ol

PROFILE OF AFDC RECIPIENTS IN NEW JERSEY

Staff Report

State of New Jersey
Governbr's Task Force on Welfare Management

May 23, 1971

- New ooy

t




&)

Y



. STATE OF NEW JERSEY
GOVERNOR’'S TASK FORCE ON WELFARE MANAGEMENT -

. . STATF HOUSE—~ROOM 127
FRANK K. KELEMEN . TRFNTON NEW JERSEY 08625

FRANK W. HAINES

CHAIRMAN : . 609-292-2‘364
ELIZABETH M. BOGGS, PH.D. ' - . '
ROBERT S. BROWNE - o . 20 May 1971

GREGORY HEWLETT
WALTER L. KIDDE
JAMES |I. MCCORD, D.D.
ROSE MOORE

BLENDA J. WILSON

ROBERT G. WILLIAMS
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

JACK A. BRIZIUS
DEPUTY DIRECTOR Honorable Wllllam T, Cahlll

Governor
State of New Jersey

Dear _Governor Cahill:

Your Task Force on Welfare Ménégement is pleased to transmit '_ o
to you a staff report entitled A Profile of AFDC Recipients in New Jersey. .

' This report was prepared by the staff, at the request of the Task
‘Force, as a summary of available information about AFDC recipients:
in New Jersey. The Profile is based on data from several case record-
surveys conducted by the New Jersey Division of Public Welfare, as
‘well as findings from an in-depth interview survey of 477 AFDC
recipients in New Jersey which was commissioned by the Task Force
at its first meetmg in October 1969

_ Some of the findings presented in the Profile have appeared in
previous reports published by this Task Force. However, because
a wealth of useful information remained, we requested the staff
to prepare this special report in order to fill some of the gaps in

‘ publlc understanding of the AFDC program.

We hope that the information c}antained in this report will assist
you in your development of the public welfare system in New Jersey.-

)
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Fivek . Holians

Frank K. Kelemen
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SUMMARY

Sources of Information » _ S

This Profile of AFDC Recipiéents in New Jersey is based on our

analysis of raw data from ﬁvé sources: two Statewi‘de random sample :
case record surveys conducted by the Divisian of Public Wel‘fére in 1'96>7
and 1969; two shelter cost surveys cbﬁductéd by the DiViSiOl;lvin 1968
and 1970; a Dece'mvber 1969 intérview sufvéy of 477‘>réciplienté: iﬁ five
cities érnd one counfy Wthh was déSighe;i ‘and commissioned by thé o

Tésk Force.

Characteristics of the AFDC Population

As of October 1970, the AFDC program in New Jersey vs\upphorte‘d_ ai"
total of 4»04, 634 persons 1n 98,344 'famillie's.

According to the 1969 case record survey, the average family head
is 33 years old, if male, or 32_ yearspld, if female. The majority of
AFDC families live in the State's large cities, bgt more than four in ten !
live in suburban areas or medium sized toWns outside of major m.e"tfopolitan
areas. Sixty percent of the families afe black ar_1dv twelve percenj: are.
Puerto Rican. The average family éonsis’ts }of fou; persons, in AFDCfs_

regular segmént, or six persons in the unemployment segment.

Recipient Income

| In l969,v the average family of four received $230 in welfare grants

plus $62 from other sources, for a total monthly income of $292.



Although New ]ersey S AFDC payments are among the highest in the

nation most recipients do not feel that the grants are adequate for

their needs. ’
Fully 86 percent of the fam111es say that they know about food

stamps but only 38 percent say they actually participate in the program

" ' Z - . i ol
. oot o, R S
P . :

'Orig ns, Mobility, and Shelter N

According to the 1969 case record survey, 36 percent of AFDC
mothers were born in New Iersey. ‘_ fi‘lhose_ not born_in bN‘ew‘Iersey had .-
: moved here anav'erage of_ el:even‘years__ pri_or_ to the_'su-rv'ey. o )

. ‘Ac_cording to the Ta,skl.Fvorce‘l survey,_._4_2 pe:rcent?'of 'th'e'v non-natives
entered New.]erse'yv when they V.v:er_:_e eighteenyear's '<§)1d, ‘or younger. |
The average 'a‘dultmigrant lived infth'e"State'-v'G*.S j‘years before -a;ppl'yi»ng for
: .v/wel_"fjare'.“: Most recip‘i:ents in this group‘.sa-id'they ‘rni‘;oved to N‘e’wv‘]ers&ey
-'_to get a better j ob'., or becausef{j theyhadfriends or"‘geléuves-héfe.

B AFDC recipients, tend .‘-to} movemore often th'an' therest of';the population.
:Recipiénts‘:haveblived in the s.ame "dweliling“unit fof'~§an .average' of23
‘yea'rs‘.'} Twenty-sevenpercentmoved during1969 :
\' Eight out of ten families .live in private rental housmg. ' Four
' out of ten families 11ve 1n hous1ng rated as dilapidalted- A family ’

' of four paid an’ average monthly rental of $76 in 1968 ‘The a've'rage'f

A 'lmonthly rental increased t6 $97 in 1970

€ - -
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Family Structure and Children

" As of October-1970, 85 percent of the families and 78 percent of :
the persons on AFDC were in the tegular segm‘ent.; ~In the:regular
segment, the father is absent ffern the home in 89 percent of the ;
cases, with desertion (30 pe‘rcent) and non-marriage to mother (36' percent)
the most important factors. -

Only twelve percent of women who are separated from their husbands:
say the possibilbity of receiving welfare benefits was an important direct
factor in their estrangement. Twenty-five percent of women in this
group say that their esttangem.ent took place after the family began-
receiving assistance. However, a large proportion report that‘ there
were severe strains over financ-ial matters pricr to the 's:‘eparat)ion’._‘ “
Forty-five vpercent state t'hat their husbands were out.ef work or mtctking less
than usual when the separation took place. Eigthty;one percent report -
that there were, nrior to separati_cn,‘ at least occasi'onal argnments with
their husbands about money | | |

Over 30 percent of all parents say that their child fa11ed at least
one subject on his last report card. Thirty seven percent state that thelt
child has been. left back in school at s.o,,mev time,. Yet most parents |
rate thelr child'’ s performance in school as "favorable" Most' .parents
expect the1r child to finlsh at least hlgh school - |

Family Plannq_

AFDC mothers report that the average age of their first pregnancy
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A is nineteen years but one-fourth report that their fli“S[t pregnancy took

place at age~16 or younger.: ,:A::l-tho;«ughi_ AEDC, m.othe-rsr,h

ave given birth ‘t_o ,

{ .
I

an average of 4.5 children, they indicate that.they.would preferto . . . -

have an aV;erage of-only. 2".6;;childr§en.;; P
.. An overwhelming ma jority- (79. -ip'e_rcent) “say.they d
more children, but fewer than hal”fF (43 percent) say th

of contraception. .-

O not want.any ...

~-.Only r13?.p~e~rcent of the:.w.om;en ‘say that a -cas.eWorker has ofvf_iered, .

'information about: family planning, but well over: half

where to get free advice about- family planning. '

' Education and Employment

say:they know

More than seven out of ten AFDC mothers have some high school

’:‘education but only 27 percent have high school diplomas.

Eleven percent of the female family heads work whlle rece1v1ng -

welfare. AFDC women are concent_rated 1n low skilled ’occup’ations,

with well over half classified as serviceworkers (1nc
or unskilled laborers. o

| More than eight out of ten APDC women say they

luding domjestics) ﬁ

Ty

have had rr'e‘gtlar |

employment in the past even though they have generally been employed N

in low wage unstable ]ObS. Seventy-nine percent say that they would

,,,,h N

prefer to work than to stay home and take care of the

About 35 percent report a discussion with a case'

training or employment but only one- mnth of this grc

hildren. B
Norker about ]Ob o

)up, say’ they have

ey practice some form =

R



been helped in ac}t.ualiyl finding a job. Onlys p_ercent :of all AFDC :rr;ot;hers
sa‘;r they.:-ha\‘,'/e 'avct'u.ally .receitf..ed:training through the 'wrel'fa.zr.-e :'sy‘Stem'{.f “
;:FOrty-ei‘ght percent .o"f ‘the -rnen r:esp,ort 't”‘hey :ane vwzorkiinyg :ona :=rae'gul:a,‘r? ‘
job. 'l‘his group works an av:er-va--'g-:’e off 39 hours ‘_p:er week, Tfor-maVerage
earnings of $97.50 :per wee‘-k The bulk of the male heads of household’
are concentrated in unskilled or semi skllled occupational categories. -
-‘Ninety-'One percen‘t -of th.e\ _;mfe'n 'held a :r.e;g;uléa‘r »'j.ob at some t.ime i;nv a
- the past. Ninety-eight percent Of the men saythat ‘they prefer work
to welfare. | | N | |
Six of ten -niale‘ head-s of household say their caseworkers have R
been "very helpful" or "SOmevuhat helpful" in getting them emnloymentr '
One-~fourth of the men have participated in a trainlng program though

fewer than half of these worked ;:azt a -gzosb -f:or which tlh:ey were ztra:in:e:d.

The Welfare Experience

‘The typical -(rn-edian) AFDC family has been receiving assistance
for two years.. ThirtyefiV:e pee,r-cize,nt have 'been rec»erivsi:ng bene‘fi‘ts for a
year or less, Whereas 'twenty-two p:ercent have ,b..een on the rolls more
than ﬁ_veyears. More than rs-even oeu::t of ten 'f,am'i"li».e:-s never received
assistance before the current .enrollment‘.' | |

Only 14 percent of reci‘pierrt:s grew up in fam‘i_l‘ies ;re:c:eiv:i;ng public
assistance. Th-e.ﬂaverage recipient has five brothers and sisters, yet
seventy percent,rep_or-t that‘ n_on_e of v'the‘ir,fbroth-.ers and :s:i;s’ter:s has ever

received public assistance.
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The most common reasons cited for applying for welfare are a -
husband s desertion, an in]ury, loss of a ]Ob birth of an out of wedlock

child or mability to get along Without welfare any 10nger. Recipients |
say they waited an average of four months after the occurrence of the
'precipitating factor before applying. Sixty percent vJ/ent 1nto debt during

this period with sizeable fractions using their savings or defaulting

~on re.nt‘:_\_or_ﬁ bills. Only 3 percent said they heard abo.ut AFDC from welfare

rightsvgr_!:oups or a‘ntlfpoverty Vorgamsations:.. , :

- Virtually all recipients agree that the ‘goyernment ow.es people

support if they need 1t but almost as many bel1eve that recipients should

be grateful for any assistance. Almost half report bemg "bothered" by :

| being'on welfare.‘ But half say that the Welfare Department should not

' ‘have the right to probe their expenditures . _ H | -
Knowledge of'proper channe_ls for redress of griev'ances wavsb limited to

a‘small m-_inority of récipients . Moreoyer, onl;y‘-on;e-f’ifth sa’-y' they have

ever complatned of being t'reated'funfa’irly. . »
More than one third of recipijén’ts'reported ’no‘cas'eworke‘r ViSits :

or only' one caseworker ‘Vis"it ‘during 1969, Visits wer'e' short as' well

as infrequent, with three;folirths' lasting be‘twe'e'n' ten and thirty minuteS’;'

according to recipients. A majority Of're‘c'ipients fe'e'lftha‘ftf ci':'aseworkers »‘

really care about their problems) ‘but a substantial m 1'nofity-fdis,trust _’

the n.iot"ive"'s" of‘eéséwo‘rk'é’f"é "%Whate"yjér theirview Lo‘f“their“;:caseworker} -

' _mos‘t "recipieht‘s‘ Want little' change fn thenumberof visits by w"é‘lfaré*

- agency personnel .




Most recipients give highest priority to additional income when
asked what kind of help they want and need. Better food, clothing,
and housing would also be highly valued. Only a very _few recipients

say they want advice on work, home management, or personal matters.



