
PROFILE OF AFDC RECIPIENTS IN NEVv JERSEY 

Staff Report 

.,it')~ 
~/ 9110."~ ''l~"e-7 lf,l 1<:;--'ir'"' ,-o 

1 li::S,.b / </r. 64· 
, ·~L , . ;,~J 

" I' 
I 
ITY 

State of New Jersey 

Governor's Task Force on Welfare Management 

May 23, 1971 

New 



lti,l .... "';i 
;,. 



V 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

GOVERNOR'S TASK FOH.CE ON•. WELll'ARE MANAGEMENT 
STATE HOUSE-ROOM 12T 

FRANK K. KELEMEN 
CHAIRMAN 

TRENTON. NEW ,JERSF:Y osmtn 
609-2Jl2-2RM 

ELIZABETH M. BOGGS, PH.D. 
ROBERT S. BROWNE 20 May 1971 · 
FRANK W. HAINES 
GREGORY HEWLETT 
WALTER L. KIDDE 
JAMES I. McCORD, 0.0. 
ROSE MOORE 
BLENDA J. WILso·N 

ROBERT G. WILLIAMS 
EXE~UTIVE DIRECTOR 

JACK A. BRIZIUS 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR Honorable William T. Cahill 

Governor 
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Dear Governor Cahill: 
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: . . . 

Your Task Force on Welfare Management is pleased to transmit . 
to you a staff report entitled A Profile of AFDC Recipients in NewJersey~ 

This report was prepared by the staff, at the r~quest 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 4 77 AFDC 
recipients in New Jersey which was commissioned by the Task Force 
at its first meeting 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 
public understanding of the A.FDC program • 

We hope that the information cbntained in this report will assist 
you in your development of the public welfare system in New Jersey.· 

Sincerely yours, 

Frank K. Kelemen 
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SUMMARY 

Sources of Information 

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

analysis of raw data from five sources: two Statewide random sample 

case record surveys conducted by the Division of Public Welfare in 1967 

and 1969; two shelter cost surveys conducted by the Division in 1968 

and 1970; a December 1969 interview survey of 477 recipients· in five 

cities and one county which was designed and commissioned by the . 

' Task Force. 

Characteristics of the AFDC Popµ]ation 

As of October 1970, the AFDC program in New Jersey supported a. 

tot-al of 404,634 persons in 98,344 families. 

According to the 1969 case record survey, the average family .head 

is 3 3 years old, if male, or 3 2 years old, if female. The majority of 

AFDC families live in the State• s large cities, but more_ than four in ten 

live in sub.urban are.as or medium sized towns outside of major metropolitan 

areas. Sixty percent of the families are black and twelve percent are_ 

Puerto Rican. The average family consists of four persons in AFDC Is. 

regular segment, or six persons in the unemployment segment. 

Recipient Income 

In 1969, the average family .of four received $230 in welfare grants 

plus $62 from other sources, for a total monthly income of $292. 
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i . : . . . , : ·. .. . :! ' 
Although New Jersey'SAFDC payments are arnc:mg th~ highest in the· 

. . ' . - . 

• • , I •• • ' • ( • 

nation, most recipients do.not f~eltbat tllegrants ~re adequate for 
t • • "':':"'. :,: -)" 

. their needs. 
. • ' . : • • I ' 

·. . . . . . . .. . : . •.. ' . ../.. . ... ' ·. ·. ' . • .. 

Fully 86 percent of the families say that they know about .food:; ,.· . . . . j . . . 
"I ,-.•· -·-. . ,,, . ,,. ; . ' ;.. i ... ·, ..... ·, ' ' ·, , '·i .. · .. ' , . ' . . . 

stamps,· but only 3 8 percent -say:they·actually partiq::ipate in the program. 
. . . : . . . . . . 

i 
Origirts, Mobility,- and_ Shelter j 

. I 
I ... · .-- , 

Apcording to th~ 19_69 case. record survey, 36 p~rcent of AFDC 
. :: . :·_, . \ '.. ' . ' . .. . >·• . • .- ;:. . '"' ; -_·• ' ' ' . '. 

