwell, 1976) .
o ” : - ) e T : e o,

. 1 . [
- .

. A : -

e
.




Multivariate AnaLysiB: Panel Study of Income Dynamics~-Female Headed
Families ’

The most striking difference between the two analyses is the increase
. .
in variance explained using the PSID data--from 13 to 33Qpercent——presumably ”?

because of the additional variables. available for inclusion in the regres-
\ .

sion equation (see Table 8). o l

Results from the PSID regressions are similar to those'vsing the NLS

s A

da;a in that we again find no evidence that an early birth increases the
likelihood af later being a female family head. Indeed, women delaying their
first birth are most likely to be heading their own families at the time of

the PSID interview. ~ Women who have never married are considerably more

likely to be heading their families, as one would expect; the_adjusted
pr&Bability that én unmarried mother in this sample heads her oﬁn family is
.90 (not shown): This pattern of results is very similar to that found in
the analysis of divorce an% separation (Moére, et al., 1978c), which is not
surprising sin;e most: women who become female heads of families do so because
of a divorce, particularly when only women‘with children undér age 18 .are
.conSidered: An early marriage élearly elevates the>probability that a
mothér will later head her own fam;lf. Net of an éarly marriage, an early
birth acﬁually reduces the likelihood that a woman will be a female family
headf’ Pefﬁapsi;he economic and family demands experienced by early
'child$earérs é:e;te a pre§§ reﬁaiq‘ma;ried, to ;e@arry.quickly, or to live
in someéﬂezeléeHS househoId\Jf not “martied. o ‘

in this analysis ﬁe do find an associéfion between AFDC benefit lévels
in the woman's state of residence and the probabiiity that a woman-heads her

own family. Each $i0fincfease in the monthly benefit is associated with a

0.3 percent increase in the probability of ‘being a female family head, a

{

émall but statistically significant increment.

O
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Table 81

19

Parctial Regrveasion Coefficiencs (Scenderdfzed end
Unecandardisud) of tha Probabilicy of Being e Female
Housahold Huad in 1976 on Age et First Bireh, Jich
Controle for Tamily d%eikground, Sociel end Demo-

grophlc Fectore, Amon
18 (Penel Study of Iancpmae Dynamics)

\

Ay
N

Independent Vnriablnn“ -]
Age at Flret Birth
s ~2340en
16-17 —.lB2hnn
18 e —.117e»
19-20 2047
11-2) -.023
224 ‘.
Age ot Firet Harriage
<13 ' .148e
16-17 J17)wen
13 .071
19-20 . 046
21-2)3 043
224 L
Never married . . 7138ewe
‘Lducstion
<12 years 124nen
12 years .004
»12 years a
Mumber of Children - 014»
Proporeicn of Years Worked Since 18 1730w
Moathly Earngongs (Pocencial) .0001=
face (1 = White) - -, 2120%e
Parental Sociceconoaic Status . 006
Age in 1976 . . .002
Pacific Raeidence (1 = Yes) . . 023
Matropolicsn Residence (1 = Yas) .. OBLwew
Timing of Pirsc 3irth (1-= pramarital) . 098ne
Child Under 6 (1 = Yae) ' ~. OBGaaw
Physical Limitation (1 = Yas) . 1L3gwee
Cacholic (1 = Yes) -, 023
Raligiostty Scale ~. 0130
AYDC Benefif Lavel .0003®
Unemploymest Rats - -,000
Markat for Females ve. H.nt‘(l = worse) . 000
Dtﬁreo Rate 014
Male Wage - -,002
Mm:
4
. ‘z _
N 1,
®=p< .05
*e = p < 01
e & p < 001
aw omitted category

™~

33

Respondencs With Children Under

bate

——

—e 1010w
S T LLL
- 0804
-. 046

-.023

.78
L151awe
.037
045
.039

.
L 364mne

132ne

.004
a

-, 067*
4
13000
L 034*
—.233%en
,034
042

(%4

-.091

26.440
.329
700.
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A number of results are quite similar to NLS results. A premarital
tirst birth significantly increases the probability of being ?Emule head

»

in both data sets. In both analyses, black women are considerably mome
likely to head their own families. Parental socloeconomic status and the

local unemployment rate have no effect in either regression. Living on

~ay

the Pacific Coast is associated with a higher“}ncidenCe of female headedness
in both analyses, though the coefficient is non-significant in the PSID \\

¢
equation, probably because a variable measuring the state divorce rate was

included in that equation.

' g
The <ohort effect noted in the NLS data disappears in the PSID
sample; perhaps the youngest women are experiencing particularly rapid

changes in family structure. Finally, only in the PSID analysis does -

\

education 7ppeafbto have an eff!tc; this may be explained by the use of

the linear‘variable~in/(§: NLS analyses, since only those PSID women ®ith

less than.a high school diploma have a higher.probability of being a -

female head. R

\

The rich variable list used in the PSID regression produces a

v

(ﬁumber of interesting additional findings. The presence of a child under

age'6 reduces the probability of being a female family head, K presumably
because women with young children are less able or willing to head a

household. Women with larger families are also slightly less likely to

L Y

head their own households, even net of the presence of a young-child. The

presence of a physical limitation also increases the probapility that a

woman is a female head, which, we have argued, reflects a health-based

e -

54
attractiveness as a marriage partner,

Greater religiosity, as measured by church actendénce, and being

1

Catholic reduce the odds of being a female head slightly, though 6n1y

P /

:3{; f
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tellgLGQTtv?fﬁ?ﬂtnLLuticnllv signillcant.  The state Jdivorce vate is
not related to female headedness, but residing in a4 metropolitan avea i,
This may occur because single women move to urban arcas and/or becanse

marital break-up i3 more frequent in §ities.
Finally, a number of employment related variables merit discussion.
The proportion of years that a woman has worked since turning 18 is positively

u

. . -
and strongly related to being a female family head; however the causal ‘

direction of this relationship is uncertain. It seems likely that many women
may have worked a long time because they are heading families. On lhe
other hand, their employment may reftlect inadequate‘performance on the part
of‘a husband which led to divorce. Or it may represent the independence
effect of work experiﬂace for women in unsatisfactory marriages. Neither
the relative job market for females versus males nor the typical male

wage are related to female heapedness; but thé'wOman’s poterntial wage 1is.,.
As the estimated monthly earnings oé women (real or potential) inéreaée

by $100, the likelihood that a woman is a female family head.increases by

1 percent. Again, however, the directipn of causality is uncertain. Women
with highér\éarnings may be more willing and able to strike out on their
own, or women who find they need money to support a family may tend to
maximize earnings. -

In sum, early childbearing does not seem to Lncrease the probability
that a woman will head her own family. If anything, women who'began
childbearing in their teens are less likely to be®female heads, net of
other influences. However, teenage bridges are more likely to later be
female'heads. Other fac#ors found assoéiated with a higher probability

of female headedness include a low education, being black, extensive work

experience‘and relatively high earning ability, metropolitan residence, &
s



higher AFDC benetfits, and having some kind ot physical limitation. e
probabilicv ot being a temale head {5 slivhtly Tower amony women who ot tend
church relatively otften and those who have larper tfamil{es., Women with

a child under age & are considerably less Likely to be temale heads.

e L,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



RESULTS 0 WELFARE RECETPT

e Stmple Assocration Between Age at First Birth and Weltare Dependency

The reasons tor belng concerned with the temale-headed tamily as a

torm ot soctal structyre do not include a belielf that chis famtly tvpe Ly
\ !

inherently problematic or {ntertor. (For a discussion ot this complicated

tssue,. see Ross and Sawhill, 197% . However, the poverty ot this tfamily

form fs a matter of concern. Although most temale<headed familles are not
o

dependent upon welfare support (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1974), {: {s from
this family type that most AFDC tfamilies are drawn. Therefore, the associ-
ation between age at first birth and welfare dependency wili be explored
“among those respondents who are female family heads, as well as among that
larger group of all respondents who have ever had children.
The data presented in Tables 9-11 and the CQp panel of Table 13 are
/

strongly suggestive of an association between ea;)&'childbearing and welfare

dependency. Particularly when only female hous!%old heads-are considered, a

substantially higher proportion of early childbearers 11 ['in a family in

‘ . 1y . "
~which someone receives welfare assistance. (As notad eaf

er, only among
female heads are we fairly certain that the recipient is the young. mother
herself.) . o .
Tables li, l&; 15 and the bottom panel of Table 13 support the con-
tention that out-of-wedlock childbearing is associated with welfare dependency.
In every instance, NLS young women who had premarital first births are more
likely toélive at age‘Za in family units that receive welfare assistance.
Among PSID women, the same association holds for white women and upper status
black women. When only female household heads are considered, the association

holds among whites and to some extent among blacks. However, the majority of



black temale household heads are tecelving weltare auktatance, regardless ot
the timing ot their tirsec hirru.

These regsalts are (n 1tne with other redearch suggesting that teenage
mothers are digproportionately represented among recipfents ot Ald to Famil les
with Dependent Children  (Moore, 1978c¢),  About halt ot the total expeaditures
through this program were estimated to go to households in which the mother
bore her first child as a teenager. Among women Jipged 14 to 30 in households
receiving AFDC, 6l percent had borne thetr tirst child while a teenager.,

’

a Constidering the {ssue trom a dltferent perspective, the proportion of women 14
to 30 living {n households receiving AFDC wasg éstimated. Among teenage
mothers, 25 percent were later receiving AFDC, while only 10 percent of the
older motﬁers Lived I{n AFDC households. However, this anglysts too is based on
cross tabulations. [t {s critical to explore these gross assoclations in

models that control for other factors that affect the probabllity of welfare

dependency.