INTRODUCTION
It 1s doubtful:ithat any ’s'ingle;'governme'ntal program in'this country . .-

provokes as much controversy as AFDC--Aid to Pamiiies with Dependent ,_ L]
- Children. Included almost as an :afterl:hought in the j1935 Social Security
"Act, the AFDC program has become by far the la'rgest‘i and fastest growing

- welfare prdgram in the nation. With 1_:he fundamental transformation

, ' |
~ of the program the past three and one-half decades, from a limited

effort to aid widows and orphans to a large-scalevpro‘gram providing

aid to five percent of this country's population, the ‘ﬂ}jrvogram has

become surrounded by many misleading myths and distorted stereotypes.
. [

‘The failure of welfare administrators to develop pbj ective information

' ' 1
or rigorous research relating to AFDC has permitted rhuch misinformation .

to go withbut_ effeétive challenge.‘ Because there is ?so little accurate
.. infofrhation,' pobulaf perceptions bf the welfare systeﬁm continue to
be based on extreme, isolated examples which fostér deep-rooted |
“but unproven ,préc_onc,eptions . Even at the level -of péliéy formulation

in this country, the mythology pefmeating AFDC has led to heated,

often irra_tional and irrelevant debatke.

P

The critical lack of accurate information about the r%Cip’ients of
public assistance in New Jersey became painfully apparent to this

Task Force soon after its inception. The absence ofjeven the most

|
|
|
i



ba swstatistic s on thebackgroundandexperienceofreciplents posed’
serlous bbstacles o the Task Porca's evalustioh of welfare policies.
With the cost of AFDC alone in ‘Néw Jersey exc¢éeding’$300 million™
annually for the federal, state, énd county ?‘Igél“)éfs‘; of ’ijb{;e?n}nfent} BRI
the Task Force de,emed it imbe;a;tive to obtain and analyze all
existing sources of infonnatioﬁ, and to dévelop new sources of
information ‘which would assist in its analysis of welfare programs.

The most valqable untapped sources of raw data on the AFDC
program which the Task Force vcf:ozr.npiled were previously untabulated
HEW case record surveys conducted by the Division of Public Welfare ‘,
in Nbvember 1967 and May 1969, Ingordexf to supplement therse
sourées of datav‘fﬂr?'om thé official case zredords with information abouf
‘recipients’ éttitudes and experiénces, the Task Force also designed
and com-missiohed an in-depth interview s'urvey‘of 477 AFDC families
in the State.

The -information from these‘ and other) s.urveys has been of gfeat
assistance to the Task Force in formullaiting its récommendations for
the 'Nevs/r Iérsey welfare system. Some of ;the“ information from these surveys
appeared in previous Task Forc‘e‘ reports. However, since most of the
information vielded by the surv'e?s has not yet be;én made public,
the Task Forcé mandated the developinent and,;eleas_e of this Profile.

- This study is a more thorough and comprehensivé description of
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the survey data concerning ngf_gre_recipi;ents qql»liectend and:an.alyzed ,by/
t_he Task Force. We have developed and released vthi},‘_;sj report in the .
hope that it will foster a better public understanding of the AFDC .

program and the families it supports.
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' SOURCES OF DATA FOR THEAFDC RECIPIENT PROFILE

This study is based on our :é'ﬁafly‘éfifs‘ of raw data from five sources:

" two Statewide random’ sample case record surveys conducted by the Division

of Public Welfare in 1967 and 1969 under mandate of the United States "

" Department of Health, Education and Welfare; 1968 and 1970 shelter cost

surveys by the Division: an inteview survey in December 1969 of 477

_recipients in five cities and oné county "uhdé‘r':contract to this Task Force.

'The two case record surveys were conduétéd by the Division of -
Public Welfaré ih November 1967 and May 1969 as the New Jersey segments
of nation-wide HEW s:.a'fn"plevs'. In ordeér to obtain representative samples of
the State s entire vAFDC‘N'\popu‘lét_lion in those study months, the 1470 cases
in the 1967 survey and the 530 cases. in the 196‘9' survey were chosen on‘a"
random basis from a list ‘of all' AFDC far’ﬁil_ies in the State. The ‘survey
questionnaires were c‘:o‘irnpl‘éte”d by caseworkers utilizing information in
appropriate case records. '

These s‘urvléys afe the best sGurces for such information as precise
amount of assistance gréiﬁted,”rll’umb'er of eligible family members, length
of time on the welfare rolls, ‘and the official version of services given
to recipiénts. In addition, these s_;’irifeys afe valuable for showing most
precisely the basic‘éharac'ter'i:s{ti'ds"(family size, age, location, ethnicity,
etc.) of the ‘entire Statewide AFDC population, since they are based on
strict random samples. ~ " i

It should be noted ,however, thatthe 1969 HEW survey provided

information only on the federally-m:
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(C) and unemployment (F, o_r_.;"U".) ‘segments‘.‘ ‘No information Lwé\s _jc.oll‘ected

on the non-federal insufficient employ__mjerit (N), segmeﬁt of AFDCf Thg 1967
"HEW survey, of course, was conducted prior to the introduction in New Jersey
of the AFDC—F and AFDC-N segments. .

Findingslfrc‘)m these surveys cited in this ‘s‘tudy aré based upon tabulations
and cross-tabulations produced by this. Task Force from the raw data
supplied by the New Jersey Division of PUblid Welfare. ‘(1967‘ survey) and the
United States Department of Health, Education aﬁd Wélfare (1969 survey).
Although the questionnaires for both surveys had been icomplveted prior
to the appointment of this Task Force in Qétober 1969, %no summary
statistics were available prior to our analyses. Only the most rudimentary
summaries ha\}e been méde public so far.

The 1968 Hous.ing ‘Sqr,vey was carried out by the Di?vision of Public
Welfare in the fall of 1968. It was.based on information collected from a
Statewidé random sample of 1223 cases. InformatiQn Was collected on
the type, location, and condition of housing as well ‘afs housing costs.

The 1970 shelter cost survey was conducted in Deéember of 1970. .
Information on the cost of AFDC housing by family,siz,é was col}lec}ted
from a Statewide random sample of 2929 cases.

Since the case record surveys fe_flectéd neither the experiences .
nor the attitudes of welfare recipignts, a large number of questio\n_s about
the background of recipients and the impact of programs on the(ir_
lives were left _una’nswe_rled. In ox“f“c_ler_‘toremedy this serious gap, the

Task Force commissioned/ an in-depth interview survey of AFDC recipients

in the State.
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... The suryey was go;nducte_d by ,Urban OpinionfSurveys, of Princeton, a
div1sion of Mathematica Incorporated under contract to the Task Porce.
The questionnaire was deslgned by the Task Foroe staff with the -
assistance of the contractorv.l 'Urban Opinion Surve-yls"ha}d‘ pr_rev'ifou.!sl‘y_‘r
conducted ‘_:appro;'(irnately 25,000 interviews of low-income families
in New Jersey cities in connection with the OEOsponsored Negative
Income Tax experiment, which is being;a‘dministered by Ma:them,atica;. |
: The total cost of the ‘survey Was $12;12.5 .

Sincei_the cost of a strict Statewide sarnp,le of recipients wo’uldk
have been prohibitive, a total of 477 interviews were co.rn.pl.et;e.d 1n
six major cities and one county:; New'ari;;ﬂ,? v]er.sey City, Paterjsron, Tre=ntom.
Camden, and Monmouth County. Together' these areas contain a.lrno-st.
75 per‘cent\of the personsi who receive AFDC payments in New Iers-eyb. Wit‘hin
each area, ‘systematic random s-ample»vs‘ oi a predetermined siz.e vrere' |
drawn from lists of th_eredullar (©) Isegment', unempioyment.(F),'se.gment,
| and Zinsuff;icie’nt emp:)loyme_nt%(HN»)‘s_egment. of APDC :_Onequestiovnnaire
was adrninistered'»_to the predominantly fe»r_niale-.—_h:eaded families. in ‘vthve regular

segment, while a second questionnaire was administered to _the. male-headed

' Some of the questions in the survey queéstionnaire were based on
questions included in 81m1lar surveys of APDC recipients in Wisconsm ]
and New York City. The Wisconsin’ survey was carried out by ]oel F. Handler
and Ellen Jane Hollingsworth formerly of the Institute for Research
on Poverty at the University 8f Wisconsin. The results were ‘presented
in several pubhcations includmg The Administration of Social Services
in AFDC: The Views of Welfare Recipients (Institute for Research on
Poverty: April, 196 9) The New York City.survey. was conducted by .=
Dr. Lawrence Podell of City U iyersity of Néw York. The results of this
survey were also presented in several publications, including Families
on Welfare in New York City (City University of New York ,undated). We
are grateful for the guidance provided by their surveys.
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families in the unemployment and insufficient employment segments.,

Of the 477 completed interviéws , 339 (71%) are from the regular segrhenf
while 138 (29%) are from the unefnpldyme'nt‘and inSuffiqient e"mjoioyr’nent
segments. The completed quesfiohnaires éré' distributed by location

as shown in Table One.

TABLE ONE: Location of Completed Interviews ih Taskf Force S'u‘rvey

Location - | | " Number ' Percent
Camden | 67 | - 14
Jersey City 87 | v 18
Monmouth County } 35 | . , 7
Newark o 140 o i 29
Paters’oﬁ o | 65 S 14
Trénton 83 _ 18
ALL . . 477 : 5 100

- - - . o " T " " T > 0 T — ) " P W O

The interviews were carried out in December 1969 and January 1970.

Y
’ |

They geherally lasted épproximately one’lhour. Many—Lthough nof all--
of the interviewers were ethnically matched with the fés’pondents .
Respondents were not paid for their participatiOn, but seemed, quite willing
to volunteer responses éven\though many of the qUéSti:c>ns_, 1nvolved |
personal matters, At the end of the survey, v_iﬁter\(’igw'ers asked the
respondehts wh‘et'he"r tl:lvefy' likedpart1c1pat1ng inv,"sury"egy.s' like this one."

Seventy-nine percent said yes,9 percentsaidno, and 12 percent said

they were not sure. =~
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Because: the:Task Porce.survey-is not based on a precise Statewide -
sample; .its results C:aant;.b»e,.;Stri@tly,ge,nera_li.zedzsto;g?h@,a't.QtachFDC B
population of the State; . In general,; the Task-Force survey.is weighted .
toward, but not exclusively composed of,. the urban welfare population, -
Puerto Rican families, and male-headed families relative to gﬁhe qprﬁpOSition
of the entire caseload of the Sta}te.‘ We focused on the urban areas because
of the lower cost and high concentration of welfare families in those
locations. Maleéheéded famlilieskand Puerfo Rican t_‘amilies are rz-‘.\pid‘ly
growing segments of the AFDC ,populétion in New Jersey.