tnot~~r.s wrr~:9o~n in New J~rsey .• _}hc:>s~_no_t bprn-ip ~~wfersey had _ 
.· ... :-- . ... . ·. . . •· , .... I . . . . . -

rnovecl here an average of eleveri years prior to the ~urvey. .-. . -
... ,._ · ... ">' .. _:,_•; ·:. ·-': ·: . . ,:. ' .. '._, .· .. < _ .. · ·. ·.· . ; •· .. ·.·:: . ·._ ·_ ... •·.: ; :· 

Acc.ordirig to the Task Force: stiryey, 42 percent/of the non-n~tives 
.. . - -. ·_. - ·. ._·> . . - . : _-_- _. -• - - - --. I - - . -.- ,- ·- -
Etntered New Jersey when they wer,e ~i~hteenyearsrld, or ~ou~ger·.· .. · 

The average :adult migrant lived in the State· 6. 5 ye~rs before ·applying for 
I ; ' ' • . , . ' • • I . 

. welfare. Most recipients in this group said they moved to New Jersey 

to get a better job, or bec~us~·they had friend~ or,jelatives here. · 

. AFDC recipi.e~ts tend to rn'ove more often than ~he rest of .the population. 
I 

: • • • _.,. <1 : • ..... ': ·.:. ·, •• •• • ' : .' -· ''.. • • -· -· \ •• • • ·_ ,·/. - • '.· • • - 1" 

Recipients have lived ln the same dwelling· unit for an average· Of .2 .. 3 

·.·_· yea~s • .- Twenty~·seven perqeht rrtbv~d duri~g .196 ~L 
. ,. -: : ... - ., •· . -· ,. _. .-;_ '. . . ... ·- . ·. . . . ;: ... . .': -·, . : . . . ,. .. :. . . . ,.. .• r·. ... , .. . . . ·. ·.· . 

,.. ''Eight out often families Hve in private rental I!iot'.rs:ing. Four - .· - .·.- -·. . . - -_•· .. _- - . I .--· . 
· -o~t 6:f ten f~rnilies'live·in_ hc>1isih'g rated 7es'dilepidal1ted. A fa:inily _•. . I· . -. -

of fbui p~id an alter'~ge iilori~i;f :.~tital of$ifi 1tft9¥; The ,Wei-a~e ' .. · 
: . - _· .... · --. · ... ,.,, .... : .. " . -_., ........ · :. : ... · .. ". _- ·. . -· - .: .. ·. d:.,. 
m90thl y' rental !iicteZI Sed ·to $ 97 '.in 1970 • . r " 

;1 

I. 
i 
I 



Family.Structure and Children 

-- As, of October 1970, SS·percent Qf·the families and78-percent of 

the persons on AFDC were in the regular segment. -In the:regular· 

segment, the father is absent from the home in 89 percent of the : 

-3-

cases, with desertion (30 percent) and non.;;.i:nartiage to-mother· (36· percent) 

the most important factors • 

Only twelve percent Qf women who. are separated from their husbands· 

say the possibility of receiving welfare benefits was an important direct 

factor in their e:strangement. · Twenty-five percent of-women in this· . . · .. : 

group say that their estrangement took place. aJter the family began-

receiving assistance. However, a large proportion report that there 

were severe strains over flnancipl matters prior to the separation. 

Forty-five percent state. that their husbands were out of work or working less _ 

than usual when the separation took place. Eighty-one percent report 

that there were, prior to separq.tion, at least occasional arguments with 

their husbands about money. 

Over 30 percent of all parents say that their child failed at least 

one subj.ect on his last report: card. Thirty-seven percent state that their 

child has been left back in school at some time. Yet most parents 

rate their child's performance in school as "favorable". Most parents 

expect their child to finish at least high school, 

Famil¥ Plannin51 

AFDC mothers report that the average age of their first pregnancy 
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is nineteen years, but one-fourth report that tti~i,r1 #rs/~. pr:e~.na_n~y'.took- . _·. 
. ! ' . . "" > •• ' .. ,..i ......... ·-· .,y . ' . "' ' ' ,. . ,. ·.,, ,. ,. ....... '· ... ; ~:: -

· , · An overwhelming maJ.ortty, (79)per;cent) say.,they db ,nqt want,apy . . •. , : , . ' ' . i ' ... ' ' . . 
more children, .but fewer than half (43 percent) y pracUc~ so,n,e form . · 

' ~. ' . . '.·. . ·- ,: ,.:,· :• . : . 

of contraception. 