——
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Fable 4: Percent ot -Hl”JPl”lqull‘l Living tn a Household In e
Wellare Amonyg Respondent- Frer Having childien by Apes ! N, and 0
B Age bt Flost Boeth, Race, amd Son foes onom Vack ground s Nat tonal
Longtitadina!l Sarvey)
Ag®e f {aspondent
AL et JAgih 1f_age 100 - AR L - SRS LU L L
ALL ans
-~—L—‘T)~ 19~ 1 - T 2T =0
'.b:lf 18 [P EA] KR} DRI N sy
13 il (1w ) LN
L9~20 9 V30 b} 3Ny
11-23 ) e
ALL WHITTS
<13 9% 22) 37 BN L SR
16-17 la 157 1] [ SRR L [ )
18 9 clod . ( 1%0
19-20 N 3 dJon) “ (3l
21-2) 2 (362D
Low ES
<15 P (1O ST (7 lo% 1)
Lo=-17 [ L2} 1] (al) Y 57y
13 16 (19 o a2y
19-20 4 (7L, 7 (40)
21-23 3 (ATY
Medinupm High 3ES
<5 Lo™w (10 1% (D) 197, (14
16—-17 1l () 7 (H6) 12 (n2)
13 7 (94) 2 L 96)
19-20 9 (196) 2 (200)
21-23 1 (28L)
ALL 3LACYS
<3 Lyl S0% (L9 WA A (1%
16-17 29 17 (43) 35 (36)
13 25 {(24) 42 (23
18=20 17 (53) 12 (al)
21-23 22 (34)
L ]
Lov SES
‘e <LS @l {1l¥ “3% (7 w7, 3)
617 27 (22) 36 (20) 29 21)
18 2 (12) 39 (1)
19-20 14 (2% 13 (19)
21-23 z (14)
Medium/High SES :
<15 T (@-D] -~ () ~ (2
16-17 21 (18) 26% (" 58% (5)
18 17 (3) $2 (8)
19-20 1 (200 5 (14)
21-23 . 18 (13
'_Rogpgng.n:s cusning 13, 21, and/or 24 Yecwean 1968 and 1972.
-: a-=0
7" aeasursd as che 3ean of four variables—occupation of head of household, zother’s

Q .
E l(jcxcian. facher”s aducation, and presence of reading matartials ian the hous
1ables wers stindardized 0 have a cean of 10 and a standard deviation of
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¥ s ilo pareanthesss.
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Cable i) Percent ot Reapoundent s with Children Under 18
iving (v a Household in Which someone Hecoeivan
Weltare, Dy Age at Firat Birth, Race, ami oo to=-
coonomic Backpground (Panel Stwdy ot [Tncome Dyvoamto o)

Ape ot - _ o ___socdoeconomic Bachkground o
Reqpandent All
at_First Btreh Backgrounds Tow SES Med fum/H {ph SES
ALL_RACES
<19 27707 QL% WD) 3O ( 3))
1h-1, 2y (2an 200 (1Y) 26 (130
18 20 (18 23 ¢ 7N 18 (108)
19-20 16 (221) 23 I 12 (l44)
21-2 12 (464) Y (163) 9 (301)
> 13 (hia) 20 (19 11 (%42)
AMITES . .
-
<15 b (17) .&J ( b6) 0O (11)
1h=-17 10 ( 89) 6 (12 12 ( 57)
18 8 ( 84) 17 ( 23) 5 ( 61)
19-20 G (136) > (3D 4 (109)
21-2 4 (308) ~ L (75) 4 (233)
>24 G (439) 2‘8 (102) 2 (333)
BLACKS
<15 34 ( 53) 26 ( 31) 46 ( 22)
16-17 , 30 (158) 2 ( 83) 36 ( 75)
18 29 (103) 25 ( 56) 34 (47
19-20 .35 ( 8% 35 ( 46) 36 ( 39)
21-23 ) 28 (156) 28 ( 88) ’ 26 - ( 68)
224 35 (199) 33 ( 90) 36 (109)
x‘,l
T —
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Table 1L Percegk of Female Household Heads With Children Under

. 18 Re¢eiving Welfare, By Age at First Birth, Race, 7
and Socioeconomic Background (Panel Study of Income
Dynamics) :
. Age of | ) . Socioeéonomic Background
Respondent All - -
at First Birth . Backgrounds *® Low SES Medium/High SES
ALL RACES 2 . : ‘ | ,
<15 e T5% ( 20) 75% (8) 75% ( )2)
16-17 - - 53 -(77) . 47 (34) . 58 ( 43)
18 . 7 48 (63) . 46 (28) ‘ 49 ( 35)
19-20 -~ 53 (38 - 54 (33) 7 52 ( 25)
21-23 - 40 (111) 45, (1) - . 37 ( 60)
224 . ‘. 44° (168) . 52 (60) -39 (108)
WHITES _ S )
<15 o - (1 - (0 ~ (1
16-17 33 ( 6) - (1) - 40 ( 5)
18 27 - ( 15) - (& 18 ( 11)
19-20 , 25 ( 16) ~ ('5) ' 18 (K%;)
21-23 : 22 ( 36) 11 ( 9) 26 ( 27)
>24 | 15 ( 73) 26 ,(23) T 10 (50
BLACKS T
<15 * 79 (19) 75 ( 8) 82 (1D

. 1l6-17 55 (71) s 48 (33 : - 60 ( 38)

' 18 , _ 54 “( 48) 46 (24) 62 ( 24)
19-20 . 64 ( 42) 57 . (28) - 79 (1)
21-23 49 ( 75) 527 (42) - 46 (°33)

. 224 . 65 ( 95) 68 (37) 64 ( 58)
‘*;// [
 ~:n<5 .
- nao ~
1 . :
4 ¥ | ‘ ‘
“§3 A -, ﬂ%&Lﬁxv
Yoo ‘
/ L.
v
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Table 12:

-

38

Percent of Respondents Living in a Household in Which

Someon

Receives Welfare Among Respondents Ever Having

Childret ~by Ages 18, 21, .and 24 by Age at First Birth
Relative to Age at First Marriage, Race, and Socio-
economic Background (National Longitudinal Survey)

Age at rirsc Birth

Relative to Age at

First Marriage Ac;ége 13 Lge . AC Age 24
ALL RACES . ~ I
Premarital 397, (85 . 29% (129) 227, (163)
Ambiguous 14 (98) 10 (274) T° 7 (405)
Post-marital 12 (76) .6 (308) 4 (570)
) &
ALL WHITES [ \
Premarital 31 (27 :) 17%  (64) 13% (97
Ambiguous .12 \Qggb/ 10 | (233) 5 (364)
Post-marital 13 (70) 5 (282). 2. (330)
Low SES
Premarital 33 (5) 3% (13) 7% (31
Ambizuous 21 (22) 12, (53) S (105)
Post-marictal 13 (23) '3 (90) 6 § (119)
 {edium . High SES’ - '

7 Prémasxﬁal, 247, (18) 13% (39 © 122 (56)°
Ambiguous 5 (53) 7 (158) 5 (217)
Post-marital . 13 (38 7 (159) 1 (338)

[ 4 : . } / ] .
) :
ALL BLACKS
Premarital 42%  (59) 41% . (653) 352 (86)
Ambizuous 21 - (18) 16 - (41) 18— (41) .
Post-marital 4 (7) 18 - (27) 23 (40)
. . |
Low SES L
Premarital 38%  (24) 41% (29) - 35% (34)
Ambizuous 25 (10) 18 (19) 14 . (20)
- Pest-marital 10 (3) 10 (13) 23 (17)
Medium & Hizh SES '

I X ) o . .

, Premarital 307 (1) 32% - (19) 387 . (17)

‘ Ambizuous 5 (5) 5 (13). 27 (13)
Post-marital (1) 16 (/) . 15 1(14).n

K k-4 "\ ' LN
’ W 7 ir
. 5

\.

A



Table 13:
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\

Percent of Female Heads of Household Receiving Welfare

at Ages 18, 21, anl 24, by Age at First Birth and by
Timing of First Birth Relative to Flrst Marriage

(National Longitudinal Survey) .

Age of Respondent
at Firsc Birth

..a% Age 21

P

(All Raceg)
15 K
16-17
18
© 19-20
21-23

'Age at First Birth
Relative to Age at
First Marriage-

{All Races) .

Premarital
Ambiguous
Post-Marital

~
~

..at Age 18 ..at ige 24
597 (9) 73 % (8) 60 % (13)
33 (30) 62 (24), 52 (26)
31 (19) 34 (22)
31 . (43) £ 29 ' (35)
37 (23)
39) (84) - (119)
4 .
R *

-,l'j" .

N .

. - /f‘

417 (19 58 % (31) 83 (37)
30 (12) 39 . (26) 40 (32}
33 (3 29 . (33y ' 23 (50)

. (36) -

(90) i (119)

wad



Table 14:

‘Age at First
Birth Relative
to Age at First

Marriage
\\\
ALL EéCES
'Premgrital
Same Year
Postmarital
WHITES
Premarital
Same Year
Postmarital
~  BLACKS
| Premarital
Same Year
_ Postmarital
.‘(—
, e
/

40

1

Percent of Respondents With Children Under 18 ' ;

Living in a Household in Which Someone Receives
Welfare, By Age at First Birth Relative to Age
at First Marriage, Race, and Socioeconomic

Background (Panel Study of Income Dynamics)

Socioeconomic Background

)

-

ALl | ‘ N
Backgrounds - Low SES_ " Medium/High SES
bl §

!\\
352 ( 263) 30% (131) 39% (132)
15 ( 230 20 ( 91) 12 (139)
10 (1,224) 16 (398) 8 (826)
15 ( 41) 25 ( 20) 5 (¢ 21)
10 ( 115) 19 ( 31) 6 ( 84)

3 ( 879) 3 (209) 3 (670)
28 ( 222) 31 (111) 46  (111)
20 ( 115) 20 ( 60) 20 ( 55)
29 ( .345) 30 . (189) 28 (156)

r -
¢
A
1 3
Q?J\’; -~

=
AN

ﬂ”
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? Table 15: Percent of Female Household Heads With Children

' Under 18 Receiving Welfare by Age at First Birth
Relative to Age at First Marriage, Race and Socio-
economic Background (Pgnel Study of Income Dynamics)

Age at First ' Socioeconomic Background

Birth Relative — . ' :

to Age at First All ' '

Marriage Backgrounds ' _Low SES Medium/High SES

ALL RACES ;

_ Premarital 63% (121) 57% ( 51) 67% ( 70)

Same Year . 59 ( 32) 65 (.17) _ 53 (15)
Postmarital 42 (245) 50 (107) 36 (138)

WHITES d | - 4
Premarital - 30 (-10) 33 ( 6) ~ (. 4)
Same Year 33 ( 6) -~ ( 3) =~ (3
Postmarital ' 15 ( 99) 17 (24) 15 (75)

BLACKS | : o L
Premarital 66 (111) 60 ( 45) 7 - 70 E 66)
Same Year . 65 ( 26) 64 ( 14) 67 12)
Postmarital 60 (146) 60 (83) 60 ( 63)

~: n< 5 N

-:'n =0 v -
'_'.’,- 4
2
3 ™~ -
t \ S \
: N
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Multivariate Analysis: National Longitudinal Survey--Welfare

ﬁultiple fegreséibns of the probability of “feceiving wel fare on age
at first birth and coqtrol vari;bles'are ;eported/in Tables 16 and 17 for
respondents e&er having children and fqr female he&ds of households,
respecfively. In eaéh ana1y§is, the regression wés run twice, without and
then with age at first marriage. -q\‘ - - -
In both samples,&the young woman whose first birth occured preﬁaritally

[

is considerably more likely ‘to live in a welfare househo}d. An eérly Q

J

birth also seems to increaséfthe'likelihggd of living in a welfare household

~
when the sample of all mothers fIs considered, but this finding is not replicated ,

3

in the female head sample. Since this association actually bgcoﬁes negative
when female heads are coﬁsidered, it would appear that the positive coefficient

may be due to. the absence of an important control variable, In fact, in

the'PS;D ﬁhalyéis of all mothers, in which years as a female head is included

along with other controls, the assqaiatiopf%etween age at first birth and

e kY
.

welfare receipt does become negative. The slight positive association between

early marriage and welfare recipiency in the femalgfheéd'sample may also

-

be such an artifact, since it is not significant in the PSID amalysis.