The information derived from'th_e Task Force survey is 'based on - .
verbal responses of AFDC recipients and is thérefore subjeét to -
the normal error and subjective Viewpoint which characterizes verbal
résponses to interview surveys . We believe, however, that there are
no grounds for ascribing 1eSs vélidity- to welfare recipients' responses than
the responses of typical populétibn groups in society. A study by Carol
H. Weiss compared résponses to five questivoris with official rec.ords in
a 1966 survey of AFDC mothers ‘in ﬁew York City. She concluded
that the érror rate in these interviews was no greater than for other
social or economic groups.‘z- In‘tvhe Task Force survey, interviewer-s‘

v rated resbondents as Very or ‘someWhat reliable in 95 percent of the
. cases and rated respondent a:tti';ﬁde as positive in nine out of ten cases.
All of the answers in fhe,sﬁrvey were 'brokén down into a variety

of sub-categories (e.g. black, white and Puerto Rican). The results

2. Carol H. Weiss, "Validity of Welfare Mothers' Interview Responses, "
XXX1I Public Opinion Quarterly 4' (Winter 1968-69), pp. 622-633. '




I
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'

of these break-downs are reported 7in‘bthe“':l'jr_c'if‘il"e“’whefe\%ffe’r there - are

stéti'sticeilly‘si'gni:ﬁcarit differences betWeeri ‘groups. I’f no breakdowns .
are reporte_cl , there are no signifi‘cant'-di_ff-er‘e_n(:es "betwgeﬁn the answersi ‘' ©. .

of those people in various sub-categories or the differences likely -

occurred by chance and were not f‘ui'ida,mental.’» SR IS
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.~ CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AFDC POPULATION = -

At the time of the Task 'Force surve’y‘.and‘ the l§69 HEW suryey,
the APDC program in New ]ersey consisted of three segments. .The |
regular (C) segment prov1ded assistanoe tovneedy families vdeprrved of
parental support because ‘of a parent s death | disab1lity, or absence

R RTIAa

from the home. Its cost was shared by the federal state andvcounty i
levels of government ,4The. unemployrnent “(l? or "Ul') _segment ‘proyided
. a551stance to needy fam111es w1th -.an. une‘!r:n»l?)l’oyedlfather Who did not.
quallfy for unemployment insurance. Its cost was also sharecl by
the federal, sta:te_, and county levels of government. The in_sufvficient |
employment (N) segment prov1ded ’as‘sistanoe to needy families wi-th
fathers yyholweref ‘eithver’ e'mployi‘ed‘ f‘ull-f.‘time“ at su]o—welfare Wages, or
.receiving‘ unemployment insurance’beneﬁts lnadequate tomeetthe basic
needs of their fam111es (as def1ned ]oyv.v‘elfare regulations) \ Its ’cos‘t was
shared only by '.the .state ancvl county leve'ls of government | |

As of October 1970, the latest month for which statistics are‘
available, the l\l'ew Jersey AFDC program was pay.ing 'benef_its to 404,634
persons in 98,344 families. 313, 959 persons in 83,941 families were
aided in the regular segment; 28,718 persons in 5,340 families
were alded in the unemploym‘engt seg.ment; 61,957 persons in 8,585 families

were aided in the insufficient employment s.egment.
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Our analysis of the 1'96‘9 HELW survey indicates that an average AFDC
parent 1rr New Jersey is in her early thirtie,s; a resident. of a large cify;
a member of a minority group; and isv. part of a famiiy of foer in the regular
female-headed segment, In the male-headed urlemz‘p'lqyiment_s_egrnent, the
typical parent headé a family of six.
e : : e .

Fernale head; Aof fam'liies av'.efévg‘ev 3z'yé£f$ ef evge,»v:/herees‘:nrale
heade of families a\//era-ge 33 . However, heads offamlly V.Whﬁc‘)i Iavre |
21 years eld er yourrger cons\fitrrte:a‘:“eir;r}iif:iea'nxt preporti_éo»n.o’ft the rolis:
in l\/[ay‘ l>‘969, ‘suCh‘ persorls represented l>2. i:v‘e\rcern‘: of the caseloed; -an
increa>se of half Qver fhe 8“percevnt fof‘tbhe cvase.l‘oed 1ndi<}:feted ‘1n N'o’vember‘,
g7 . Ce
Residence

Althoﬁgﬁ it 15 rrOt eurprisirrg fhet the. mejority of'AFEDC reeipients |
live in- the State's large‘.‘ci’tie's (‘tvhirty: percerrr 15 Nex&arké a‘liovrie) , ‘more
than four irr ten recipiert femiliee liveiin “sr‘.lburban‘ areee‘; or nr'ediurn |
sized ‘t'ew'nvs outside of m'ej.er :me-'rro.peliten arﬁe‘es . The bd;i‘stri:bur‘ien»o‘.f
AFDC families by type of municipality as :irldvica‘t‘ed by the 1969 HEW

survey is given in Table Two. |
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TABLE TWO: Residence of AFDC Families by:Type of Municipality

In an SMSA * County

Within the limits of a central city

400,0"0.0 or more (Newark) \ 30%
250,000-399,999 (Jersey City) 9%
100,000-249,999 | 9%
Less than 100,000 : =0 = soicopees o s s 6%
Outside of the central city or cities - - . e 28%

~ . Not in-an SMSA* County

In a town or:city. of 2500-or more . :v i oo T oo 16%
On a farm N 0
Neither on a farm nor in a town. of »+ =/ o o 2%

2500 or more

*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area by definition of the United
States Bureau of the Census .

Ethnic Composition- .

" The 1967 and 1969 HEW surveys-indicate that- the AFDC rolls are
composed predominantly of ‘minority group members... However, between
November 1967 and May 1969, there was a shift toward more whites
and Puerto Ricans, with a corresponding decrease 11’1 the proportion L

- of blacks R | Th’elethm-c ’comp‘osnion‘of the: rollsv as ind‘icate‘d by those

two surveys is given in Table Three.



'Eth-nic Group o | | | 1967 TR
. Whitos o f = “ 25 :
’.Puerto'l:{ica'n*. - v. N »_‘v R " : “.8' ke .

*Defined as persons ‘vvvho' were born in Puerto Rico

In the Task Porce sample 62 percent of . the requndents were .

black; 17 percent Were white, and 21 percent Were Puerto Rlcan. wo

: Slze of Pamlly

Contrary to some popular 1mpressions the number of chlldren inv

fam111es rece1v1ng AFDC benef1ts is not large. , The av

famlly in the regular segment of AFDC consists of one
|
-Childr-en.- This »average‘srize has been -declining» slight

erage (mean) _

lY»-s.ince‘ 1967,

-20-

mother. and Cth‘ree.,,; -

The median (middle) family Si‘ze-l‘i's 'e\ien smaller; half tvhe‘farn'ilies? in o

the regular segment have no mere than two 'ch-ildren.';”vl'i:‘amil'ies: in the un-

employment segment are.larger, ‘cfcnsistihg"'-‘off%tWO fadult's and. ahaverage

of 4.3 children [ ‘

*Tt should be noted that the figures derived from thése

include only children for whom AFDC financial support

is provided

rather. than all children in’ a.given family. Thu,s:,;-:grcw_n’:‘cfhial.drenu-wculd”.- o

not be included.

i
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- AMOUNT AND SOURCES OF RECIPIENT INCOME

AEZD‘C,,‘;"a.milies in the g_e:gvuilar and ‘une‘mploy‘m'eunt‘ e}e'g‘tment‘s receive
most of their income from welfare grants; but elrrioe.t:i‘hélf ef the families .
receive vs;elfare payments e‘s a supplement to ether income from diverse
source'":s .. On the average taken 'ac’ross all families, approximately one-
sixth""e"f family income in.thﬁese eegments comes from non-welfare sources.
For ‘exemple , a femily e;f’feur paying $90 re"r'{t“ with no income should
recei{j'e‘"from $264 to '$33§';p‘er month under New Jersey's AFDC program,
depending upon the ;¢om§;eeition of thevfamiiy . The 1969 HEW survey
indice’tes that in May 1969, the averag‘e family of four received $230
in welfare_ grants, plﬁs $6’é from other sources, fof a total monthly income
of $292. Naturally, the amount of the Welfare grant varies with the size
of the family. Table four shows the average amount of grant, other income,

and total income by family size in the AFDC program in Mdy, 1969.

B 1



' _ORIGINS, MOBILITY, AND SHELTER
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Origins
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Many have contended that poor people move from one‘ region ‘or the .

country to another 1n order to recelve h1gher welfare beneflts . Accordmg

to thlS hypothe31s much of the rap1d 1ncrease 1n New ]ersey s APDC rolls

in the past f1ve years can be ascr1bed to a large mflux |of mlgrants from '

_low-beneflt southern states and Puerto RlCO who are drawn to the State )

by its hlgh level of beneflts. Although thls 1s a plaus1ble hypothe31s, o

there is llttle support for 1t from our ana1y31s of data from the Task

Force survey and the 1969 HEW survey. l\/lost re01p1ents were born 1n

New ]ersey or came to New Iersey by the t1me they were elghteen years
. ‘:l K . \

old Of those who mlgrated almost all spent at least ‘several years 7
in the State before they applled for welfare.
The 1969 HEW survey 1nd1cated that 36 percent of the'b'A‘FDC,mother_s |

had been born 1n New Iersey. Those not bor.n 1n New ]e=rsey’_h_ad move_d‘ o

to the State an average of eleven years prlor to the survey. Only 23

percent of the non-natives or 15 percent of all ‘recipie“nts, had lived

®©

' 1n New ]ersey for f1ve years or less pr1or to the survey .

l
|
L[]
l
.|v‘
l
|
i

S
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TABLE FIVE : Years of New Jersey Residence of Non-natives

Years of New ]érs‘éj‘Régidehc'e 7 7 Percent

v 1 SRR TUTEIRENISE L PRTE ey
610 T e 28""
jlvl':?_ls o T gp
16 or more 29

The sample used: for the Task quée'iﬁtéryiéws ' showed a similar
distribution. Whiie 'svom'eWhat’f:eWérBO percent) of thé respondents in
the Task Force iﬁte'ﬁziéw sur:'\v/'eyv\}v’ere born in New Jersey, the average
non-riative recipient intervieWe'd' had moved to New Iérsey'thirtééh years
pfiof to the interviews. An éthvriic’ classification of this iigure shows that
" the évérage white xrilgfant’"mox;éd,’\int.o the State nineteen years ago; the |

| a{réréée'biéék migrant moved into the ‘State fourteen years ago; and the
"'av"eragé Puerto Rican mi'vc'jrﬁa‘nt' moved into the St;ite eleven years ago.

' Those who did migrate to NéW ’j‘ersey'HWere an average of ’twenty.o'né
years old when théyz arrived. 'Am'ohg Puerto Rican families, the averagen
was slightly higher, at twen"'cy‘-s;e\'fen""y/eé'rs. A large proportion of those
‘who did migrate into the State came with their families prior to adulthood.
Forty-two percent of the 'ﬁOn"—"'héti\‘ié’s entered N'ew Jersey when they were
eighteen yeé;rs old, or ybunger-, By ethnic breakdown, this figure is |

51 percent for black recipients, 52 percent for white ~rec;‘i~pients,v and 23

percent for Puerto Rican recipients, '~
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Recipients who did migrate to New Jersey came from two major areas .
of the cduntry, depending on their race.* Of the bvlacks__‘;who_moyed to New

Jersey, most weré born in the southeastern States . Hal}_‘ _Jr‘nig__rated fr_om the

Carolinas,and a quérter céme from Georgia ‘or Virginia. | Of ‘th‘e whites who
moved fo New Jersey, most‘ (66 pefcent) camé from ‘New E‘(o‘rk‘ oif Pénﬁsylvania,‘
with a scattering from Europe, West Virginia, Ohio or ngjylangi.

The increésing number of recipients (of all ethnic bavck_grvo'unds)rb from the
neighboring stat’es b_f New York and Pehnsylvénia suggest j:hafc there may be
occurring a suburbanization of the__,urban wel.farevprpbl'err:x.’,, N |

In the Task Force Sur\)ey, 42 percent of the rec;ipien‘ts who ha.d‘:r‘nigr_ated»

as adults said they had lived in: cities most of their life before coming to New

Jersey. Thirty-one percent had lived in small towns, and 27 percent on farm_S .
Res_ponse'é to thg. Té_sk Fbrce survey, i.ridicated that r_r“lovst persons who came
to New Jersey as adults were financially independent of public assistance for

many years before applying for 'welfare. According to the responéés,‘ the average

adult migrant had lived here for 6.5 yeats before app_lying for welfare. However,

there was a considerable difference between male and‘fev*male _heads ofvh_ouslehold
in this regard Women had lived in New Ie,rsey‘a‘ri averége of 5.1 years before

applying for assistance‘,._wrhereas_ males had lived in'the Stya‘vt‘e an average of

8.7 years before applying. There were diffeiﬁéhdes between ethnic groups ;as v

well. Before, appIYing_, f,ér'als's_is‘tanc_e,v blacks had liyed_,%n Newl Iers'ey‘ an average
of 6.8 years,whites an average of 8,6 years, and_Puerto!.Ricans an a‘vver,acj_e»

|

|

of 5.4 years. .