: · .-Only,l3"p~rcent of;.the,w,c;,me11 say:that ·cas,e:w.qr, er pa$ off~re(;l, 

· information abooHamHy cplannln9' , .. but we!) .over. half ~aY ,·they l:,n OW 
I . 
I 
I 

where to g¢t,:free advice about<>fam'Uy .. planning ..... --
-- .. ···• .... , i: . 

-Education and Employment 

More than seven out of ten AFDC mothers have s , me lligh s_chool . . . 

.-·· ,·.· 
education but only 2 7 percent have high school diplo as • 

. , i1~ven' perc;.;:t of th~ fema!~ :family h~ads w~rk lhil~ rnc~iving 

welfare. AFDC women are c:oncentrated in low skilledi occupations, 

with well over half classified as service workers (including do~:esti~s) 

or unskilled laborers •. 
; ... 
r, '•• 

More than eight ,out of ten AF,DC women say they have had regular 

employment in the past; even· though they have gener, llybeen employed 

in low wage, unstable jobs_. ,·Se~enty~~in~:--~~r.cent_ ~-1Y· ,t~~t they ~o~ld 

prefer to work than to stay home and take care of the children. 
'. 

Abou~ -~5 ~er~_ent_ re~t~~
1 
a d•~scussion ,-~·it~ a __ ,c~;~-~r~r~~rabout j,~b __ _ 

training or employment,. but only' one•nlnth ,of this g1up sily they have 

9 
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been helped in actually ftnd,lng a job. _Only 5 percent of an AFDC :~others 

say they have actually received traln:tng through the welfare 'sy·sten/. 

Forty-eight percent of the men r,ep.ort tn-ey :are w,orktng :on ,a ;regular 

job~ This group works an .av,eri}·g,e of 39 hours per week,, lor average 

earni~gs of $97 .SO·p:er week.· 'The bulk .of the m:ale. h,eads '.of hous-¢hold 

are concentrated in unskilled or: s•emi-skilled occupational categorb3S .~··· 

Ninety:..·one percent •Of the, :m•en held ;a regular Job :at some time· in 

the pa st. Ninety-eight perc:ent of th,e :1nen sa'Ythat they prefer wotk 
to welfare. 

Six of ten male heads ,of 'household say thelr cas1eworkers hav,e 

been "very helpful,,; or 11s,onrew,h?t helpful l·., tn ,~retUng ·th·em employ;me,n.t .. 
. . 

One-fourth of the men hav·e .participated in .a tralning program, though · 
. . . .· . 

fewer than half of these worked iat a 'j:ob for which they were :trained. 

The Welfare Experience. 

The typical (median) AFDC f.amUy has been recehr:i'n~• a·s:slstance 

for two years • . Thirty-fiv.e perc.ent have been rece.ivlng benefits for a 

year or less, whereas twenty-two percent have .'been ,on the :rolls :m,ore 
. . 

than five years. More than :seven out -of ten famUie·s never :rec;eived 

assistance before the current enrollment-. 

Only l4 percent of reclpients grew up :ln famUtes :recelv.ing public 

assistance. The.average recipient has ·fhre brothers and sisters,, yet 

seventy percent report that ~one of thetr br:::,th;ers and sisters has ever · 

received public assistance.· 
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The most common reasons cited forapplying forfwelfare are a 
. . . ,. ..,, '~ . _, ' - ', ' . -~ ' . ,- ' ', :, ' ' •. -; . 

i 

husband's desertion, an injury, l:oss of a job, birth pf an out of wedlock 

child, 9.r inability to get along with out welfare any lbnger. Recipients 

say they waited an, average of four months after the occurrence of the 

precipitating factor before ap~lying. Sixty percent J.ent into debt during 
._,,_ . .. '· "' ' . i. 

this. period'· with si~eable fracti?ns using their savi~gs, or defaulting 
• ' • . I 

. , --' i . 
on rent or bills. Only 3 percent said they heard aboµt AFDC from welfare . . . - I 
rights groups or anti-poverty organizations. I· 

I 
Virtually all recipients agree that the governmerit owes people 

' 

I 

support if they need it, but almost as many believe that recipients should . ' . . ··, . ... . '·i '. 

be grateful for any assistance. Almost half report being "bothered" by '. . ·•. . ' . . ., ' . . •. ! . 
! 

being on welf~re. Bu~ half say that the Welfare, Depfrtment shquld not 

have the right to probe their' expenditures~ 

Knowledge of proper channels for redress of gri~vances was limited to 
! . . 

a, small minority of recipients. Moreover, only on,e7fifth say they have 
I 

ever complained of being treated :unfairly. 