These Varigbles will be discussed further when results from the PSID analyses

are presented.

In both sub-samples, the_younglwoman's educational attainment is a-strong
pfedictor of welfare dependency. Each year of additional schooling reduces

the probability of welfare by about two,& percent for women ever having

v

children and by about one percent among female household heads. To the

extent that early childbearing has interfered with the educational attainment

I3

of theséq;oung women, early childbearing can be seen as having an indirect

effect on the probability of welfare dependency. -

6 ey

~v
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Table 16: Partial Regression Coefficients (Standardized and Unstandardized)
- of the Probability of Respondent Living ‘in Household Receiving
Welfare at Age 24 on Age at First Birth, and Controls for
Réstndent Background, Among Respondents Ever Having Children
(National Longitudinal Survey)

-

Independent Yariables Without Aze at ‘arriage. - With Aze at Marriage :
b's Betas . b's Betas

Age at First 3irth

<16 .034 L0256 .055 .042 .
15-17 .051 .069 .087 * 118 ¢
18 : .004 .006 .016 .022
19-20 -.13 -.022 -.006 -.010

21-23 - a a o a a

" Timing of First Bireth - P

* ., (Premarital) .090 = .120 e .078 ** 102 e
Agze at First iarriage i
£16 - - - -.012 -.008
15-17 - -7 -.054 -.080
18 ‘ - A . -.005 -.008
19-20 . | - N -.0L4 -.025
21-23 o 3 ‘ a a
Race -.192 ##w - 247 -. 189w - 243y tk
= ” =
Education (Years Completed -.024 #w =177 #%* - =.025 -.181
at Age 24)
Unemployment Rate T ' -.004 -.034 -.003 -.03 -
Intact Family of Origin -.038 -.054 -.038 -5
Age in 1968 ’ =.021 =% - 119 www -.022 # -.122 #F*
South ‘ -.074 = -.134 =% ' - -,070 -.127 =
AFDC Benefits , .000 006 ' f - .oo0 .007
» : , w ‘
Demand for Female Labor -.005 #%  -.084 = f\\OOS = . -.083 %
Parental Sociocecotomic Status .002 . .021° ' .003° - .023
Constant o 1.16 C 1.17
R2 .188 - o .191
(rF 14.42 11.38
N .8389 , - .889
. nf 9
- p <05 ,‘."
dre D <O]_ . . \
wte p o £,001 '

a = omitted category
- = variable omitted

*
"
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Partial Regression Coefficients (Standardized and Unstandardized)

Table 17:
of the Probability of Recelving Welfare at Age 24 on Age at First
Marriage and Controls for Respondent Background Among Respondents
Who are Female Household Heads (National Longitudinal Survev)
“fndependent “ariables Without Age at Marriage ,Wich Age at Marriage
h's Betas b's Betas
aze at First Birth ' o . :
<15 ¥ . 100 -.063 -.443 -1.280 =
15-17 -.11lo -.098 -.400 -§g37
18 -.165 - =.130 - -.310 -.244
19-20 Co-.222 -.206 ~.342 -.318 =
11-23 . a -. a a ( a
Timing of First Birth
{1 = Premarital) .. 143 .135 .27¢9 . 264
Agze at First !larriage . '
<16 P - - .430 .219
V4 16-17 ‘ - , - L 452% .360 *
S ) - - L1141 .132
19-20 - i - g . 152 , -L118
21-23
Parental SES -.006 -.026 © -.025 -.110
Education (Years Completed)  -.102 #** - 419 wewew -.096*%* -.394 ok
. - v - '
AFDC Benefit Level in :
Region .000 .060 - .000 .Q06
Utemployment Rate y --017 ©..083 -.020 -.100
\,
Demand for Female Labor in o .
-Local Labor Market e \QEO % -.228 * . -.025 = -.281 *
¢ : .
Race - ©-.207 -.204 -.261 = -.258 *#
. ’ 4
South -.306 .=.290 S =.422 v 45399 ’
Intac\\"amilv of Origin -.077 -.070 . -.084 -.075
Age in 1968 -.061 -.188 . - -.052 -.159
Corstant 3.88 B 4.05
. \ \ |
%? .435 ) L4711
.F $.46 - 2.99
N 73 - . 78
: o
" o £.,05 ' .
¥ p 4,01 ™. \
% p <,001

omittad categorv
7ariable omitted
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Thg level of AFDC benefits in the region of residence and the local
unemployment rate do not seem to affect the probability of welfare in either
of these sets of regresdions. The demand for female labor, however, does iave
a significant impact among both sub-samples. One might make the hopeful

. interpretation that young women are drawn away irom welfare recipiegcy by
relatively good employment opportunities for women. f

A less optimistic findingﬁis that young birth cohorts seem to have a
higher probability of receiging welfare, even net  of the employment and back=
ground measures. This ;its with the awareness that the frequency of welfare
recipiency has been rising during recent years. The strongly significant

fficient for respomndent's race is‘in keeping with ghe highér incidence of
;éck welfare dependency, but it is an unsettling finding since it is\net of
the impact of several important controls. Since additional controls are
available in the PSID data, this too will be discussed in the next seétion.
Being f¥ol the South lowers the probability of weifare recipiengy, presumably
because of low;r acceptance rates in welfarg programs in the South.

Although the impact of being from an intact family is only statistically

significant in one of the regressions, it is consistently associated with a

lower prébability of'receiving welfare. On the other hand, the socioeconomic

A
status of the family of origin is not related to the receipt of“welfa;%.

/ ~
. ¥
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Multivariate Analysis: Pénel'Study of Income’Qypamics--Welfare

Results ffom regressions on the entire sample of PSID women who have
children under ;ge 18 do not differ substantively from results based on only
the female household heads, nor are results differenc for the sutset of &ounger
female heads (See Tables 18-20). Because of ;he smaller samplé,sizes,'
statistical significance is attenuated in the aggﬁyses of female heads, but
the direction ana magnitude of findings are highly comparable, with several
minor expections, which will be noted. Since the patterns are quite similar,
results pfesented in the three tables will thexefore be discussed together.
o Early ch;ldbearing is negatively associlated with the probability of
receiving welfare among these samples; that is oﬁcé all other factors are
taken into accouﬁt, women who h;d their first child while teenagers are less
likely to receive welfare assistance. Early marriage is associated with a
higher probability of welfare receipt among female heads, but the association

e

1s not statistically significant. As in the NLS regressions, a premarital
first birth tends to be associated with welfare receipt among all samples,
though only among young femaie hegds is the association significant. Clearly
when the effect of crifical control variables is taken account of, fﬁe negative
impact‘of these variables is reduced or eradicated. ‘However, this does nof mean
that an early birth or marriage has no gffect. The effect can be indiréct,
transmitted through variablesAxhat,fﬁe directly or indirectly affected by an
eariy birth, for example, edgéétion‘(Moore, et al., 1978a) family size (Moore
and Bofferth, 1978b), and labor force participation or earmings.

There is a.strong and statistically significant effect of family size
on the probability that é mother will require welfare assistance. Among female.
heads who are under age 35, for each additional child, éhe likelihood that they

will have received welfare rises by 8 percent. For the sample of all female heads,

each additional child raises the probability of welfare receipt by 6 percent.

o0
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Tebla 18: Partiel Regrassion Coafficients (Standardized and
Unstandardizad) of ctha Probabilicy of Raspondent
Living {n a Household Raceiving Walfare tn 1276 on
Ags at Firset Birth, Wich Controls for Fam{ly Back-
ground, Social and Demographic Factors, Among
Reapondente With Children Undar 18 (Panal Study of

Income Dynamics)
Indspendent Variablss
Ags at Firac Birch
<13
18=17
18
19-20
21-22
224
Aga st First Marriaga
<15 ;
‘16-17 '
18
19-20
11-13
224
Naver macried
Education
<12 yesrs

=12 yeara
>12 yeara

.
Numbar of Children

Proportion of Yeara Worked Since 18
Monthly Earnings (Potential)

Race (1 = ¥hite)

Parental Sociosconomic Status
Aga in 1976

Pacific Restdanca (1 = Ygs)
Matropolitan Residencs (1 = Yss)
Alimony/Child Support

Timing of Firsc Birth (] = Premariral)

Child Under 6 (1 = Yea)

- Physical Limtitetion (1 = Yes)

Years as Female-tiaaded Houashold

<l
2-3
4=5
6-7

28

‘\A!DC Benefit Levael ’ -
Un_ploy:ncn: Rata

Markat for Femalsa vs. Malas (1 « worea)

Male Wage
Constant
. »
4
N
*ap < .05 . *
" ap < .01

*a% a p < ,Q0L

a = omitted category

=

b beta
-.079 -.041
-.1080e -.101#
__117... _'097.Qi
-.031 -,037
-.017 -.02Q

[ ] [ ]

.Qoé .004

.047 .049
-.014 ~-.014

.013 .013
-.018 -.020

a [

.230%ww L138een

L113wen BUYALL]

.012 .016

a a

.026%n 1490w
~. 055 -.050%
~.0002%%w - 1158w
-.0934an -.125%w

.007 .044
~. 00744 -.l4bnnn

.062 L0352

.037e .045
~.059* ~.042e

.042 .043.
«.004 .003

L109wew ‘097m
-.41600 L = S4ldwe
~.28] %% ~.225%0n
~.186%n% ~.1380%%
=.120%%w . =.0TSwew

.0Q02%= L, 065a%
-.001 -.002
-.030 . ~.039=
~.000 -.000

.586

36292

418
1,700.
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Partial Regresalon Coefficlents (Standardized and

Teble 19:
Unetandardized) of the Probability of Recelving Welfare
in 1976 on Age at First Btrth, With Zontrols For Family
Background, Social and Demographic Factors, Among'Female
Household Heeds Yith Children Under 18 (Panel Study of
Income Dynamica)
Independent Veriablees . ‘b - bate
? v
Age at Firat Birth
<15 . -.040 -.Q16
16~17 . -.189* -.137
18 .. 194% -, 129
19-20 .008 .0Q7
21-23 -.002 -.002
224 [ ]
Age at Tiret Marriege
<1S .207 .093
16-17 W14 .092
18 -.008 ~.0053
19-20 .0852 .039
21-23 -.03s ~-.028
224 . a
Never married .096 .080
Zducetion
<12 years L1153 .115
=12 years -.043 -.042
>12 years e ]
Number of Children -060mew -233mwn
Proportion of Years Worked Since 18 -.199ae ~. 131w
Monthly Zarninge (Potential) ‘ —00915 i) =.227 00w
Raca (1 = White) ~.145% ~.132
Persntal Socloeconomic Status . . 026 113w
Age 1n 1976 -.012% -.180%
Pacific Residence (1 = Yae) .103 .069
Matropolitan Axea Residence (1 = Ygs L 140% .100%
Tiaing of Firsc Sircth (1 = Premarical) .086 .083 .
Alimouy/Child Support (1 = Received) -.098s -.083e
Child Uader 6§ (1 = Yee) .Q34 .030
Phyeical Limitation (1 = Yes) .103 .080
Years a8 ¢ Female~Headed Houeshold
<l s -.302%% -.137%e
f-g -.040 - -.029
= -.102 -.083
):—7 -.034 -.025
2 . a a
AFDC Benefit Level
\ en ave ‘ L0004 096
Uneaploymenr -
pioym Race - ,.001 - 004
Market for P .
rkat for ""1_':\"' Malse (1 = worse) -.0%3 -.052
Male Wage '
. e _ -.062 -.087
Iy
Coustanc
.652
| 4
lz 9.478
461
N ] 400,
"w e p < 08
"t - p < .01 v
% = p < ,001 \

a* omitted category

90
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Table 20: Partial Ragresaton Coaffictients (Stenderdtzed and