* By definition, all Puerto Ricans in the survey were born in Puerto Rico.
Although most came to New Jersey d1rect1y from Puerto RlCO, some mlgrated
by way of New York. |

¢

i
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Récipients who had moved to New Jersey as adults were asked in the
Task Force survey ‘_"cg;give_ some of ,’t’hue reasons they hgd come to the State. |
As indicgt__ed_ in Ta}?le S%x . the prepqngrange of requ{ndzents c/vi__tec‘l. _thve‘
possibility_ of a bet';er jqb, _th_e_v presence of friends_ or re_lati__yes, qr other
factors. A few named pettelr :school‘sﬁor le ss discrimination as reasons.
Almost none named higher welfare payments. .

TABLE SIX: "What are some of the reasons you moved to New Jersey?" -

Percent
Get a better job e 49
Better Schools | 9
Had friends or relatives here / 37
Less discrimination 4
Higher welfare payments 1
Other o o ‘ 25 - Adds to more than 100
because of multiple
All 125 respomnses

Most recipients said they’ :plan to remain in New Jersey for the 3
foreseeable future. Ninety-one percent expected to live here definitely
a year fro;p ';he time of the _i:r.1‘te:rvi>ew , With 7 pefcejnt unsure , and 2 percent
planning to :‘move_. Si;ctyfsever} pgrq»ent planned tq Iive in New Jersey
definitely five years from the ti.me‘of_the’ .intca‘rvie'w, wit_h 28 percent .
unsure,. anc_l‘_ 5 per__gent pll-annvi;ng_, _tvo‘ move vyithin tha-t time span.
Mobility

Welfare recipients tend to move somewhat_;nore t}hank thev_xfevst of the;

population. Only a quarter of the recipients in the Task Force survey have
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v : | - s
lived 1n thesame héighbdrhvbuéd fors1xyears or more. Q;‘T‘he recipients
in the sample have lived in the same apartment (or ho’u'is?e")‘ for an average
| of 2.3 Vyéar.s;.. Ab}:out’;27 p‘;'er'cervlt of AFDC famllles saiéi‘_ tquat "vth’ey had fhbiled | +
during the y;e’ar.‘pfece_'dih'c_‘; thé.f":"sﬁr\}e‘y‘. This'iis" sbméWh‘a‘!c'”higher than the | |
national average fbr all families.
TABLE"LSECVEN:" ‘;Héw.llbnévha.Ve_'IYOu been flivih”gu 1n this abartrhen’c (of hou§e5 ’9 "

Percent | o

Less than one year ' ’ 27
1 -2 years . ' - 36
3 - 5years 24
76-10‘yearsr"‘ i o | 9
10 or more yefars R | 4
Sheii:er

~ Several studies indicate that AFDC ‘fecipiehts in New Jersey pay

high rentals fof housing ‘fhat is' crowded and largely dilatpid'at‘e'd.
' The 1968 AFDC housing survey conducted by‘th‘e‘NeIw Jersey -
Division of.PA‘ubllic Welfare ‘ihdic_.at‘eci» that the bfépondefa}hce of recipient . s
families (81 peréen";t)i‘v l'i{'/é‘in'pfi.v‘aff:é:irénféi housing, i/vhi‘le' a sizeable
fraction (14 ‘pe“fc:'é‘n‘t)‘liVéfin:'publ’i:c' housmg, and é'féw ‘(15 pérc':ven"cy): live

R - R I :”,“vg N . ,IJVA:H.;}\E REU P ( K . R .
in their own homes. According to the study, forty percent of the families

live in dilapidated housing.units'. T'his figure rises to 481 percent within the

 category of private rental
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The cost of housing is relatedtofamilysme In 19‘7107 ba ‘family
of two paid an averagé of $ 86permonthforsheltercosts ,-‘”.c‘:vo'r.‘n‘pared with
$110 vpe'-r‘f‘ onth for a*family of ‘eight . There has: been rapid-inflation in the
cost of 'W'éfflTar_é-‘:houé'-ifrfg’-in":thé';lxa's.‘;ﬂtwd'?yie"a‘r‘s;. .Bét‘we‘eﬁ ‘1968 and .19-7‘0',\,.,. Lo
the average shelter “costs for & family of four increased fror'r'i“ $76 per .
monfh t0:$97 per month, ‘an iﬁc:‘:r,emerit"- of 28 percent. .Table Eight compares
the average héusing’c-bsff;' by family size ‘(through the size of ten), for fall
1968 with the Cost in’ D‘e"‘cefnbéf '1'970‘,.- “These:figures :do:.‘notvinclud’e the-cost
df utilitie»s . If utilities *'v‘v;ere'-i-i-nc‘:'ludéd in the- rental. cost_.-of:ﬁa're‘cijpient' in .
the sample’, a’ sta-ndéfd"a"mount"WaSjd:‘é’dticted to make all costs ‘:*vCO'mpafab-Le'.v"
TABLE EIGHT:: SH’e‘Iter‘C-bsfs“ for AFDGC Families, by Family Size, 1968 and 1970

. LS SRR B "-Av‘ergg'e Cost e
Family Size : 1968 +1970

. Ai -v_llni_ 'm1 | RIS $76  L0 .,J._iu .
5 "., j.,1v ﬁ; ;:izi‘ twuii'ﬁéso‘ - "»‘::i - §1od'u
- .. SRR : ,f  qj$é3”“A_h"';ﬂ ﬁ‘-sé7
. . o «,_\ssl,uu;. et
s | - $83 o s97
10 | o 89l | $102

- —— ——— — —— ——————— - - —_ - . —— - — - — . . G ——— ——— ——— ——— — . - —— - ————— —— — - —
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| PAMILY STRUCTURE AND CHILDREN o o

.a‘-xm'

: In order to q-ua-li'fyf.for»-rthe-regula:r :;‘ségm‘:e,nt. of A;FDC. ‘ta» familyvmus.t

be deprived of .the. support of a parent because of hlS death disability, .

or absencea.»fro‘m_ the.home._ The number of famil1es aided in th1s -

category :b'ha‘s rec,entlvx;been. exp,a;ndingtverpy ,:rapid-ly ; the «n_umber 'of »ﬁ:e,gul;ar- -
. APDC farn’ilies- inf’_ .Newf"]er‘s,ey” has :idoub_-,led in- .‘onlyv-rtwor.years_.-_-:;.:';i{et littl-e-f,;'u . :
is known about the causes of this 1ncrease or the factors ,as;soc.iate,d#fw ‘~

with thecOnco.mitant 'increa.se{;in fa’rnily*‘br‘_e,ak u‘p. . Data on:the’

father's: r'elationship torhi.sz: ,fam,ilv:can:be 'obtained..;from the: I—IEW case |
: record~survey,s’.n In-the. Task Force survey, we sought to 1nqu1re 1nto
'the-circumﬁstance’s., spurrounding» the .,brea:k ‘u_ptof'ethe:famil';y’an_d; .als_o IR
to obtam 1nformation about the Welfare of the children. : -‘ :
As of October 1970 85 percent of the familles and |78 percent of
the persons on AFDC in New ]ersey were in the regular i(C): segment.

. According to: the 1969 HEW case record survey, the father_ is absent :

from the home in 89 percent of the C segment cases, w:th desertion

o (30 percent) and non —marriage to mother (36 percent) he most. - ‘
1mportant factors . A detailed listmg of the father s status

in relation toc‘h-is family is'- given in Tab,le,Nine. o




TABLE NINE: Status of the Father of AFDC Families

" Percent of Families in
Regular Segment

INCAPACITATED 5
ABSENT FROM THE HOME 89
Divorced 5
Legally Separated : 2
Separated without court decree 11
" Deserted- - , 30
Not married to mother 36
In prison .. ‘ 3
Absent for another reason - 2

OTHER STATUS B | 2

The Task Force sampi.e had a siightiy different composition of
families 1n the fernaie—headed pbrtion of the siirvey. | in response to
a question about marital status,. 48 nercent of the respondents in the
regular segment falnilies indicated that they'were separated, 13 percent
indicated that they were married; and:27. percent indicated that they were
single. The percentage of single Women varied considerabiy according to
ethnic background: 34 percent’of the hlack women Were single; 17 percent
of the Puerto Rican‘;women were single; and 9 percent of the white women
were single. | | |

The average married rvonlan 1n the regular ‘segment of the Task Force'
sanipie was married thirteen §rears priorto the survey | Among the
married women, the husbands of 55 percent were living at home. Of

the white and Puerto Rican women, 86 percent of the husbands were in
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the home, while 44 percent of the huvsband‘s‘ of bmlack' women were in
the home. (In the regular AFDC program. th»e»familyy can re'ce.lve :
aid with the-h‘usband_vpresent if he is disabled.)

Those women who were widowed or divorced became vso- an average
of seven years prior to the survey. {For the ‘women who were ;;eparated, '
estrangement from their husbands occurred ‘.an&average of sli‘gwhtly more
than six years before the survey. Nine of ten sm‘gle and separated women
said .they had no hope of reconciliation with their husbands . Two-thirds

of the women who were separated‘ ' divorced, wid“owed‘, 'or single did
not expect to marry anyone '"in the next few Ay.ears".‘»" In this regard,
there were significant differences according to the women's )ethnic
background. . While only 38 percent ot whit‘e‘women did vnot e}rpect
to remarry, 76 peroent of Puerto Rican women a‘nd 69 pe.rcent»ot black‘
women had similarly pessimistic ekpectations.w | | |
Because the father is not“married to the mother in 36 percent of
. the regular AFDC families 1t is apparent that a large proportion of
the children in AFDC fam111es have been. born out of wedlock Not allv
out of wedlock children are in families h.eaded‘by unmarrled women,
however. Some fam111e’sibroken upvbe’caus’e of desertion Yseparation,
or divorce 1nclude out of wedlock children. In all 38 percent of the

children in the regular AFDC program have been born out of wedlock

according to our analysis of data from the 1969 HEW case record survey
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KL :I.ﬁ.ord-er to-determine whether the welfare system encourages vthe
break up of.v-families;, .the\vTa‘,sk:v Force survey asked _Womer} th were
sepafated: from their husbands ;sevérasl questions .about the circ_umstanc_es_}_“
surrounding their estrangement. .Maﬁy We,lfaxi'e,.exp.el,v‘ts_‘haye argued that
the 1neligibility of intact families .f:or-: categorical Welfar.e prograrns,i_n‘
New 'I'e_rsey, prior-to January 1969 constituted an »inc:ent‘i\./e_ for the father
‘to desert so that his family could q‘kua_li‘fy for a subsistence income.
The Task .Force.questions ¢We;'é intended :.to» d_gtermine whether thé availability
of welfare was a direct or indirect factor in the deéertion of the fathers. ’
In response to;é dir,ect‘questi.on , 12 ber,cen_t of »thé separafed ‘wcyarﬁervf

rated the possibility. of vrede‘ivi-ng'welfare ben}e_fit»s as.an important'
factor in their est-ra‘ngement»;',.alt,ho\ug’h 88 percent. reﬁorted_that tﬁe o
})os$ibi1ity of receiving welfare benefits Was unknown or unimpo:rtant in
the;.iseparations . Twenty-five percent owam}en in the se’parated categorﬂz
said that the estrangement had taken place after '_,the family began reéeiVing
assistance.

_ Wh-ile the_l availability of welfare payments apparenily played a dire?:t
role vorvlly"fo; ‘a.small minority of the families, a large proportion
reported severe strainé over. f;in‘—ancfi,al matters prior to the _s'eparation.
Forty—‘five pércent of the V\{o;rliven stated that their husbands ‘were puf of |
work,or'Working_lwe_ss -than,u_su;al ‘when the separation.took place..
There:<were -substaﬁt‘iéledifvaere{nces ‘among the .e.thh_i.é' groups on this

point. - Fifty~three percent of ;;t-hev black hu-,sbandvs ,- 35 percent of the . -
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white husbands, and 29 percent of the“Pu‘ért'é Rican husbands were working
less, or not at all. '(Férr‘ner ‘husbands also had low-=skilled jobs, even.
when they were normally employed ) with 89 percent in the.crafts, .
operative, service, ‘or laborer categories.) .. ..