Mote than one third of recipients reported no caseworker visits 

or only one caseworker.visit during 1969. Visits wee short as well 
. . I -

. . .. . ' . ' . ··. ,, ' .,. . 1 . . 
as infrequent, with three-fourths lasting between ten and thirty minutes, 

I 
. . . . . . :. I· , . • .. . according to recipients. A majority of recipients £e11 that caseworkers 

I 
. . ' ! . 

really care about their' problems;, but a substantial minority 'distrust . . . . . . . I 
I i . 

the mofives of caseworkers .. , Whatever theirvfew o(1:heircasew6rker, ' 
I 

most reeipiehts' want little change' in the rttimber of '7i'sfts by welfare. . . . I . . 
I ·". i-"•' agency personnel. 
! 
I 



' 
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Most recipients give highest priority to. additional inc;ome when 

asked what kind of help they want and need. Better food, clothing,. 

and housing would also pe h:ighly valued. Qnly & very few recipients 

say they want advice on work, home manq:g~,ment, or person.al matters. 

..,7-
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It is doubtfuFthat any single governmental :p,rogrbm in this country 
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provokes as much controversy as AFDC--Aid to Famiiies with Dependent 

Children. Included almost as an afterthought in the l935 Social Security 
, ! 

Act, the AFDC program has become by far the largesti and fastest growing 
I 
I 

welfare program in the nation. With the fundamental; transformation 
, i 

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

effort to aid widows and orphans to a large-scale prdgram providing 
, , 1 

aid to five percent of this country's population, the program has 

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

The failure of welfare administrators to develop obj active information 
I 
I or rigorous research relating to AFDC has permitted much misinformation 

. I 

to go without effective challenge.· Because there is !so little accurate 
I 

information, popular perceptions of the welfare system continue to 
i 

be based on extreme, isolated examples which foste~ deep-rooted 
. I 

but unproven preconceptions. Even at the level of p~licy formulation 
I 
I 

. . I 

in this country, the mythology permeating AFDC has ted to heated, 
I 

often irrational and irrelevant debate. f 

I 

The critical lack of accurate information about t!e recipients of . ·-. . j C 
I 

public assistance in,New Jersey became painfully apl)arent to this 

Task Force soon after its inception. The absence off even the most 
I 



',I 

basic stdtist16l'bn t11e·BJ81<grotffid dna·;eiperierl6e'\5f·reclplertf'~; p6sed·· 

serious ob·staci'eitto 'the; ±as'k;FiorbiiF's' JVafoiaYf&h 6fwe1fare pbUdes. 

-9-

With the cdst- df AFI>C '.aidirefirF}-iew re;;sey1 exb'eeding'$3'b0Mrilfbri ·. i 

annually for the federal, state, and county ·1evef~ bf' ·govetnrrrent, , 

the Task Force de.emed it imperative to obtain and analyze all 

existing sources of information, and to develop new sources of 

information which would assist in its analysis of welfare programs. 

The most valuable untapped sources of raw data on the AFDC 

program which the Task Force compiled were previously untabulated 

HEW case record surveys conducted by the Division of Public Welfare 

in November 196 7 and May 1969. In order to supplement these 

sources of data from the official case records with information about 

recipients' attitudes and experiences, the Task Force also designed 

and commissioned an in-depth interview survey of 477 AFDC families 

in the State. 

The infonnation from these ~nd other) surveys has been of great 

assistance to the Task Force in formulating its recommendations for 

the New Jersey welfare system. Some of the information from these surveys 

appeared in previous Task Force reports. However, since most of the 

information yielded by the surveys has not yet been made public, 

the Task Force mandated the development and release of this Profile. 

This study is a more thorough and comprehensive description of· 



the survey data concerning v.reltare recipients coll~cted and. analyzed by 

the Task Force •. We have developed and released this report in.the 

hope that it will foster a better. public understanding of the AFDC 

program and the famHies it supports. 

' 
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souRcEs oF :DATA rbifTar::Art>t:f:REcrrrENT PR0Fr1E 

This study is based on our ~nalysis 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 m.andate of the United States 

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

surveys by the Divisio~i an inteview survey in December 196 9 of 4 77 

-recipients in five! cities and ohe county under contract to this Task Force. 