Unatandsrdlzed) of the
Walfare in 1976 on Age
For Famtly Beckground,
Among Femalae Househcld
Have Children Undar {8

Probability of Pecelving

at Flrst Birth. With Controls
Soc:sl and Demosraephic Factore,
Heads who Are Under_ aARe )3 Who

Independent ‘eriebles

Age ot Firec Birth
<13
16-17
18
19-20 N
21-2)
224
Age ot Tirat MarTiage
€13
16-17
18
19-20
11-2]
22
Never marriaed

Educetion

<l2 years

=12 years

>12 years
Nuaber of Childran
Proportica of Years Worked Since 18
ﬁouthly Zarnings (Pocencial)
Race (1 = White)
Parental Socloeconomtc 3tatue
Age 1in 1976
Pacific Residence (1 = Yeaa)
Matropolican Area Reeaidence (1 = Yas)
Tining of Firl& Btrch (1 = Premaritel)
Alimony/Child Support’ (1 = Received)
Child Undef 6 (1 = Yas)
Phyeical Ll.!lttltion (1l = Yn,)
Yasra 28 2 Female-Hesded Houashold

a »

2-3
-5

6=7
28

-

AFDC Benefit Level
Unemployment Rate
Market for !cgnln- vea. Males (1 » worse)

Male Hage

Coustant . .
r

lz ' Sl »

¥

*=p < .03

QQ¢p< .01
wat = p < 001

53

(Panael Study of tnclme Dynamicae)

___b__ bate
-.121 -.049
-.197 ¢ -.167
-.310 -.239
-.035 - -.00

.0%6 - 064
a a
426 169
.81 .260
.193 112
.109 .080
.069 .036
‘e &
.22 .226
.13 131
040 .040
a [ ]
.08 L2200
-.232 -.15%3
- .0005~ -.206%"
018 .013
038 .169*
.001 .00$
.063 .038
.206 .15
3400 .336%
-.112 -.097
.04 .014 L e
.182 .090
- .230 -.123
.086 047
- .08% -.077
048 .037
[ ] a
.0007 168
.017 . D44
-.103 -.102
- .058 - .08
- 406
3.897
.8$32
147.
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Net of familyisize, having a child under the age of 6 Hes no effect on welfare
recipiency; ﬁbwever.
Women's ed eional attainmeyt also has an impact on the probability that
they wili requi;eu§5Efare assitance. Women who have not completed high school
have a probability of receiving welfare that is 11 to 13 percent higher than : -
s that of women who have at least some high school education, net of all ofher - .
influences. Women who complete at least 12 years do not differ from women
who have complceced more than 12 years.
As in the NLS analyees, younéer cohorts have a slightly higher probabil-
ity of being welfare recipients. For each year that a woman is younger, the

probability that she will receive AFDC or other welfare. rises by approximately

¥

1 percent. Moreover, among female heads, contrary to our‘expectations, the

probability that a woman will receive benefits rises as the social status of

her earents rises. Perhaps, net of pareptal influence on education, number of

children and earmnings, this assocjation reflects a different kind of parental

influence. Perhaps the role played by higher status Earents has chenged from
. - RS

one of assisting dagghéers,tofsu%%grttheir families to one of helping them

- \~
e
by

identify and qualify for phblicéﬁﬁaistance. The explanatio& for this

interesting association.must r-'

EIeES
€ a

i ities, as in the NLS d- affect the likeli-

A woman s eméﬁoyment oppoAﬂ

hood that she will require welfaﬁgﬁassistance. In -par f

earnings (actual:ior employed womgn, estimated for non-¥
s . fg
[

significant 1mpapt An all three sgq&les. Among fenwh" ‘&};wuer age 35, for

6»

=

‘v“,:&,

=
o




51

The proportion of years that a.woman has\been employed since age’lB also
affects the probability of welfare receipt. A female head whb has worked -~
continucusly is about 20 percent less likely to live in a household that receives
welfare than is a woman who has not worked at all. An increase of 10 pereentl
in‘the proportion of years workedlis"associated witb'a 2 percent reducticn ﬁ:bﬂ
tbe probability of welfare receipt among female heads. The impact of earnings
and experiénce are considerably smaller among the larger sample, whieh includes
married women as well as female heads, since these factors are less eritical
determinants of welfare dependency among wives. | 7/

‘Neither the typical male iyc . v the local unemployment rate‘are'
significantly associated wit welfare de;-:ndency, however the relative‘wages of

females versus males has a sl. <ht negative Iimpzct, That is, in areas where -

" female wages are worse thar male wages, women z-e less likelzgto live in house-

Lo

N - holds that receive welfare assistance, perhaps because males are better able to
) 000 4
o assume financial support in thése areas. “'
\“ﬁ\\\ . ' One clear measure of male financial responsibility is the measure of

whether women received“alifipp'or child support. Receipt of such aid reduces

iy

the probability of welfare recipiency“by about 10 perceht among female hEads,

[ Ny

. 2
 a substantial effect. The coefficient is not statistically sﬂgnifitant\among

" the small sample of younger female heads; but it is signiff&ant in both. the

other samples. N

g . ' 4 ; ., ) * .
k A factor believed to affect a woman's ability to work an/or to find a

f ' gaod jbb is the existence of a physical limitation“ Q’L&fmd that women with -

L -

s such a physicalklimitagion are over 10 percent more liker to gg¢welfare

| S

s

receipients.

1

Another variable that affects welfare status is respJndent's race. In bpth ’

*

*  the _‘iNleiof all mothers and the sample of all female heads:‘black women werei'\\
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found to be more likely to receive welfare. The coefficients for race are

by smaller in the B§ID analyses than in the NLS analyses;“p;esumably because of'

the availabili;y of a wider array of control variables in the PSID; however,
there is still a substantial race effect. Among young PSID female heads,
thongh, there is no-race effect, a surprising findiné since blacks are
oner-represented among recipients in 4ll other samples. Perhaps }oung black

mothers tend to live in households headed by othets and thetrefore do not

appear in the sample. Perhaps, .on fhe other hand, the controls- available
V,

race effect among younger women. We

. ¥

“\ cannot say for sure. Overall, though, being black increases the probability
: s

L]
" in the PSID really account for the

of welfare receipt.

- - Two contextual variables also seem-to bejﬁesociated with the probability

L Lo A .
of welfare recipiency. Women living in metropolitan areas or Iliving on the
[ 'Y
. , ~

Pacif}_. oast are more likely to receive benefits in all three £emp1es. Since

. ' ,~/. ’ N 4
these coefficiengs are net of the level of AFDC benefits, they presumably re-
; o - } . : ‘

\\\ flect \the. 3ééessibility or acceptability of receiving welfare in cities and/
. . : L : | .

or on the We&t Coast. - N
The level of AFDC benefi:sain a woman's state of residence is also related
: e t ' _

' . to the proBability of welfare re@eiptt‘although only inxyhe sample of all women.
b \.‘ -
) does the association reach s:atistical significance. Iaclusion of a control for

- o ; . \

- X . .
_N {eiidence in the Sougbginot shown)g'wherefbenefits and costs are lower, did not

remove the association in Fhis'analysis as it did in the NLS regressions. The
R v . . ~ *

-

magnitude of the effect is Prather small though; among'female heads, an~increase)'

~
g

\‘W . r . ! T
f/$10 in the monthly benefit for a. family of four is associated with an lincréase

O

0.4 Percent ( 004) in the probablllty that a female ‘head will be a.\ﬂifarq

"

reed 1ent. Given the small magnltude'and statlstlcal unreIiabilitv of this

t

associetaonf’lt seems cleég»that\other factors are more important deter-

\ -

'minants of welfare dependendw than the level of benefits.




. discourages remarriage, so that recipiehts remain female heads longer

/ [Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Finally, the numbar of years hhat a'woman was a female head over the
course of the survey seems to affect the probability that she will receive
welfare. Womeh who were female he;ds for only one year (or, ih the case of
the agﬁlysis that includes married women, women who weFe not female heads at
all) are far less likely to receigs~Welfare The more years that a woman was

a female head, the ‘more likelx/%he was to be receiving AFDC in 1975. 1Is this

—_—

becauég fatigue due to the difficulty QF self support sets in, so that women

3 , . -
succumb to'welfare? 1Is it because women graa&ally learn about welfare and
~ :
oY

are therefore more likely to apply as time goes b}é Because being on wel fare
‘\ N N

- N ‘

: , ,
{Sawhill, et al., 1975)? 'Or/ because women with particular characteristics
tend to end up bothQngérriéd and on welfare? Whatever the explanation

N\
A Y

(and the finding deserves furthex study), it appears that women whot make a
relatively rapid turnover in and out of the female head status are less
” , , .

likely to .uire government financial assistance than are women who head their

A
;

own households for some period of time. N ‘
. . ! v J
In.many w.ys, the pattern of results presented here is extremely

_reasonable. Women who are female household heads are more lgkely to be welfare

recipients if they have numerous children, if their ability to earn money 1is*’
h _ o P
low, if they have little work experience, if they do not receive any-child
: [

support or alimony, and‘if they h#ve some ;ort of physical limitation., 'In

: : 5 g ) ;
addition, women without a high school diploma, black women, and women who have -~ ..
. . . . [ + \\\
been female heads for@ time_are more likely to receive welfar@)'assistance.

The probabillty of welfare 4ece t ‘is also higher among women llVlng on the

Pacific Coast and women livin@’ cities and it is slightly higher among women

.

living in states with relatively generous AFDC benefits. However, net of all

of these other factors, a birth or marriage does not significantlydincreage'

N | S
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the probability of welfare dependency. However, we have seen that teenage

mothers, as a group, are more likely to live in households

that receive

welfare support (see again, Tables 9, 10:\11, and 13), Only when critical

control variables are included in the analysis does the impact of an early

birth become negative (see Table 21), Teenage mothers do have a significantly

higher probability of being on welfare when these control;.
I

are omitted. These

results illustrate the importance of race, since only when a control for

respondent race is omitted, does the association reach statistical significance.