In‘additi‘oﬁ, a substantial majority (58 percent) of the women
reportéd that, prior to separation, they arguéd- with their husbands about
lack of money "very often", with another 23 percent of the women reporting
such arguments at ieas’c "sometimes', 'Again; there were differences
among the ethnic groups. Black women reported arguments about
finances very often in 6’4‘percent~ of .the’ca'ses;‘- Puerto Rican families
reported such arg,‘um'en't‘s in 50 percent of the cases; a“nd white
families re'poftéd such arguments in 44-percent of the cases.
Children

The priinary purpose of the‘APDC’prog'ram, as set .forth in Title IV-A
~ of the Social Security Act, is to enable women without able~-bodied
husbands to provide a suitable upbringing for their children in their-
own homes. In order to obtain some indication how the children are"
faring who are now on the rolls, the Task Force survey included several
questions about the performance of the children in school and the
parént's expectations about their ¢hildren's future:

The questions about the children's educatioral progress revealed
many problems. Over 30 percent of all parents’interviewed indicated

that their child failed at least one subject on his last report card. *

*In order to limit the number of responses to these questions, the parents
were asked about only one of their children, the one closest to--but above--
fourth grade. Only parents with a child in that category were asked this
series of questions.
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~ But only 4 percent of the ‘pare'n’ts, ‘ju,dged. ‘th‘at fh’éi!? c-hildr’en ‘had ".poor" :
records at school‘ Thirty-seven percent of the parents stated that their B
child had»been left back in school at some time. Most of t‘iis w0
-group of children had failed (54' percent)‘ but almost one fifth had been J
left back because of illness . - . ‘A N o
- The povertp of welfare families had a direct negative impact |
Mon s,chool ach'ievement One fifth of the respondents stated that
thfeir children had been ab.sent fr-om‘school at least once because ovf"
' their lack Eof i»adeguate.s’hoes or clothing | o
Most parents‘ had strong feelings and’ expectations about the o -
future of their children. Over half of the parents rated the child s |
performance in school as "favorable ". Fifty-five percent expected their
- children would finish high school while 24 percent expected their | |
children to complete'at least some college. Welfare parents had
: higher hopes ’than expectations for their children s future._ Fifty-three
percent.of the parents intervievredeanted their children to have a profeSSion, o
: but only 44 percent expected that their children wou]d achieve this goal
The disparity between hope and expectation was ‘greatest among black and
Puerto Rican parents. | | | | o | |
Over half-—57 percent——'of the parents reporteddiscussions with
caseworkers abouttheir children. According to the recipients : most
of these conversations (55 rpercent) centered on the.general upbringing
| of the children rather than more specific problems. For example less

, 'than one- fourth of the recipients said they spoke to their caseworkers about

the children s health or specific job‘ possibilities ﬂftheir older children.
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L FAMILY.PIANNING @ '/ow ol oo o

The 1967 arnendments to the Social Security Act reguired states - }‘
for the f1rst time to offer and prov1de family planning services on a voluntary o
" basis to "all appropriate cases " :3 In New Iersey, the Division of )

Public Welfare has 1mp1emented this leglslation by req uiring that

"All (AFDC) 1nd1v1duals Wlshing family planning servi‘ces .shall be advised

of the avallability of these services . .and such serv1ces shall be

offered to all 1ndividuals regardless of age marital status or parental :

status. : They shall be informed of all reasonable available sources

at which such services are-obtamable. " County Welfare Boards are -

E W o

required to pay for family plannrng services ’and to cert1fy that o .all

board.m'embers professmnal staff and appropriate -personnel v.have

been 1nstructedas to vpolicies concern1ng the prov151on of family planning. '- '

‘ goods and serv1ces and that operational procedures ajproprlate to the » E ‘.

‘ full execution of such p01101es have been e‘nun01ated and established |

| and are in fullforce and'effect' | "4 - S .

| In order to assess Athe dernand utilization’ .and avallability» of family

| planning servic‘es for AFDC famllle‘s‘ the Task Force survey included a

— series of questions concerning famlly planmng. . o o -
The vave“rage (rnean) age of the first pregnancy of mothers“res’ponding N

_ to the Task Force' survey‘vva.s: nineteen yearsr But one-fourth of the |

.rnothers reported that the1r first pregnancy took place at age 16 or

younger. The distributlon of age of first pregnancy is g1ven in Table Ten.

ceel L

3. 42 United States Code Annotated sect1on 602 (a) (l5) .

4, Circular Letter #583 January: 2451969, i ; iR g e



TABLE l"EN:»;,,Age_:Qf‘_ FlrstPregnancy Reported byAFDC Mothers S
ﬁ Age. ’c’;r,o‘up - “ S R ‘Percent;,-‘:". .
13 -6 e 2
17 - 18 o a0
-2 o S 25
'22 and over - _ 1_9
The most recent breénaiﬁéyu,vas »ah’ayerége“"f five Yve'ars':- pféviéﬁ"s to the
Survve‘r_}',_.f‘ Co B .
Mostmothers ind1cated th at they Would | not ' have : so many
| childrenr if theycould start overﬂ:agai’n. iand‘snc{:cie's's‘fully plantheir famllies
: Although the APDC mothers had given blrth to an average of 4 )
chlldren they indlcated that they Would prefer to have an average
of. 2 .6 children. ,Black mother_s wanted fewer (an average of. 2. 3) ch1ldren
- than vvomen in other ethnic.-grou‘ps.'; White_rnothers d'es'ir'ed an,average; |
ofv 2. 7: children | v'vh.ile Puerto' Ricanmothers de31red 'anf ax}gfage"; 2
, of 3. 5 children. ‘ | “ | | |
An overwhelming maJority (79 percent) of the respondents said that '
they did not want to bear any additional children While 16 percent want |
more and 5 percent say they do not know. Moreover few women expect ; : |

to have any more chlldren as shown in Table Eleven. B
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TABLE ELEVEN: Number of Additional Children Expected by AFDC Mothers:

Number of Expected

Future Births - PerCent
2 o
3 or more 4

. | |
o e e e e e e o e e e S S —

Even though few of the mothers wanted or expected more children,
less than half (43 percent) ‘said that they practiced some form of
contraception. ,Among'the three ethnicgroupks ' oniy 2]‘5 percent of -
Puerto Rican wornenreported using a contraceptive method, ,whereas

|

42 percent o»f__white womenand 50 percent _of blach_women said they
practiced contraception. | Seven percent of the_AFDC rnothers were |
pregnant at the time of the interview. . I %

In spite of federal and State regulations mandatm‘g that counties
offer and provide family plannmg services to all appropriate farnilies,

only 13 percent of the families reported_thata casewojrker had

offered information about family planning. Of those women who

did discuss family planning with a caseworker three fourths said that

: ‘ ‘
the caseworker had suggested a spec1fic source of family planning services.

These figures are corroborated by data in the 1969 HEW survey. The

' officml_ case records which were the bas1s for this survey indicated that
. i

I
|

caseworkers had offered family planning information and counseling
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withouf medical referral to 15 perceﬁti'of the familiéé» ‘and had 6ffer:ed.
family planning vi_nfo‘rma\iti\on and’_‘cgt.l'r‘l:sel.ing Mﬂi.mediqélj ré-f,errél to
_ 9 percent Qf thg families-. |

It is clear f;om ?he abqve' ’s“tatisltiqs‘ _tha_ft fyew‘mdfh:ers‘ére direét-éd »
to sources ofyfar}v_nily‘,plvanning‘ s:eryicesf‘thro.ug‘h the w-é.lfa.re s\yﬂst:'em“.‘ ) |
Yet seventy percent of#_the' black and white W.omve'nf, band 38 percent of
the Puerto Ricéh_ Wclime;nv s;aid;theyv knotw 'Whvére to get free ad_vice N
about’ fami_ly. piaqning . A‘béut sévén V\'fo'm‘en in ten had Pla-nnéd Pa‘_reﬁthood
-clinic_s in ﬁlind".when they époke '0f" a free._é‘o:ufc‘e of S'érvic‘é‘s. In |
~addition, half :Qf‘ the women said they hard.:already spOkeh, to.‘a doqt.or )
about; family planriin.g , but friends 7(3'8; p'ercventv) , relatives (35 >pérﬂcent) ,

and husﬁba;nds ‘(28 percent) were also sourcé‘s of family planning in_vf'Or_mation.



. EDUCATION.AND EMPLOYMENT . | . .

Passage of the 1967 amendments to the SocialSechrityActmarked

the beginning of a major policy of encouraging AFDC re01pientsto
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L

work. These amendments made provision for wage incentives, employ-

ment aﬁd m_rerk-_':tréli'rriné,Iirb'gr'a'mhs“,‘ anddaycare f:or femaleheads "“oAf" e

household. The amendments also introduced a work requirement into

the AFDC program Collectively imﬁlerriehfed as the Werk' Incentive

°

(WIN) Program, these provisions were intended to increase greatly the

economic:'i‘indebleﬁdehee"of AFDC recipients. They became especially

‘ imborfehf.'ih New Tersey éfferthe'."-initiar'iori"'o‘f’ the AFDC - Unemployment ’

provided assistance to low income families with able-bodied fathers
in the home, -
’ I

!
; i

‘ ; Lo o : ‘ oo
A large section of the Task Force interview surve%‘/ concerned the

work eXperience and expectations of AFDC recipients.

The responses

!

of the reCipients tend todispel the notion that welfare recipients are
lazy or that they are uninter.ested in seeking gainful eimploym,ent.

On the whole, the Task Force survey indicates that, d"espite low

~ skills and lack of adequate education, recipients havje considerable

work experience. Vir,tua}lly'all of the men, and the ov!erwhel'min'g ‘ma’j‘orityl'

|
of the women, want to return to work. But many feresee major
' - | . .
’ . . S o ’ ) “ .
obstacles such as child care (for the women) or poor l'jlealth.
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Because. the work experience, expectations , and education ‘of. \
the female and male heads of household are fundamentally
different, this section is divided into two parts. The_ firgt part de‘als
With families in the regular AFDC program, which:l‘ac_k an able‘—bodied
male. The _secongl part d‘vela_ls‘ with the i‘n‘tac':t_,‘ maiq—hgaded
families‘ of the AFDC Uﬁemplqyment and _Lngqfficient .Er_nploym_ent progyams_.

Education and Employment: Female Heads of Households

Education

vOne of tiqe bést sﬂi‘ngle,me»asu’re‘s of ’potenti'al in¢9me is educational
achievemen(t‘.} Bgs;ed.on this measure, the e;arnings potential of most
AFDC mothers is not high. The} 1969’ HEW 's'urvey indicates that t_he
median (iﬁiddle) educa_t'ionAal'lével of female heads of families in :
the regular pr'olérarn islappro.xbifﬁat‘eblry fenth‘ gfadé;. Even thoﬁgh more than
seven out of ten AFDC mothers have at least some high school education,
only 27 peréent have high scholélbdiﬁl‘“‘oma‘s;, as shown in Table Twelve.