They ﬁ#so sugg}sq that it is the impact of an early birth on these.

intermediate factors that leads, at least in part, to suBsequent welfare o

recipiency among teenage mothers,
: ”" .‘

\
Table 21: .

Among Women Wi

Age at Marriage, Ea
(Panel Study of In e Dynamics)

- Model Without Number of
Childrem, Education, Age
at Mafriage, Earnings or

Partial Regression Coeffici:nts (Unstandardized)

of Welfare Reéegpt on Age at First Birth Variables
th Children Under Age 18--Models With

and Without Controls for Number of Childrenm, Education,

aenings, Race, and Work Experienge*

Model Withp;> Race, ’
Number of Children,
Education, Age at

" Full Work Experience Marriage, Earnings,
Model Vs or Work Experience
_— -
Age at First Birth _ '
215 -.079 072 .094%
16-17 ~-.108%* .053 L071%*
18 - 117wk .017 . 030
19-20 -,031 .065%% , ’ 074
21-23 ’ --.017 .038. - .043 !
224 S a ‘ a’ - QEL;‘A a
Il . -

DN

. e, .
[ 4 R . \ N -
w v -
B A . .

P,

category,

*Qther variables in the mJLel are shown in Table 18; a = omittea’

»

!
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Transition Probabilities: Public Assistance Entry and Exit
The detailed annual data on the young NLS women permit exploration of

the impact of a first birth on the probability that a young woman whose house-

' hold is not receiving welfare in one year is receiving public assistance the

next year--welfare gqtry--and the probability that a young woman who is
receiving Qublfc agsistance one year is not a recipient the following year--
welfare exit. The dépendent variable in these analyses is a dichotomy in

whiqh 1 = welfare entry or exit, and 0 = no change iﬁ welfare status. The
probability of change in ‘welfare status, the transition probabiiity, is
estimated as a function of respondent characteristics as well as the occurrence
of certain events, such as a firﬁ?"bifth or marriage. Results are presented

~—""" " as.adjusted probabilities, that is, the likelihood that a young woman will go

\\

on or go of f of welfare if she has a child or marries, net of other factoré

AN

. N .

(ee Table 22). The full model with unadjusted coefficients is presented in
N N . .

-

- N . .
jAppendix TableQ\B-Sf (Results from a comparable analysis using PSID data
" | \ :

are also presentég in Appendix Table 6. The paucity of information of young.

PSID individuals wﬁP are neither heads nor wives restricts the variable list

. o g
to the point that the results are fairly uninteresting. Moreover, the prob-

ability of entry is only about 1 percent, which taxes even the relaxed assump-

~ -

tions that perpit an;¥ysis ofsdichotomous dependent Qariables. See the
Methodological Appendi%a For these réagqns, these results are-not discussed.)
A; noted\above,(the indicétor of public assistance in the NLS‘data is
‘ qﬁite crude. Ig‘anyoné in axfamily is receiving scme form of ﬁubLic assistance,

* that situation is defiﬁed as receipt of public assistance. Entr? 6ntﬂkpﬁblic
¥ / , ’ R
dssistar - thus implies’ that no one in a family received any forms of public

/ * L ’

- assistance in yearfé,'but at least one person received at least one kind of

i

public assistance in year t+l.

-—r
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Table 22; EFFECT OF FIRST BIRTN ON‘ENROLIIWNT IN, AND EXIT FROM, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE ‘

" ENTRY . EXIT
ALL WOMEN UNMARRIED. ALL WOMEN
Not on Public Asaistance  Women With Children On Public Assistance
Independent Variables i : ; "
Lo ntry Entry , Exlt
Percent  Probability  Percent  Probabiiity Porcent Probability
I, FIRST BIRTH .
(1) More than dne year ago 240 .06 52 A3 45% 1
(2) Within Previous Year 6 08 9 Y 59 39
(3) Within Cutrent Year :
(3.1) Premarital 0.5 2 6,7 A0 2.6 “ox
(3.2) Uncertaln Timing 1.0 .18 1.5 ). C L .56
(3.3) Postmarital 0. 05 2,1 18 0.9 Al
(4) Mo Eirst birth yet 65 07 2 nl il AT
I1. OTHER MAJOR LIFE CNANGES IN ;
CURRENT ¥EAR X , /
A.(1) Second or later birth 67, .04 367 i \ 10% A0 o
(2) No gecond or later birth 9% 04 64 A y 90 40 *
B.(1) Marrlage 9 L1 .- 14 9 .64
(2) Marital split ] 10 42 14 2 .50 ‘
(3) Remain not married 5] .03 56 A4 69 Jl
(4) Remain marrled 35 - 002 - b 20 .61
C.(1) Leave school * 10 04 ] A4 © 10 3
(2) Reenter achool /i .06 1 A ) ")
(3) Remain {n school 26 .09 4 b 16 )i
(4) Remain not in school 62 .03 92 JAb - 43
D, (1) Ex1§ Erom work il 05 8 37 10 )
(2) Cutry to work 12 05 8 A2 14 37
(3) Remain not working - 18 .09 19 A2 N Al
(4) - Remain working 59 02 35 Al © bk A9
Overall mean traneition probability 04l 138 40)
i 16 ' i
N 19,678 1,490 1,102
b2
. ol
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Public Assistance Entry, All Women. The first entry equation was

estimated on a very large pooled sample (n = 19,678) consisting of all

person-years in which no public agsistance receipt was reported at the

start of the year. Of this large sample, 4 percent typically enter public
!

assistance within 4 vear. The traasition rate is sharply affected by first

birth status.

If the first child is at least one year old by the start of a year, the

e
ey

entry likelihood 1is increased slightly (to .06), and if the first ch;ld isl
less than a year old at\che start of the yeaf the increase in public assistance
entry 1S even highef k.OS). However, ag we might expect, the most\dramatic’
»change in entry rates results froq a- current year first birth. The impact'
depends on the wcman'g marital situation. A premarital firsg birth leads.to

the highest predicted entry rate of any variable in the model (.23). But nearly
as high entry rates follow a joint first bifth/fir;t marriage occurrence in the
current year {.18). By way of contrast, a postmarital firsc birth increases |

)

slightly (t6 .0S). And, not surprisingly, childless;.women

eﬁtry changes onl

have the 1owes£ ragfe of all (.03); welfare entry émong this group presumably

reflgcts entry on gﬁe part of a household member other than our respondent.
'y

Other current year life changes also have net &ffects on pubiic a;sistance
entry. One exception is a second or laéer current year first birth, which
seems to have no significant impact. Surprisingly, a current year ﬁarriage
increases the likel?ﬁgbd (.12), perhaps because one effect of marriage 1is to
enlarge the fémily to include another peréon, who may be receiving public
aSSistancebat the time of marriage. QNot surprisingly, entry rates are miniscule

N

\ .
(.002) among women who were married at the start of the year and -remained so

N
‘< -

at year's. end.
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A marfital split leads to substantlally increased entry rates (.10). The
effect of parting from ocher‘persons who may be receiving puqlic assistance
ought to decrease the entry chances, but that effect, 1t it c;ists, {s
apparently swamped bv the very much higher chances &f the woman herself
going onto public assistance when her marriage breaks up.

Many women abparently combine entrollment in school with public assistance.
As Presser (1975) suggests, welfare benefits may facillitate attendange.

\

Those who remain in school all year have the highest entry rate (.085) and those

|
who reenter school have the second highest rate (.055). Both those who drop

from school and those already out of gchool have lower-than-normal entry rates.
Finally, work changes also impact entry rates.‘ Rates -are highest for
women who become nonworkers during the year or who remain nonworkers through-
out the year. Since marital, schooling, and work changes aéféﬁt entry, a first
birth has indirect impaéts on entry yia‘Ehese changes. However, the effects are
'coﬁplex. For example, insofar as a first birth causes a firsc)marriage, it
increases entry rates in that year. However, insofar as the wcman remains
married, her entry rates are virtually zero. Since a first birth generally
acts to pull women from school, it also acts via this route to decgease entry.
Finally, to the extent a first birth pull; women from the workforce it
indrectly increases entry.

Public Assistance Enrollment, Unmarried Women With Children Under 18.

Restricting the eligible sample to unmarried women with children reduces the
)
direct effect of marital status via its impact on éligibility stafus. OfA
the sample of such women (n = 1,490), 14 percent enroll in public assistance
in a typical year.
Even contro}ling for thé effect of children and marriage as categoriéal

eligibilicy in‘this manner, first birth status nevertheless still exerts
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Qignificant pressura on enrollﬁent in public assistance. If the first child

is less than a year old, the enrollment rate {is .Zg,yWhile 1f a premarital

firse birth occurs in the curremt year, the entry rate is raised to .30. Lf

a first birth and a first marriage both occur in the current yeér, the predicted
enrollment probabilicy is'slightly‘higher still (.32).

One hajor indirect impact of first birth on public assistance-enrollment
occurs via the Impact of\first birth in increasing work exits. Work exits.in
turn sharply increase entry to public assistance. Thus, a firsc birth which
draws a woman out of work will alsé\indireéply (as well as directiy) increase

her chances of enrolling in public'asgiscance.

Public Assistance Exit, All Enrolled Women. The last major life change

s

-

which we examine is exit from public, 6 assistance, and the impact of first
birth status on exit probability. Of the sample (n = 1,102) of women on
public assistance, 40 percent have left by the following year and exit rates

are directly affected by first'birth status.

L]

A first child Born in the previohs year or in the years just preceding the

ar

previous year affects exit rates very little. However, a current year first
+ .

"birth affects exits sharply, in a way strongly determined by marital status.
. L

A postmarital first birth has no effect on exit chances. A first birth
accompanied by a marriage increases exit probability substantially (to .58).

In sharp contrast, a premarital first girth reduces exit chances to virtually
Y
zero.

[N

Indirect impacts of first birth on exit are exerted via marital sgatus,
3 ‘:3!4." .

schooling status, and work status. Women who have the highest exit rates
are those who become married or are already married; those fho are already
out of school and do not reenter; and those who are alregddy working who

-

continue to work. The greater the number of children, the lower the prob-

6
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probability ot an exit, providing another path via which a birth reduces
exits trom weltare recipliency.

Summary ot Public Asgistance Results. Premarital tirst births stroagly

propel women onto public assistance and reduce thelr chances ot leaving.

Postmarital tirst births exert only verv slight pressures on entry and exit.

The pressures of a first birth on entrv and exit.persist tor a few years, but

in very reduced magnitude. There are numerous indirect effects, generally

acting to reinforce the direct etfects.

¢
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SUMMARY AND_CONCLUS TONS
Female Headed Famtlies

The vecent rise {n the {nctldence ot tfemale headed famtltes hag
concerned pollcy makers ln-.(';m:;,c‘ nearly halt of all familtes headed by
A4 woman are {n poverty. Although some of these families oripginate
through &hf death of the huﬁband, most are formed by divorce or
separation or, to a lesser extent, by an out-ut-wedlock birth. 4ince
teenage births often preclpitate ecarly marriages, with thelr
disproportionately high probability of break-up, or occur out-of-vedlock,
the association between having a first birth as a teenager and later being
a female head was explored among several samples of mothers. In the NLS, .
A1l women who had had a child by age 24 and all female heads with
children at age 24 were studied. All PSID women with children Lhder
age 18 and all f heads with children less than 18 were also studied.

.

Teenage ch ‘- does not appear to be associated with subsequent
femile headship, e}ther in cross tabulations or in multivariate analyses.
Howeve;, the occurrence of a premafital birth does predict to later being
a female head. A fteenage marriage also predicts to later female headship,
fresumably because.of the association between ecarly marriage and marital
break-up. Since pregnancy precipitates many early marriages and since teen-
age birthSIQCCUr disproportionately outside of marriage, éarly childbearing
may be viewed as having an indirect effect.

Ovefall, women are less likely to be female heads {f they have a young

child, if they are white, attend church frequently, and, nonsignificantly,

1f they are Catholie. ‘omen with relatively good eérnings

falfa
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and work experfence are more Pikely to be tefale heads, although 1t {5 not

clear whether they become temale heads (o part because they are advantaged

in the labor market or whether being a temale head hay resalted {n greater

vxperience and ecarnings. Labor market conditions were not found to have

any etffect vver and above women's own carnings.  women {(n citles and on

the Paclific Coast are somewhat more likely to be female heads, as are
women with a physical limitation of some sort and women without a high
1%"\

school educatfon. Young women in the NLS sample are more likely to be

female heads, though there ls no effect oflige in the PSID sample.

>
.

weltare Recipiency

Of greater concern than the incidence of female headed familles
is the poverty and welfare dependency of this family form. We find a
strong association between receipt of weffare assistance and age at
first birth overall; however, our analyses indicate that this association
ALsappears when controls for education, famil; size, labor force
pagticipation, age at marriage and race are included.

Mothers whose first child was born outside of marriage are more
likely to receive welfare; this association 1is particularly strong among

younger women. Women who have never married are considerably more

.’/kikely to be welfare recipients. Age at marriage, hcwever, s not
related to the probability of public assistance. '
A number of factors other than age at first childbirth were fdgund
to influence welfare dependency, ind several of them suggest indirect
routesaby which the occurrence of an early birth increases the odds of

welfare receipt at a later age. For example, women whose first birth

occurs during the teenage.years tend to have larger families, and family
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slee {8 4 strong predictor. ot wellare reciplency. I additfon, an early

blrth ot ten disrupts the young women's «wchooltug, and lower educat fonal
Attafnment Lncreaseys the llkvllhéuﬁ that a4 woman will later requtre
public assistance. Women with relatively low carning abiliety and little
work experience are alqo more [ikely to receiva weltare, as are women who
X
_
have some sort of phystcal lmitatton., Mothers %hg do not recelve
child support or a@imony are constderably more likely to receive welfare,
15 are black women,, and women who hgve been temale heads for a relatively
a'@ 'ﬂ‘"
long time. In addft ion, women livfng {n clties and on the Paclfic Coast
|J

are alightlébmore”rimely to rCLcin benetits. (Finally, those women who

Live (n sta tith relJtLvely generous bvne[tts in thc Ald to Families

with Dependig 4’Children program have a little higher probability of being

a0

. 0 n

YN
welfare racip ﬁ%ﬁ; but the association is not statistically significant

among the sampie of female heads. /’/

PR

In sum,'xarly childbearing is not dirLctly related io subsfquent
welfare dependency. However, a teenage birth can increase the
probability of welfare receipt indirectly In numerous ways. To the extent
that an early ﬁgegnanc9 precipitates teenage marriages whidh subsequently

,break up, the blrth ggptributes to the formation of a family with a high
probability of welfaré dependency. Si&ilérly, a teenage out-of-wedlock
birth creates a family form with a high probability of needing public
%;sistance. Horeqyet: the low educational attainment and relatively

L;rge families of.teenage mothefs increase the likelihood éf wekfare-

receipt. For these reasons, teenage mothers tend to be disproportionately

represented anong the recipients of public assistance.

lop)
Cr:
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Transition‘Probabilities

"Another -approach was employed to examine tﬁé short rup&asseciation
between a birth and'velfare reeeipt; A strong-aseoc1atipnrwas‘found,
Among NLS women who'é}é notfreeeiviﬁg public assistance,.a premarital
first birth greatly increases the probability that a.wbman will go on

* welfare.  Among women who already live in households rhat receive

!assistance, a premarital first birth reduces the probability that a v )

young ‘woman will g off'welfare to.virtaally zero. Postmarital first .
births exert ly~slightvpressures on’welfare-entry and exit.during‘the | s
year of tHe birth. The impact of a first birth persiSts foq several |
years,lbut in“greatly reduced magaituée.' Apparently,'as the years go by,
- the /direct 1£5ac: of a birth translates inte an‘indirect impact that is
trahsmitted instead through variableé such as education, income, and

i , i .=. . . . 3

famiily size,

-
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‘eans and Standard Deviations for all Variables Used In. \-\
analysis of Female~Headed Fouseno}\ds and Welfare. Depen-
A der Among Respondents Ever Hévajg Children by Age 2%
s ~ (Ngfional Longitudirtal Survey) 5
o ;féri‘able C ‘ " Mean . Standard Deviation
Female-Headed Household ;. R VA , .347
Someone in 1{0usenm.d A Y - ' v '
Receiving Walfare . ~ 7 . - :262 fur
. s
Age at First Birth >('j.n- yéars) ' . - ‘ ’ .
<16 . R A . 201
16-17 15 | 354
18 ‘ o ~ 16 - .364
19-20 i 31 . A )
21-23 : S 35. 476

Age at TFirst \'arrlage (in years)

'10-15 o 3% g
. S 16-17 0, S L1 .3
Y S ST RS S IRV )
19-20 . | w\ s - 478
21-23 K : 19 S .392
2 24 aU 2.7 162
B I
®
. First Birth Premarital 146 % .351
Education (in years) 11.76 years ' 1.93
~ Parental Sc~ideconomic o
Status (P 3) - 9,97 2.30 o
Intact Family \ : 33 .372
\ - AFDC Benefit Level (in region) $235.75 o 66.10
Unemployment Rate . 4.59%, 2.46
' ‘-.l! . ' \v
: | \ . \
Demand for Female Labor , : 31.5\5 N o $.74
o : . ’ \\' . '\\\ ]
Race . . 87 ! N .
| , a SN 338
14 s \ { _,/
South _ _ 34 ~ ' 473
Pacific ) ' 15 \ .359
¥ Age in 1968 ' 22.04 vears B> 1.48 2
’
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. j . ) '{ / - a o
ufd Standard Deviatlons ’
for all Varlables Used (n” .\unlvslq of Welfare D;punduncy

“; ) Among Thrie Snnpl.es of Women (Panel Study of Income e
Voo -~ Dynamics) f\\-‘
» : .
- - All Female YHousehoid All Fem;lrt—ﬂu nder
M P + ALl Women With Heads With Children Age wuh Ten
h Chlldrcn,Undor 18 Tnder 18 Und
. . Standard Standard 5t ana\rd
" 2 Mean " Daviation Mean Devgacton ! HS.n De iativn
S e e e e —
L ® - S f o L ,
Welfare Receipe: Flnancfal Ju.ts:unci .160 L3866 . Coe72 .SOO‘_,_/ .nﬁoj
fYom Ald to Familics with Dependene  /, ' .
Chtldnn or ggher welface recetPed /
by respondent's houuhold in 197%; ( 7
l = yas.* LI . ’ B /
. : ,—\ . , -, —
Age a¢ First Chtld 8irceh of ¢
Respondant (in years) N \
T g S 039 .192 040 .197 .043 .206
16-17 : \136 2343 155 - .362 .233 ~ L424
18 o .103 .304 J127 .333 .181 .386
19-20 247 432 256 .437 .272 446
Zl—ZJF, .255 436 .256 437 .194 .396
226 7 } .24 410 .223 417 .078 .268
\__(:4 R , P—
Ags at Fiu{‘urringe of Raspondent
(in years) ) . _a
15 @& ' .058 ° .233 L0585 .229/ L0641 .199
16~17 A .185 .389 .206 1, 164 AN
18. ' . .148 .353 .106 .Jos 094 .292
19~20 . .259 .438 173 .379 .158 .366
21-23 . .207 .405 .151 .358 .070 .256
24 r 095\ .293 . 091 f 7287 .035 .185
Hever marcied : .051 b .219 . .219 .414 1,439 .- 498
Education of women {n 1974 - ‘
<12 yaare' .344 475 .468 . 500 .6 .493
*12 yaars .456 .498 .385 . ! .487 .450 .499
>12 yaars .200 .400 .148 .355 .139 L3466
Number of Childrea Under Age 18 T 3.385 2.100 3.322 1.932 2.410 1.310,
1n 1976 . ’ N
Proportion ‘of (.h ars Since Age 18 -
That the W Has Worked .527 338 .609 .330 .631 L33
Monchly Parnings: -actual tf woman 339.234 282.93’3 v 378.661 297.994 370.516 272.399 '
ia employed; estimaced potencisl . B .
nmim;: if not mployed h . B
Rece of Respondenc (L = White) - .586 493 . <296 .457 .28S 482
Parental Socioeconomic Status: Index © 95.887 2.319 9.391 2.202 9.874 2.210
based on educatfon of nmocher and s .
father and occupation of head of
houashold vhen respondent waa age - -
14; standardizad to have a mean of -
10 and a sum}lxd deviation of 3. -
© Age ofy Rupondcn: tn 1976 in years’ 35.659 7.622 35.573 1.777 28.405 3,188
Pacific Residence: Respondent lived: .106 .308 .123 T.329 o~ ,103 .308
in a Pacific Coaat state in 1976 ’
H-troﬁolltnn Areaa Reaidence: Respondent .720 449 849 .358 .832 .375
lived in an 5MSA In 1976 ’
.Tlllug of Firse Birth Relecive to Pirsc 169 .375 .369 .483 .578 495§
Marriege: Birth Occurred Befors Y2ar N -
of First harriige = Prmrital. , s
1= Prmrlul ? ;
Whather Any of the Pespondent's’ .076 .265 )« .223 .423 266 431
Income Included Alimony or CMld .
Support 1n 1976; 1 = Yes - .
Child Undcr &: Whether Respondent Has a L3163 481 .286 452 517 501
Child Under the Age of 6 Present fn ' “ , .
the Housrhold in 1974 - = .
Phyeical Linication: h’hc:htfr Pcnponr‘en: ~{120 - .325 + . 184 .387 .095 .294
+ Hea a Physical ‘Problem Limiciag Her .
Activity; 1 = Yes N . '
™ o0
- ' \ ~
. \ - ‘1. .
, S
~ , 3 - ) -~
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All Female Bmu-h‘o 14