TABLE TWELVE: Highest Level of Schooling Completed by AFDC Mothers

Pféfcent Cumulative Percent

Elementary School: :

Less than 5th grade(including none) g ' 8

Sth to 7th grade : _ 0 18

8th grade 10 .28
High School: L

Ist year to 3rd year 45 “ 73

- High School Graduate 22 , 95

College: , ’

1st to 3rd year ' 5 100

College Graduate 0 100
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Among PuertoRicanwomen , the educational ‘1ével ts even lower. - P‘ér’i:y—
; : . . | )
four percent of the Puerto Rican AFDC mothers h'avé "éo'mplet'ed‘-l'ess than *
five years of schooling. |

Present Employment Status

About 11 percent of the women continue to work even while receiving
welfare, according to the 1969 HEW survey. ,deen'whd are e'rri.blby'ed' i
are divided almost equally between those who work "f)é'irﬂtifhé AR

and those who work full-time.
According to the 1967 HEW survey, the AFDC women are concentrated
in low skilled occupations, with well over half classified as service

workers '(inc'lﬁding. 'domes'tiés}); or unskilled _léborers':." i '

TABLE THIRTEEN: . Current or,_iUs‘ual_Qcc_upatipnal Qlasfs of AFDC Mothers (1967)

| - _Percent
|- . - g
1 :

Professional or manége;i_al; clerical ayr}d"s.e‘le_s‘ , 13.
Craft_smen,_forem’eﬁ; and kindfed workers | 1

‘Farm L‘aborers;:. L | | ) L :7. o2
Operati:yes ,a_nd kindred semif-,ékiltle.cl Workere ‘ \ v 1
Service workers, except private househoid , : - ' _ 1‘8
Private hou‘.‘_sehold ser_v.ice workers R o - 14
Unskilled iéborers o o o . _ 26
Never held employment S . B 15 B
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Work H1story '

More than e1ght out oftenAFDC Women lnterv1ewed by the Task
Force sa1d they have had regular employment in the past, even though
they havebbeene‘mp‘loyed in lowbwage unstablejobs;v Elghty one percent
of the women‘ '1nterv1;ewed reported that Ithey have vvorked on a regular 30b
for paly. \ln all‘ since thevage of 16 ‘the averag’e fernale re01p1ent (32‘
years old) has vvorked forbel\ght years *. On averag‘ek the ‘longest t1me
worked contlnuously at a smgle job vvas 4, 2’ years. For those who
said they were not working, but had previously worked, the :la.st'
regular job was about f.our and one-half years prlor to the survey; v’
Two-thirds of th1s group sald they had qu1t the1r last JObS | W1th 28 percent
reporting they had been la1d off and 6 percent saylng they had beienv
flred Of those Who had qu1t one- thlrd 01ted bad health one-thlrd 01ted
famlly respon31b111ty, and one-thlrd clted pregnancy as factors 1n.. |
their decisions. | S | o

In order to‘ get anotherlndlcauonof the ernployrnent pote;ntial of
APDC women and to' flnd out What they valued in employment the‘
Task Force survey lncluded a serieisl of questlons about the "best ]ob" |
ever held by the respondents (1f they had worked) The best ]ob was
- the present ]ob for half of the females who said they were workmg, whlle
it was ‘the last job for two—.thtrds of those who had.previously. worked |

Por the entire group, the best ]ob was held six years prlor to the survey.

The best JObS were in predominantly unskllled and semi sk1lled occupatlonal

*Defined as full-time ethpléyment at least eight ut of twelve months.
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categories, similar to the current or usual occupational classifications" S

of the respondents. ) , _ o

:~ Thirtyhnine percent of the women said that their earnmgs were the
, factor which made that job best The average earnings on the best

'J°b were less than $68 per week An additional 17 percent cited "vinterestrng |
work " asthel factorvwhich made that job“best with le}s’ser proportiOns |
citing Wél;kiﬁg conditions, 'security, coworkers, and trjeatment by the,.":'”
boss as key.factor‘ys.‘-_ " ) ._ : M % -

Attitude toward Employment' “

In their responses to the Task Force survey--as well as other
surveys outside the State AFDC mothers indicate a preference for |
work over welfare if day care and jobs are made avail‘able.. In -

Lo
I

response to a direct question 79 percent of the AFDC mothers interv1ewed :

N

in the Task Force’survey said that they would prefer td Work t-hanv to B |

stay home and‘take care of their children. These'respbndent‘s -

cited two reasons most frequentlylb the desire for more money ‘and increased '
1ndependence. - Of that fraction which stated a preferenceto stay hom.e',

- 56 percent said it would be "better for the children to :lo so" , while‘ |

25 percent cited ill health

Viewed from another perspective almost seven out of ten of the

currently unemployed female recipients interviewed for the Task ForCe :
survey said they would try for a full time ]Ob if free day care were made o
available to them. Puerto Rican AFDC mothers were more reluctant to _ o

leave their-children:fand wor,kf;,«- ‘with: only- 4 7*;9‘_612031'1?! e._Sanding affirmatively
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| to this qu,:es’ﬁt'ion,gvln"fc»omparison 1o 7.4":‘?5-?1?9:@:1&11,Qf.blaCk:fm-otheFS and»_ 71 »pe_rce,nt, :
of white mothers. Only 21 percent of these women said they knew of a |
place where they could. l;eaV‘ex.the-,_ir: c‘h'i"ldren_.,,if«;theyz--.were to get. a jo_b_' b
immediately.. .~ "~ -
Female heads ofshou'sehold.wer_e:__as"ked; how: m»uc-h;-:.t-hey.th‘ought: -
they would need to earn -;to_g become ind-ependent,,ofr» Welfar-.e assistance.
On averag:e i recipients«: estimated -that‘;jthey would need: $‘88- per w.eek,
but half said they wo_.u,,ldeor_k for $80 ,o_r --les-s . The typ_e'_of-, job they _said_. :
" they would need para»lle_led» their;;usual oc_cupational«categofries._f_ But, -
even though:79 percent thought,theyv;c’_ould get, "a job,;l'ike tha‘t".,,:,.‘most-vv
estimated that they could ,a,Ctual,ly"aarn 6n_ly somewhat less thanth.ey-{
would need, with $‘75 per week the average estimate of '_potentia_l earnings.
Ne_yerthele:ss,_ most recipients were optimistic about the possibility A
of future employment. ‘Elghty four perc‘ent‘expected to have some

type of employment in the future and 70 percent expected full tlme work

Caseworker Assistance in Employment‘

In sp1te of thenew emphasls on Job”tramlngv and employment for N
welfare re01pients only a srnall mlnorlty of“AFDC mothers report |
pos;.tlye results .from the1r contacts with caseworl<eﬂrﬂs.v | About 35 percent
of the women in the regular AFDC program reported that they have had
a dlscuss1on w1th a caseworker about ]ob tra1n1ng or employment Of
this 35 percent however .only “sllghtly more than a th1rd sa1d that the

R

c aseworker spe01flcally offered to help them get a ]ob In turn of that »

it .
- iy

group, sllghtly less than a thlrd were helped by the caseworker to get

a JOb. Thus only about one= n1nth of the women who reported discussmns
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about training or employment: said they were h.elpe"d:inr‘:aictually finding:
a job.* '

Similarly, only 22 percer'itv'o'f”th»e“-AT"DC.'= mothers said that they have

had a specific offer of job training from their caseworkeir. Of this group,
70 percent said they accepted the offer, and slightly more than‘a third- -

(35 percent): of»‘%th'o's‘e who accepted reported that they adtu-ally' received -
training. .Hence, only about 5 'percent of the ~fem‘a‘:le”.headsof household - :-

said they actually rece1ved tralning through the welfare' system.
In contrast, 14 percent of the women reported that they had obtained -

training on' their own, ‘without ‘the help:of the ca s'ework'er.“"' Ofgthose ’
who recelved training;: only 41 percent‘ obtained work at the job for

- which they were trained.

- Employment: Malef: Heads of Households

Present Employment Status

When interviewed for the Task Force survey, 4>8 percent of the men
, )
reported they were workmg at a regular job. This group‘ was Working
an average of 39 hours per Week with only 2 percent working less than :

30 hours per week The average pay for these rempientts was $97 50
- per week They sa1d they had spent—-on average--five years on their
current job ' v ‘ "

|
b

‘The bulk of the re01pients interviewed by the Task Force were

PEARE

_ concentrated in unskilled or semi skilled occupational categories . A

total of 87 percent were classified as operatives laborers or service Worker8.

*Qf course, this sample included only persons who remained on the rolls.
If there were any recipients who. obtainéd especially: well—paying jobs™
through their caseworkers, they would not show up in this survey.
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TABLE FOURTEEN: ;.-.“U,s-,u,a_l_.'_O-c;'C;’vl-lp,.aj:ipp(a:l;‘ ‘C_a;tegq‘rx,,gff_ MaleHeads of Hous eholds :
QEEEQQ&L - ;ffaawf? = N - '."E§532$;5,5g;¢,}x;ﬁh;
Professional AR 0
Clerical- (R Vi L A o ! S,

‘S‘ales_‘ N o o - 3 o
Crafts
c>peratiyés " T :, | .  o -" 42

- ——— - —— O — T — O — T — o ————— T ———— — T o ——————— T~ {————— ot -

Work History . |

Despite:low skills _;"and‘; edué_a;iori_al ;_de-fidiénc_i_es .- 91.percén_t of .
the male heads of houséhq‘l;d_s in the Task Force ._sa-mple. have held a regular
job‘. “Although this ,;gro’u‘p‘ ,work,e.dj.ye_'ér-rc’)l:.tndh almo‘s.t their. :entire‘-adul"c-,. |
“lives, t}‘leir' employiﬁe’nt terid_e;d to-be .soiﬁewhat uns-ta_-ble. .On ;_avgragg,,
‘the longest time thesé men‘havve'-worke'_d at one job is. 8.2 years. |

Forty-two percent have held two ‘or.more jobs in-the la st .three years.

i



TABLE EfIFTEEﬁ? :':'I\%Tii'fﬁigbe”flbf‘*R}égﬁiaF?T‘ébé Held'ih -«E‘ést“‘:’l;‘h:‘?reéfﬁ(ears’- e g
Number of Jobs Held ' | ’ . Perc;ant
0 99
1 49
2 -3 36 '
4 or more _i
100

In the group of 43 percerit who are currently unemgloyed but have.
previously held a regular job, their last regular work was about one year

prior to the interview, on average. The 'average male m this group

worked forty':—one houfs per wgek on hirs last j‘ob, and ejzarried $103 ’

per week for his ‘efforts. About 85; perdent of this ‘g'roujp werejfifed or

laid off from; their last rééula; job. - Of the currently unemployed group, :
the following obstacles to érﬁpldyme‘ﬁt’wére“given: 63 percent citec‘i‘ a
health problém, 14 percent cited inability to find a go!’od job,'and 24
pvercenrt ciféfd‘ other factors: O’nly' 10 ‘bé"rée‘ﬁt Of--thdse 'rﬁ;ot dlirfe’n’c"‘lyrworking

said that a'job ‘had ‘Been offeréd to them'which ’the‘"y’-"‘We;”i”e not willing to

accept. g
|

The Task Force -’fﬁterV’i‘»eW included iqu’e‘"stiongu. on the "best jobs" held -
by the men in order to get an indication of their emploxilment poteﬁtiél
‘and to find out what they valued in employment. The respondents reported -

<l
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that their best jobs were--on, the avera“,ge—:-v_in_l,963 . Th,ese bes_t jobs

were in unskilled and semi-skilled occupational clessifications similar‘

to the usual occupations of the res.pondﬂents‘. : The men W,ori;ed an_

average of 42 hours per week, on their_b‘est‘job_sv ,‘for SlOZV per week. |

The largest pr_oportion (43 percent) considered the wage level to be

the characteristic which made th:o_se jobs "best", with treatment by the.

boss (13 percent), steadiness of the work (11 percent), and Wor_king conditions

(11 percent) considerably lower in rank. .

Attitudes toward Employment

The male heads of households interviewed by the Task Force indicated
an overwhelming preference for work over welfare. Most do not consider
welfare grants enough to support their families. Most expect to
have regular‘employment ’in th,_e fores‘eeable future.

In answer to a direct question, 98 percent of the men said that they
prefer work to welfare. Even though many cited serious obstacles to
employment, 79 percent of the men said that they would not consider
welfare payments enoudh to live on inthe fgture. Of those men who
were not currently working,only 9 percent definitely expectednever to
resume-regular work; 64 percent of this group expected to obtain a
regular job in the fu_ture, and 27 percent were not sure. Two-thirds.
of all male recipients indiceted an ,interest_in ‘participating in training.
programs.,. . ..