ALl Vomen With &

- . . \ L N Scandard
' '\{ Mean Daviatiom ' Mean
‘Years Respondeat Spest se @ 2 ' o 2
. Housshold Head During cthe fb?u:u . R
of cthe PSID Survey: Rangsa From 1 “\
Zero to ALL the ‘tcnr: Betveen 1963 . \ ’
ead 1972 , : . A
> ¢l Years . .55 - .76
2=3 Yaars ' 098 93
r &=3 Yaass , . .08 . - K 2
_ 6-7 Isars . .0%6 I%o
O 28  Yaers 116 .320 413
: AFOC Banafit Lavel:: Maximm Moncly 5~ 277.6l4 109.095 274642
AFDC Jenafit for.e Family of & tn ' .
] the Respondenc's Stacs of l-udunqn -
1n 197§ ) i D Ny
Unemployment Rate io Rnpondm: s Couaty 6.115 1.301 4.379 -
of Residenca: 1 = <1X; 2 = 2- 3.9%;
= 4=-5.9%; 4 = 6-8-92 S = 9-102;
§ « 10.1-12%; 7 = >12% -
Market for Females vs. Mslas: Demand 319 .48%
for Femals Compared With Male Laber
in Local Labor Markec (1 = Worse)
Male Wege: Typical Wage thec an o237 ¢ 476
Unskilled Male Worksr Might Receive; .
pugust 1976: 1 = 31,505 2 = 51.504/
$1.99; 3 = $2.00-82.49; & = $52.5 >
$2.99: 5 = 2$3.00 s :
- . \~ .
'
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Heada Wich Childran
| - _ghtldren ‘Under 18 u

k&-\ ,l{u Yeaale Hesds Undsr

~ Age 35 Witn chud'nn

‘Under 18
Scandard , - Scandard
Deviscion Mean : Davietion ..
Devtscion Msan Daviecion L
.227 ".078 , 268 - 5
.62 .228 421
407 .28¢ 450 -
5 .220 .413
.693 219 .96 -
109.333 288,398 113.576 N
1,256 4.377. 1.303
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J
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/ uAppendix Table 3: WELFARE ENTRY‘PROKABILI’EI, ALL WOMEN 1968-72
E tos Iar.iona.l Longitudinal Survey)
R%‘ /‘f-‘ . ' i * ’ B
-1L31b13> awomdn who did not ‘ede've 2udlic assistance in year srior o ¢ : ] v
D -eoendeo: Var*jg{e n, =1 Lf ruceived puoliz issiscanke in vear ;rior 0 I+l nean = Q41
| o PR " ' : )
Indapendent %ariaolas ' ’ Mean of .
; ) " | Indeperdent 3 Seta
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(1) Prior:Tirsc 3irzh : (on Q3w Qfwwr
(2). ?rior Fizsc 3irza One "ea. Ago 5.5% .02 03w~ 1
(11, STLECTID CHARACTIISTICS o i ‘
(1) 1Intacs Feoily 9f Orizin 397. . - . Q3w -, Q5
(2) ’ar-ncal Jocioecanomic 3zactus 10.71 B . -, Q1w - . QfFn%
"{3)  Age l4-13 a% a a
18-17 197. 03w Corw
13 11 4 S12% Lgwe:
19-20 197.- - . Q7w Lesven:
21-22 - ' 257 . GhxIew . 13%x
: 24-23 CENL 187 [ Obww - .08%*
(4) 3izzh Cohors 1952-34 . : a7 -.02 -.04
1943-51 t 7% ‘ - Dbrven -. 1Qwwre
. . 1964=a7 . 29% ! ~l« ‘a .4
~(5) Wnize 91% . -.06%ww ~. 08w
. (6) Tf=azr 1358 . 6% - 17w 33***3; .
1969 . 257 - 13w -, 23w :
1970 T 257, -, Q7%ww - 150k
-y 1971 . \ 3 . a .7 3
7N \Egialled .uLI Tize . ' i “ ':;DS*** (. 13%w=x
(3) <C3linge in AFTC 3enefiz Lavel -31% .0CO3¥*w Qo %t
(9 Occu:aét.rl' Stazus (Zuncan )
Scoare) . 3é =-.0008** - Q86 K,
(1Q) Unemplaoved - v 3.03% L Q3%ww QInrtr
(11) +Wage ac T $1.20 . COTdwx OS5 ##r
(12). Wworked Zaers weeka nn L J79ren 167"
(13) South . 257, L= Q3% -.0fx*
(14) tUaemolovmenc Raca 4.56T -, 005 %k <, 05%%%
(15) Grades Complezed $3 A T L Q4w . 054
. - 9-11 33% a EYd '
. 12 41% a a
(15) “fears 0£Z Valiare 2.40 - . Qhawr - 2bwnw
" III. 'MAJOR CURREINT “ZZAR IVENTS
(1) Tizsz 3izch e Tiloing: 1
(1.1) Z=emarical .51 . 20% % L Q73w
(L.2) Uncerzain .. 93% d ) .03 .02 .
(1.3) ?Poscmarical 4,3% o .Q2% -4 S
- (2) 3tireh, Fizsc or Lacar F' 794 .002 %ﬁ
(3) “azciage 9% L 11 WAL
T (&) Divorete oo 2.3% . LOwan Mol:E et
(5) Remain Cemarried 53% ' L LR el
(6) UGeographic move 3% . 10%w YA
4)(7) eenzer 3chool 1.9% .Q3* Q2%
(8) Droo OQue af 3chool: 9.7 - .05 QB#rw.
(9) Zarzar Labor Toxgce 127 1 = Qhve= - QT Hewe
(10) TLeave Labor Tord§ 11% . 03ver 053w
e\
\i\\ J .
SN J
. A - 5 7 - 33,21 1 = 16000 - .
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“omen "wno Jid

4

LY

Welfare Entry, Urimarri;d)

: , ’
Women With Dependent Children

i . ..
Bl

1968-72

(National Longitudinal Survey) . e -

not racaive oublic assistance

. . l
1T "egr rior o I, wera ‘IOC narT.
; E]

Fad

spouse oresarty in z+l. and who had one or more caildran under 13 vears of age
: 1oL ' , .
Z2pecncent Variable = 1 if received cudlic assisctdnce in year prior To =+l e
- . . . ~ ‘| K
_ndagendans Variablas N Maan of . '
" ', Indaperndenc , 3 7 3aca
v , Gariables *
Rl R
" . ’ ’
I, TRRST 3I2TH - SN '
L
(1) 2Pzior Firsit Birzsh 51% .02 .03
(2) Prior Firsc 3ircth Ona fz2ar Agel , 3.3% " 09+ Q7%
. / I S
II. 3TLICTID CHEARMCTERISTICS L. & . BN -
(1) Age: 15-17 Ce 129 T .36
13 XA Ao i
‘ »2-20 *\ 13% L1l 13+
. 21-23 38 .02 13
24-28 137, .07 Q8
{(2) 3aca « 737 Qas=* ~. 1Ll
(3) Z=2ar L1343 27% S Rt - .33
L343, . 267 - . 32ven -, 4l
1970 v A \ - DL -.23%
1971 - ' 13% |
(%) Grades Completed = 3 7.2%, .1 .
(3 .Chanze id Cnemolovmen: Rata 457 L013%% . , .03
(") FHange in AFZC 3emefic Lavel 3,44 .C01 .03
(™ orked 9 eaks. 32% .02 .03
- (3) % 70C 3eneficz Tavel S$227. .QCO== 1%
{?) umber of Childran Tadar 13 317 ' . LQB 2L
(10) Years DEIf Yelfars | 2.13 . - . Q9w - . 3Qd,
t . ° *
::& CTURRINT MACDR LIFE CEANGES K )
(§) Firsc 3izzh, Timing: ! S
(L.1) Zremarical 1 5.7% | L L9%w L Lbdees
(1.2) Cnear®ain ‘1.5% .21 f LCTvem
£1.3) 2oscmarizal L2 .27 ! .02
(2) Leava Labor Forca % L Q5% ! , 19w
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Appendix Table 5: Welfare Exit Probability, 1968-72

.

(National Longitudinal Survey)

Zligibla: Tiomen who raceived public assiscance ia year »rior Zo €
Cegendent Variables = 1 if did not recaive public assiscance in vear prior to t+i
.Y ' B | o
Indapendent Variablas . -Mean. ot i ,
Indapendent - lS ’
) | "ariapl=
- X {'
I. TIAST 3IIRTH i Y o
A1)} 3izsc 3irch Prior co - 3a%, '\ w12 - 13
KZ) First 3irzh ia Pravious Tear s \ £.02 Q12
3) Fizst 3irch Prior o T:r o« i F
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! _ / v -
.
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‘L% Change ia “nemployment ack 577 A L0LT L
{2) Occupacignal 3tagfus 25 L0031 | .
(3) “orked 0 Waeks 4357, -, 12 -
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(5) dumber of Children Udder 13 1.08 -.055%% - 15m*
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(=) £§$ain Crmarriad ( . -, 28w -, 24
(3) 3chool Reencwy LR P -.065
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(7) Toes Yot Drop Guz ) i =.085 . -. 043
. v
FTL a
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First Birth:
e N
None Yor '(\
In Current Year
One. Year Ago
Two Years dgo
dver Two Years Ago
¥

Yarltal Status:

Matrleg at Start of Yeur
Not Marrled

Work Smtu‘J:

Worked » 30 Hours Last Year
Hprkcg,x.JO Hours Last Yoear

School’ Status:

\

In School at §tart of Year
> Not in School

r
Race:

Wiite
Noawh{te

Constant

F 0
R2

*wp< 09
kk "D < .Ol
kAR & p < .001:
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Appendix Table §: The Probability of Going on Nelfare {n Any Given !
Dirch, Age_of the Respondent, snd Marital Status, Adjudted For Selected Social
and Demographic Factors (Panel Stud( of Incoue Dynanics)
__i_ ALl Homen Unart{ed Women
Age 15-17 Age 18-20 Age -] Age 21-23
Proport fon Proportion ; Propartion Proportfon
In Predicted In Predicted In Predicted In Predicted
Category  Probablljty Categgrz Probability Catcgory  Probability Category - Probabilfty
Hean = ,00] Heun = 017 “* Hean = 013¢  Nean =019
N _ . / !
83 ) ,003 I8 .006 W43 L015 J00 .0
07 Ty ,016 09 024 Q60002 /’\ 09 013
Y ' Al 011 .09 - 005, 05 005 .
} J0 )0 09 033 09 .05 060 .
L7 Al .(‘45** B / 0] L | 010
! ! e\
‘ N
‘ (' : N
04 .000 )] 5022 g2 014 - -
.96 .008 35 .013 .28 1009 - -
r
3 TR S 0 010 40 00
b7 009 J3 014 2 .022' 20 .085
\ \ ‘.
9N .008 A7 .006# .6 ,008 Yy 000
‘ 0 .000 6) 1&.,023_; f B4 014 i £.031
:‘,',“ ' ¢ " . ('
b ,‘

93 00wk ‘ \ 90, 013xk .89 '.0'09\3* .88 T
LA SN )| U 053 Al 043 12 062
\ ! ] N \

04) 4058 064 207
0w 5.0 22 n
" L130 063 00 109
. ; L1, 1,446, .
: \ |
! ‘ r‘";
' Y ' N 8, /
.,/" ' !}
. ' \ ~ O
X 7U

’&s"

Q““.-tf.d fro




< 1
Append {x T.lchv_7: welfite Batry Probability: Reurcssion CocViictvats For Wumen
" $5-17, 18-22, and 21-{) Years Old (Pangl Study of [ncome Dynamlys)
L 3
Age 18-20 Ape 21223
. . b 5 sumple llean b sarple Mcan
Y - 017 ' Y = 013

4 [ndepengduent_Vaortables i
o = . . <
. -

Filrse Btrch Timing:

v'No» Firsr 8lreh Vet a 83 a .58 a .43
’ : Firse Birth tn gurgent Year .01l .27 .018 .09 - .013 .06
rirst Birth in Previous Yeur ' ’ L0LS W11 - .010 .09
N Filrst Birth Two Years azo : L0300 . .10 .027# .99 . 004 .09
Pirat Sirth Over Two Years Ago J ‘ L0Jyxan .13 . - .002 .33
Marital Status: '
Married ac Scart of Year - .022 . .04 .009 .45 .005 L .12
, Not Married a .56 a .55 a .28
Work Status: N B X
v [ . . 3
Worked > )0 Houcs {n PreviousiYear - .008 .33 .004 .61 - .o12 .17
worked < 30 Hours in Previoug Ymar a .67 a .33 a .23
School Status: \. !
P <
In School at Start of?Year .01s .93 - .019» .37 - .006 6
+ = Not in Schook o+ 7 . . a .07 ‘ a : .63 ’ a .84
: -
White - .090Q aws .93 - .0G0~e .90 ~ 034 tww ) .89
. 14
I
Decile [ncome/Needs if Head or Wife - .0002 .02 - .008enx 1.67 - .00733ax 3.30
Decile Tncome/Needs {f Not Head or Wife - .002 3.98 = :004%w 2.16 - .093‘2' .69
AFDC Benefit Level 7.2 x 1070+ 5328. 3.3 x L1073 5317. 2.6 x 102° S3L1.
_ Ugezmployment Rate ~002 3.09 .005 3.17 - .001 . 3.25
-
i Female ve. Male Unlklécd Labor Market .004 2,43 - .006 2.39 - ,002 2.30
- .Yu:: . . ’ . y
. » .
1968 - .00 .00
1969 . : - .00 i .00
1970 ) .o01 - .48 ) i1
1971 . .0L7 » ‘ .33 i
1972 a .19 el
1973 A ze . - : .00 .
1974 ' - - R .00 o
1973 . . - .00 - ! .48
ks - .
Conscant . .. .043
' [ o !
2, - 41 mea
Rv .130 .
N - 71 :
*ap < .09
" ap < 3L N - ’
a*% o o < ,00L : -
- - * - . - v
a = omitted cacegory . . T . :
~ @ omicted f(row regression ) . .
N - - r N . o
~ i ~. \\) N o L’l/'/ )
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‘Appendix Table 8 : wWelfare Entry Probabilitv: Regression
Coefficients for Women 21-23 Years 0ld
And Not Married, Spouse Present at the
Start of the Year (Panel Study of °
Income Dynamics)

Independent Variables

First Birth Timing,;

No First Birth Yet~

First Birth in Current Year
First Birth in Previous Year
First Birth Two Years Ago
First Birth Over Two Years Ago

Work Status: &

Worked > 30 Hours in Previous Year
Worked < 30 Hours in Previous Year

‘chool Status:

In School at Start of Year
Not in Scheol

White

- Decile Income/Needs if Head or Wife
Decile Income/Needs if*Not Head or Wife

CAFDC Benefit/Level
Unemployment Rate

Ferale vs. Male Unskilled Labor Market

Year:

- 1968-1969
11970-1971
1972-1973
1974-1975 :

Constant

_ O p <.05 , E
**, = p <, 0l ' 1
*xkf= p . <, 001 , _

a = omitted category

-

b Saﬁgle Mean
Y = .019
a } a
.036 .089
.018 .050
.037 046
.013 .110
.083 *%x% - .804
a a
.051 * ‘ .235
a a
.026 . 830
.005 1.513
.005 2.351
0001 $319.
0004 Co s 3.091
023 . 2.386
1]
a ‘a )
.026 342
.040 .420
a ' . .238
.207
L 2.691" .
.1093

4
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METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX . o~

Estimating Flow Models: Transition .Probabilities

Thé transition érobability approach relies on multivariate models which
partition the.variance in binary dependent variables. In evefy case the de~
pendent variable is assigned a one if the woran reports moving to a new status
at-yeqr t+1, compafed to her status at.year t. A zero is assigned if the
woman remains ig the same status at year t+l as she was in at year t. For
example, the schooling exit dependent variable is one if a woman moves out
of full-time school enrollment by t+1, given that she was fully enrolled at t.
The exit variable is set equal to zero if she reméin; fully enrolled at t+l.
Siiilarl;, if a married woman divorces, the dependent variable is set to one.
If she gemains with her husband at t+l, the dependent variable is set to zero.

The definition of eligibleiobservapioné is ;ritical. For example, a
woman is eligible fof inclu@ion in the schooling exit sample if she reports
being enrolled full~time in school at the start of any year., A woman is
eligibie for the school re-entry samﬁle if she reports being not enrolled
full;time in school-ét'tﬂe start of any ;ear. The observational unit is a
person-year, whicﬂ alwvays includes status information both at the start and
the end of the year for a particular woman. Given information on status at
two points in time, it is possible to define status change variables, such
as the dependent variable (e.g., school exit or reentry), but also fny number
N

of-iﬁdépendent variables.

. IS

Both level and change variables are included as predictors. Hcwever,
. /

for Binary statug variables (e.g., enrolled full-time in school vs. not en-
. ’ . e B

rolled full-time in school) care rust be excerised to avoid redundzncy. To
. \ . " +4 x5 ’

repreSént'le%&l‘alone, twvo dummy variables are defined’but ohly one of them

Qo
32
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15 included in the equation: o
3

A. Two level neasures: (use only one) ' 3

(1) Enrolled full-time in school in year t

"(2) Not enrolled fﬁll-ti@e in school in year t <
If change variables 4dre preferred, four dummy variabies are defined and three
‘ ' P
" are used: _ ' ) oo _ ) L
o ‘ o, : e

B. Four ¢thange measures: (use only three)

(1) Exit froﬁ school between year t and year t+l ;#‘ﬂ'

\.k
(2) © Remain in school
(3) Reenter school
(4) Remain out of school : ' 5

Note, however, that to use three change variables implicitly'specifies level,

so that both level and change are completeiy'described (e.gfglif one either

’

exits from school or remains in school, then one negeigaril}“was in school
. ) g i

§ peasures is therefore .

‘ ok a4
avoid doing so. o PR ANLRS ‘ﬁg.
' The transition probabilities strategy- has takesﬁgﬁggntage of the. panel %i

6~

data to‘'pool observations. For example, thére are five wav%s.of the NLS panel, .

each woman has four defined person-years: 1968 to 1969, l9§;\to 1970, 1970 to

1971, and 1971 to 1972. It is possible for -all four of these person—years to
' / s .

.be included as observations in a single equation. For exagple, if ‘a woman is S

parameter estimates. Typically the standard errors are biif?d dovnwards. One \ )

1

single in 1968, 1969, 197Q, and 1971, all four of her perif

lusion in the first marriage equation. e

eligible for inc

In ordinary lpast squares estimation, autocorrelated disturbances do not
’ .

’

-

bias parameter estimates, but they do bias estimates of the étandérd errors of

-~ L s
(%4 Y

-

2 #Y

T

X
m .
o
¥

¢



mated than is-truly the case. The heart of the problen is‘that if a sig%l:

|

: mhe first marriage marital split, high school drop-out and public assistance {

77 . .

+
’ A

gets the impression that one's parameter estimates are more efficiently esti-

f’
woman contributes up to four person year observations, there is somethi: #a _i8

\\ } i

than f ur. full degrees of freedom in those four observations. Autocorrelation
) 3
thus typically leads to improper inclusion of variables in an equation based

on upwardly biased t-statistics.

4

"

Moreover,,the degree of pooling in these equations is relatively swa 1, sincew

typically fewer than four person-year observations from a. single ¢

pooled. ;Where-pooling is negligible or absent;-our results appear comparable

tm:rESulEs with ghe most pooliﬁg. Pooling is most frequent in analyses of

" >

s s

entry. In these cases care has.been used to be conservative in the use of

, Significance tests.

b - LI

1 \ ;‘:}:)
.\\ % £ ‘s" ,.i'&‘

. PP S : ) . ' ’ :
—r . . . ’ o
G — L
Prowed by G

pooling, and the

'a
o

Note, however, that parameter estimates with‘pooling'are still unbiased.<
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)
Dichotomous Dependent'Variables

The ideal model form for a binary dependent variable is the logit or

a related model The linear_model creates heteroscedartic disturbances and

the more basic problem of a misspecified model, specially at the extremes.

A maximum—likelihood logit model solves these problems, but it creates other o
. » . ; L ) ‘ | . ‘\J,’ J
- problems. : ' : R

(1) cost' especilally (a) with large data files such as'the ones we

- are using, and (b) with a large number of independent variables and (é) with
the likelihood of one or two reestimates of the equation, the very substantialﬁ
estimation costs_musgghe weighed against the benefits of improved information.

(2) complexity: results of ordinary least squares are easier to under-

,stand and communicate by an order of magnitude than maximum likelihood logit
Lestimates. Until the use of maximum iikelihood logit grozﬁ more familiar,

this must be weighted as a costy especially in policy research.

/ &.

Goodman has argued conv1ncingly (1976) thdt ordinary least squares

A ]

: provide virtually identical information as maximum ;Xkelihood logit, especially

T (1) where n is large and

o ) ' S

’ (2) ﬁhere the mean qf the dependent varfable is not too close to thé

bounds. In a11 cases, we use an n that is large gghGoodman s-standard/’;nd
" in most cases,the neans &f our dependent variables are far enough from the

J N -7 -
-bounds by his standards (i e.,.between .20 andJ‘QO) Caution'is warranted - s,

e o ,
for the few equanions in whiah the mean was cl\se to zero (e - school re-
/

h .
[ - . -

entrymipublic assistance'ent;y, anp,first ‘birth tozynmarried women).

. S R -
] -, . ) | , _\\
- :
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£ R b
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