Many of those who were already working expected to be able to

upgrade themselves on their own. Fifty-four percent of those who
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" were employed thought they had a “ichance to get ahead" in their présent
'job. Only 25 perdent thought they had o ¢hance to get ahead, with'the ™ "
resvf.unsure,""" It is interesting to riote that 33 percentof those men'who'

were working thought that they would be working more hours in their
. |

job if they were not receiving welfare. Forty-seven percent saidthey
would not increase their hours Without welfare, with'19 percent unsure. h

* Moreover, 11 percent of the wives in the male-hedded households

were working at the time of fhe survey. An additional 10 percent reported
‘that'. they had worked at some time in the previod§ feé@r .'{

R Lo P -
P ST . . PR
I

Caseworker Assistance in Employment -

Mt wasa modébate Shouit oF activity By Sdstborkers in thek’
attempts to improve the employability of the male heads of fh‘ouS”élivblds“ o

: feceiving AFDC payments. Almost a thirdofthe meﬁ‘iﬁ(3uli‘15_'efc'ent)"tlibﬁgﬁf o
that their caseworkers were "Very ."h"elibfu,l " in 'gettingj‘*"*ltﬁém suttable’
emplbyﬁiént . An éddr'i“t;‘iéhal ngvpércéﬁtv"rat'_ed' th’eki‘r. cTaSeworkéfs'a:s only =~ |
"somewhat helpful", 'Wh"i'le“élllloj"p'er‘éenf 'vi:h‘o‘iight“the’ Cé‘é[év{}bi‘ke'fs were no -
help at all Almost one respondent ‘in four r‘efpb'rté'd'?é‘ specific referral |

to a training program by their caseworkers. | o |

Similarly, approximately one-fourth of the men héve béfti":c:}ipaﬁ:ed"ﬁi'ﬁ R

" a training program, whether through the x’/s;é‘lfarefs‘_"ystéfn or on their ‘own

initiative.” The results were disappointing, however | since ‘fewer than

half (47 percent) said that they ever 'work_e'c'l at a job for which they wereé trained.

| .
i



-51-

., THE WELFARE EXPERIENCE |

According to one of the most widsspread concepts of welfare, the
receiptof AFDC is pictured as a "trap", or "chronic débéﬁae"ncy"’," e
or a "wasr:of life : ,ﬂ or a l:cyole ofdependency" :':Af'ter:éarefmly eXarnining"
the siir.vey:data}.for!thm Vvstudy, we have found thlS p1cture of "chronlc o
depend‘ency ".to b'e decept'ive. It does ot adequately describe the
experience'of farnilies receiving AFDC pa';yments. Policies based upon
such a concept Ti/v;ould therefore be inapprdpriate‘ for the large majority of
famllies receiving AFDC support ‘

v ‘We have already seen that most families do not depend on welfare -
payments for their sole source of income.. Most AFDC r-ecipients spend
only; a small proportion of their adult :uvés on the rolls; have 'lbee’n”On‘
the rolls only once,' did not grow up inw:elfare families; have no
brothers or 51sters on welfare; and want to get off welfare as soon‘ as

, possilo;lew. :M'oreover, in‘-sjpit'eﬂ of ‘the“insistenoe that welfare is a "right"
by man?jrelcipientz organizat1ons,most fa”rhili‘res".'are'g'rateful for the“
payments , many are ashamed tobe on welfare, andmost are 1inaware

of their'proc’eldural ’safegﬁards prov1ded in law and "r'egLil'.'ationi: ‘

Length of Stay onTheWelfareRolls A

In No vember 1969 the typical (median) APDC recip1ent in New Iersey'

,,,,,, 3

had been recelving assistance for two years Thirty f1ve percent of ‘those

on the rolls had been rece1v1ng benefits for a year or less whereas

ol

twenty-two percent had Bé‘én’oﬁ: therolls formore ‘than five Y-ea-"r's‘.
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Only one percent had been on the rollvs"”fb‘f' ‘mvo.re 'tha'n téﬁ‘years .  The
families are distributed according to the length of time they have spent

on the rolls as follows:

TABLE SIXTEEN: Length ‘of Time‘Si_nce qut Recent Qpening of AFDC Case ‘

- Percent . ~ Cumulative Pexfcépt )
Less than six months . 21 SR _ 21
6 - 12 months , . 14 L o 3}5 __
13 - 24 months | 14 S 4>9
25 - 36 months . , (13 | | B | 62
37 - 60 months 16 - 78
61 - 96 months 12 ‘ 90
97 - 120 months , o 9 v _ 99
121 months or more = 1 - 100

While most recipier;ts in the Tésk quce Sample s‘aid th‘evaO_uld. | ’
like to become independent of AFDC assistance, theyz were not Ac;pti‘mistivc
about their chance of attaining ‘independkence. Some 67 ‘percent reportéd
that they did not know when they might no longer need assistanqe.
Among those who felt they ];new when they would no‘ ionéeg .néed help,
however, half estimated that they would :be‘ off the rolls in less than a
year. Fifty percent -Qf,thOS?,WhQ hpped to get‘qff the rolls exgected ‘

that they would gain independence by getting a job.
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Previous Assistance

Part of the _v"chronic»dependehcy" not_io_n 1sthat re01p1entsuse welfar.e.v 'l
frequently, as well as for long periods . _fet rnore thanseven’out' of } .
ten farnil__.ies had‘ne'v‘,er, received aéSiS?aQCé,.be_ere,th‘? v‘c_'urrlen_t "benrOIIrnent‘.‘ |
I\/Ioreover:, t_he.' averag‘e_recipi{ent has spent only‘_l“5: percent of his 'i | |

adult life on the AFDC rolls.

' Intergenerational lDep_endency
A fciorrollary of ltheu "c_hro_n‘ic de‘pe‘ndenCy"' c-oncept 1s thatof
--1ntergenerational de_pendie‘n_cyv-v"'--thatm.any 4of‘those curf-ehtly on,
the rolls grew up in .Weifarg’farnili‘esﬂand now rquire’ assuig‘tance hecaﬁs'e;
they have been "taught" by example to live» on welfare.' ’l"his bconce-pt, "
is clearly contradicted by the 1967 HEW survey and the Task Force survey.
Both studies 1ndicated that only l4 percent of the heads of families grew up in
families receiving ‘public‘assistance‘. Accordin'g to the Task Porq e‘, :
survey, female he_ads"of' families were more .likely to have beenln
families re,ceiving‘ assistance" (16'percent) than,male heads of families
(10 perc,_en_t’) Similarly, more blacks(17 percent), than whites (10 percent)
or Puerto Ricans (9 percent) reported that they grew up in famihes which
received -a.s_si,stance. - .‘ |
In order ‘to obtain anOth:er chec‘k on the «inte_flgjlehe.ratiéhal, q.'e'.pendevncy
concept, r.espond)ent:s‘ of the .Ta sk Force surveywere .a's1]'<ed‘ howmanyof ,‘ | |
their brothers and sisters have.rec.eive'd Welfare p.ayrne-n.ts.u Preisumajbly' |
if something 1n re01pients childhood family structure led to welfare N
dependency; the re01p1ents brothers and 51sters shouldlbe affected too.

The average respondent has five brothers and sisters, yet seventy
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" percent of the respondents reported that none of thei’r}broth"ers and sisters.
has ever received public' assistance.

Applymlfor AFDC

In order to get greater insight into the reason families need welfare
»assistance the Task Force Survey asked families why they applied for
AFDC. The most common reasons cited were the husband s desertion
(2‘8 percent) or injury (10 percent); the loss of a job (l3 'percent);v or

birth of an out-of-wedlock child (Il percent). Many families (28 percent)
reported that they "just could not get along without it (welfare assistance)
any longer." An additional 4 percent cited incarceratiOn'of‘ the husband

as the cause. - . |

After the occurrence of the preczipitating factor, tt'he recipients
‘reported that they waited an average of four months | before applying

forassmtance, In order to surv1ve during this period 60 percent
B

went into deht ,v. with 42 percent borrowingv monwy from relatives and’18
:percen‘t borrowing frcrn.friends. An additional l3. percj'ent.used their"
savings during this period 15 percent dld not pay rent and l8 percent
d1d not pay bills . | ‘ ;
i

It has been suggested that the activities of anti-ipoverty programs ’
and welfare rights: 'or‘gan'izations have accounted for a»irlargef part of
ithe recent-drama’tic' 1ncreases inFI:\lew ]ersey"s Al‘?'D'CrollsT. lntehriews
vwithrecipients‘,‘ how&ér; do not 'su‘ppo"rt t‘his conclusion ln replying o

to questions p‘os‘ed by :theTv;a sk Force survey;” 44 percent indicated
: P ) i ) - .
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that they applied for welfare on thelrown initiative. Another 21 percent
say that a friend §dv.’1sgd_v thjem;,abio‘ut‘ the possibility of Fe.:c:;g-ilyigpg_‘_welfare,
while 18 pefcent, v,cite‘d, ,,adv_iée_ from rell_a,tive“sv: .- Only 3 percent vxjgpovljt‘gld |
that they had _heérdabout_vggl{are"frgm f/vvelvfar_e If.ig‘_hts_,: grpups,‘or l-anti.:"'.{ . '
poverfy ;ergap‘izatvi_ohs .

: Re01p1ents ;'/_ver_els:pli’t in thelropimons abéut"‘the difficulty of
receiviﬁg!éssisténge.. .“Al‘)'out'svix o:uf;'o,f ten férﬁiiies said that
éetting on welfare was ."easﬁz." or ';’h:o:t so ‘eass"r";" , whéreés thé;:’férria'incnzler

considered access to the rolls to be "hard" or"very hard".

Attitudes toward\Rece‘ipt of Welfare : :

In recent years, v'théfe has bee‘nllfnuch‘ debate over whether welfare is
a .:fight';. .Pér;c.isans of one side érgﬁe'théf Welfafé is a legal and ‘
moral righ"cwc‘)f thoéé ‘Wh‘ro;a‘r"e p}boV‘r';J ‘others insist that welfare is'a
"privilege " ﬁnade available "t’b‘recip'i‘e‘nfs’ ."thjrcl)ugh the éood.wiil of the S
more af'fluv’em‘:“setg‘rrvl‘érit of socﬁ‘i‘ei‘:.y. .':’I"V}‘erLiéh a series né)f“qiilze'stién's ‘in o
its sﬁrvef}, the Task ;f';brcéx sought to Qaugé;thé‘reaé{ioris;éf redipieh'ts: |
themselves tq their‘rece’ipt of welfare payrﬁents . |

First, the recipients were asked diréctly: "How do you feel about
being on welfare? Would you say it bothers yoii a gfeat ‘deal;_. bother‘s
'you; bothvers'_b you very liftle;- or doesn't bother you? "  As shown in Table
Seventeen, almos‘t half of the reqipiénts revsp‘on-ded that being on
welfare botheré them, or _boihers them a great deal. | Thisb feeliﬁg was

most pronounced for white families, with 65 percent giving one of these
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two responses. This feeling was' least pronounced among Puerto Rican -
families, with only 31 percent giving one of these tWoir'e's'pthes'*. a
 TABLE SEVENTEEN: "How do you feel about being on welfare? "
Doesn't  Bothers ' Bothers

Bother = Very little  Bothers A Great Deal

Black Familles = 32% 2% 21% 26%

 White Families 9% 16%  39% 26%

Puerto Rican Families  42% 27%  17% 14%

| . AT
‘Bl Familles  32%  22% 3% 23%
The recipients _Were then asked a ‘series of _indireét questions ,

all of which began: 'Here arcja some things people havé said about

welfare. I would like to ask you how much you agree with each one."

-~ The responses of the rec‘ipier‘its to this series of qdestions are shown in

Table Eighteen. . o



TABLE EIGHTEEN Here are some things people have sald about welfare.
- I.would like to ask you, how much you agree w1th each one."

 Agree  Agree Disagree Disagree No
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Opinion

"Getting welfare makes o .
a person feel ashamed." . .. . 19% = 24%  27% L 27% . 3%

"People should be grateful

for the money they get from ’ . ' o '
welfare® . 48% . 30% - . 8% . 8% 6%
"The Welfare Department

should have no right to ask

~ questions about how people ... e e
spend their money. " - 28% 23% . 22%" C20% 7%

"The government,owes beOpIe , . v
support if they need it." . . 61% :_‘2_6% L 4% 3% 6%

‘The pattern of responses to th‘e statement, "Getting welfare makes
a person feel ashamed", is similar to. pattern of,recipients' responses
when asked if they feel "bothered" about being on welfare. Of all s
families, less than half (43 percent) agree"with the statement that people
feel ashamed a‘bout‘ getting welfare. ‘However, a majqri_ty (56 Apvercent)_ \
of white families agree strongly .- Or sqmewhat,_ UWit_h:’ the statementf
The overwhelming majority of AFDC rec:_iﬁpients':(78 ’perceht)v'ragree _
that "people should be grateful for the money they get from Welﬁare."'
But a slim majority say that the recipients should have control over

their own financial affairs. Thus, 51 percent agree with the statement;

"The welfare Department should have no right to ask questions about
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how people spend their money. " More female heads of household (55 percent)

' thany male heads of household (44 ‘ pe'ééént)‘ agree with this statement.

Almost«.all recipients (87 percent) agreef that "the government

The responses to this series of questlons 1ndicate an absence of
. . l .
a clear-cut rec_ipient attitude toward the welfare sySt_e;m"."“" Virtu‘a"lly Do lre »
. . . . . i . S AR L B )x mp el
all agree that the- government:is r_es‘ponsib’le for provicling ‘support

Cke b

~ for those in need, but almost as many believe that recip1entshould -

. be grateful for any,,assistanc!e_,‘, ‘Moreover, recipients jare split in” 7
“their feelings of "shame" or "'loeing bOthered i, wh‘ich a‘r‘e‘n'Ot. feel'ings '
o o ,:, " T

b associated with a payment wh1ch is viewed as a right Only half

|

“agree that the Welfare Department should not have the| right to probe 1nto

v l
their expenditure yet federal regulations give re01p1ents the prerogative

1

to dispose of. their- grants withou’t.int‘erference. Apparently, the

concept of welfare as a"'right" has gained only limited acceptance among

. |
‘.: T Y AETE
receipi'ents in New IerSey. o : T
Awareness of Legal Rights LR B
_ s o g

» L L
" In recent years court de0151ons and the development of more _

adequate legal serVice‘s' for the 'poor‘, have 'reSu'ltedfi'n th‘e “def"in‘ition,
of a grievance process for welfare recipients who feel they are not

R T
oY e gt
e i ¥
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receiving fair trea:tment.:5 ‘The:Task Force wanted to determine how wide-
spread knowledge of ‘this :procevss was among recipients. >Wh'e‘n asked
whether they woﬁld know how to. get some e%tra money Or recover

funds unnecessarily cut from their gv‘r,an«t, only 28 percent of the

recipients felt they would know how to solve their problems. Of those .
who thought théy coﬁld sol%re their problems , 70 percent would talk

to the caseworker or welfare agency. Three percent would rely on
welfare rights o'rga‘n'izations , -and 6 percent Wbuld_ seek aid from OEO

legal services projects.

5. According to federal regulations, states are required to establish a
system of "fair hearirig's " to review appeals of recipients regarding
actions of county welfare administrators. The regulations state:
- (2) Every claimant will be informed in writing at the time of
application and at the time of any action affecting his
claim: (i) -Of his right to fair hearing; .(ii) That he may be
represented by legal counsel, or by a relative, friend, or
 other spokesman, or he may represent himself... -

(3) An opportunity for a fair hearing before the State agency will
be granted to any individual requesting a hearing because his
claim for financial or medical assistance is denied, or is not
acted upon with reasonable promptness, or because he is ag-
grieved by any other agency action affecting receipt, suspension,
reduction, or termination of such assmtance or by agency policy
as it affects his situations. -

--45 Code of Federal Regulations,
Chapter II, part 205.10.
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- Only one-~fifth of_‘the recipients say they have'eve:r ‘complained. Ch
.about beingitreate‘d unfairlyto 'their caseWOrkers .  Of th1s one-fifth -
of recipients only 11 percent thought the caseworker had straightened SN
l
-things out to their satisfaction. Ten percent of total_rec'ipient‘s.'hadv
.appeale‘d'to "someone besides their caseworker." If they did so‘; it
was usually to‘the casework supervisOr at the welfare la'gency». Only--f
4 percent of those who took their grievances above the‘ casework level
attempted to geta "fair hearing" . In fact, less than one-fifth of all’
recipients had ever heard of the fair hearing procedure. Of the total
sample, only 7 percent said a caseworker had ever mentioned fair

hearings. =~ . ¢ B D J[

Contact with Ca's‘eworkers

Prior to Iuly 1, 1970, the primary contact of the recipient w1th

the. welfare system took place‘ through a smgle caseworker permanently
\
assigned to his case. ‘At the time of the Task Force survey and the HEW

_case record surveys the caseworker was respon31ble for determination

of initial eligibility, iverification of continuing eligib_il'ity, and -

provision  of social services for all families in his case-
A _ SN v
load. According t oS t’aﬁ e and federal regulations, the case-

worker was required to make é home visit to each-reguﬂar AFDC case at
least twice each year and a home visit to each "unemployment" and
"insufficient employment" Casl‘,e at least four\times each year. This

requirement related to the verification of continuing eli}gibility .
| MoreoVer,_ the caseworker was required by federal and State

'regulations to fonnula‘t-e a" s'e‘rvice plan" and provide needed services
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to each AFDC family. If a caseworker ;}c’letermzinec‘l_l_thegr_e famlly needed .
any one of a .1;i-st;of "defined SEPYIC@;S ", ,ph-qt»:fgnlf;lyﬁpe}cemei ‘a_'f,i'd‘?’f,if‘ied& o
service case”. ang-the:caseworker, was required to.make a home.uisit . = . .
at least four: times per.year,. .. - e e e R e
.Responses by recipients to. qn-esjcipn‘s{in .the=.;'iTasl§;_,‘Fer_gz,e survey oo
indicate that.there may have been serious q_'e,fi‘caienqi‘es in the
implementation of theserequiré;ments;_.‘, More than one third of . -
receipients reported, for ex_ample, no v1sitsor .pnl‘,g‘one.ﬂ\ceeewgrkyer |
visit duringﬂthe,vyear 1969. - Fewer than. 40 p‘e,_r__c':enﬁ_;repqrtecl\ :mere than -
two visits by their workers., . | |

- TABLE NINETEEN: Reported Number of Caseworker Visits During 1969

 NUMBEROF VISITS . .. . ... PERCENT

B IR

2 . . 26

According to the recipients, the/visits were short; as.__well as infrequent.
The average length of ca._seworker visit was reported V~to be slightly.
less than thirty minutes, with three-fourths "of the estimates betwveen_
ten and thirty minutes.. Contact wi‘th)the caseworkers is not limited

to home visits, however. Eighty—_five percent of the recipients

have visited the welfare office at least -once during 1969, with eachvrecipient
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making an average }'of three visits SRR i e

The rapid .tﬁanQer‘émbngww:‘élsfé’r“e‘ caseworkers in New Jersey was -
- reflected in the fécziﬁiénts.!“rébbf:ts ‘i"cf'the"’nuﬁibéf':’nbf Ca'spW6fk‘éYs‘ they "
had seen during the yeaf, Oniy 53 percent of the -reSp’ojridents”-i-ndicated R
that they have héd\.'f..-hé ‘same 'c'é's'errke"r"'fdf tvl'ie‘:"er‘itir‘e?y%e"a'r;'« Three percent
repofted having seen no c':éé"eWofkér'fc}f the ént'i'r'e‘p'eri,cic}{i ) quty’—'fiVe e o
percent reported "'ii‘ei'\'r'ir.ig héd ‘mgfe‘fth.'a%ri.' Qﬁe’E 27 p'e"rcen't' 'ﬁa’d’AtW’o;" 15 pét‘éent A
had threve;“ 4 percent "had four ér 'Im.cﬁré)":. a :

Althodg:h a rriajé)fity ‘c-af rédiipients' (65 fberc'{eht) ‘vfevllb'c:':t‘l‘m"tf éaséWotkérs
really cared about'v.re.dpients' problemé, va ‘sﬁbstanfiél"in’ihOrits;i" _‘ s

(31 percent)distrusted the motives of ca'serrkérs, ’ag‘fé?e’ihé, for

example, with the statement that “"they are more 'irit‘ere'sj"t'ed in checking

up 'on you than helpihg you." |Blacks in particuléif~Wére;‘é,ligihtli;'rﬁore
likely than others to think that caseworkers were "too snoopy" or
that caseworkers "do not really understand their pr-oblefns. LR

|
|
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TABLE TWENTY: Recipient Attitude Toward Caseworkers.:'. . . |

oonoiloke oo Percent Answering- oo 0
Agree - Disagree No
y.- :Agree. - Disagree Strongly:  Opinion

"CaSEWOrKers . oibf sl b i o s im0 e

...are moreiinterested AN ;.o v T L it e L e L e
checking up th'an helping" 16 14 38 , 21 11
...really care about you S

and your problems! .. . . ....24 .. 4l ... 16 ... 12.. 7

family with respect” . - .. 12 9. . 46 . 29, . 4

.. .really understand the S S T T
kind of help you need" 25 40 - 16 9 10

' While we know of no reason to suspect that most recipients do
not respond pos1t1vely to,"thetr"casevx'/orkers as tn“dividvualsb,v Some _‘
20 percent of the responq:ents 4do obJect chon}sist:entl};' to qtt-..lestlions, and - "'
discuss‘ion-sﬂ :_byuc-:aSeworke}rs onzsubjeot;s.::'such as marriage, children,
paternity, anddesertionA larger fraction--30 percent-éfeel bothered
about dlscussions concerning financialmatters orthelrmeans ’ofbgsuppor‘t.

Whatever their viewof their caseworker andh1s role, most rec ibients

want little change in the number of visits by welfare agency personnel.
Sixty-five percent ofthe chentswantto see caseworkers about as

often in the future as they do now; 13‘"1'3’ero’e_nt want to see them less.

Only 22 percent of the recipients express a desire to see a caseworker

S TR
BRI R A :

more often.
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‘;Recipients Suggestions for Improvement

Finally, the Task Force survey queried the recipients themselves

for ideas about how to improve the: public assistance program in New: Jersey.
: 4

First, the Ta sk Force inq‘u‘ired into-the needs of the r‘ecipients, ' ‘Ta-ble.f;'w

Twenty one records the responses to the: question What sort of help
~do you want and need 2

e o e o ) T o T S o e e iy e s S o G G e oo S e e G B e e G et G ot 10 e e Gl e s S ] s e e, o S o

TABLE TWENTY- ONE: What‘ Sort of Help Do You Want and Need?"

4

S o " Percent Answering

Morevj‘ob'training" ; o o I | 6 ‘
Food programs = : - l o | o 11;‘:5
Clothing programs S _ i 26 "
Advice on. Work home managemen‘t‘ - S 1
or personal matters- - SR B . 2
Better housing - b S

! e 1o5i ,
i Adds to more than 100 because:
: of multiple responses

More money: -~

As one might expect additional income is the highest priority for these
disadvantaged people.. Food clothing, and housing are valued more
highly than advice on running| a home or on personal matters . ‘

: Welfare recipients have less pronounced feelings ,concerning "

. the actual management of the'é resent system. About equal numbers

'.)
B i
|

.feel the system could be improved by seeing caseworkers less often 7 :
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(3 percent) than more often (3 perdent) . A significant number (16 percent)
feel that the addition-of more money to the sys_tem would be a help.
Eight percent think that more .pezv*;so'n,ali,‘iinterest, in w_é_lfare,f_amil_i,esb
would improve thevprog,rém,, yet 12 :pelfcent remaiﬁ -;satisfied with the

program as it is. A -few think that welfare programs should be administered

more strictly (5 percent).