The two caie record 'surveys were conducted 'by the Division of 

Public Welfare ii1 November i'96 7 and May 1969 as the New Jersey segments 

of nation...:~ide HEW sam:ples. Ir:\. order to obtain representativ·e samples of 

the State's entiie AFDC population in those study months, the 14 70 cases 

in the 1967 survey and the 530 cases in the 1969 survey were choseri on. a· 

random basis from a list of all AFDC families in the State. · The surv~y 

questionnaires wen~ completed by cas~workers utilizing information in 

appropriate case records'. 

These surv'eys ate 1:he best sources for such information as precise 

amount of assistance gra:nted, number of eligible family members I length 

of time' on the w,elfare rolls,· and the official' version of services given 

to recipients. In addition, these surveys are valuable for showing most 

precisely the basic characteristics· (family size, age, location, ethnicity, 

etc.) of the'entfre Statewide AFDC population, since they are based on 

strict random sarri ples • 

rt should be not~d;'iiowe'v~/,'t'h'at t':he' 1969 HEW survey provided 

info~ation orily'oti the fedetJJiy~JHitdil~cfsegrti~nts;bf .AFDC' the regular 
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(C) and unemployment. CF or :''U ") segments •. No information was ,collected 
' ' , 

on the .non-federal insufficient employment (N)_ segment .of Al;DG. Th!3 196 7 
. . : . . '' . . ' 

. HEW survey, of course, wa,s .conducted prior to the introduction in New Jersey . . . ' . . :, . . . . . .. . . -. ' 

of the AFOC-F and AFDC-N segments. , 

Findings. from, these surveys cited in this study are ba_sed upon tablllations 

and cross-tabulations produced by this. Task Force from t.he .raw data 

supplied by the New ,Jersey Division ,of Public Welfare; (196 7 survey) q.nd the . . _,. . . . . ' . ' . 

United States Departme.nt of Health, Education and Welfare (1969 survey). 

Although the questionnaires for both surveys had beert completed prior 
'·' . . •. . . ... 

to the appointment of this Task Force in .October 1969, 'no summary 
. . ' . . I , . • . , 

statistics were availabl.e prior to our analyses. Only the most rudimentary 

summaries have been made public so far. 

The 196.8 Housing Sqrvey was carried out by the Division of Public 
: • I I · 

Welfare in the fall of 1968. It was based on information collected from a 

Statewide random sample of 122 3 cases. Information was collected on 

the type, location, and condition of housing as well as housing costs. 

The 1970 sh.elter cost survey was conducted .in December of 1970,. 

Information on the cost of AFDC housing by family·. size was collected 

from a Sta,tewide random sample of 292 9 cases. 

Since the case record surveys reflected neither th~ experiences 
' ' . 

nor the a,tUtude.s of welfare recipients,. a large number iof qu~stions about 

the background of recipients and the impact of program,~ on their. 
l'1 : 

lives were left .unanswered. In order to remedy this se,rious gap, the 
. ;· . :.-,'-_. ··.. . .' ,'. . ',, .' .. · 

Task Force commissiop,ed ari in-:depth intervievv survey of AFD.C recipients 
,. ' ' .. ', ,. : . . ' ; . . ), . ' ·, 

in the State. 
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'.·, JJi~ ~ux;y7Y:.W}3~,,f.o;~~,¥0~~? ~¥ :1:Jrb~n ~PiAf?.11.,S~rvey~ of Princeton, a 

divi,~-i?I} ?J ~.~JhTJ~~~f P.?i~:. Jpfg1;P?F?t~P/ _ µ_n1e.r, s,9~trapt t? ~he '.]:'ask, r,orce,. 

The ques.t~onnaire :w:,q.~ .de.~:~gnE;;d,_ by th~ T.asJ< :Fore~. ~~aff yvitll.the 
I . ' . ·• • ', . • ~a< ' \ :. ,• ' • • ·• ,' .,,· '• ·•~ ' ' • . \ ., • ' ; ,, ,, . • ' • ., • ! ., •,. •, ' ' ' 

as~istance of the contractor . 1 Urban Opinion Surveys had previ.ously 
· •. ·,· .'.,t_'. : • I , .• 

co11c:lucted_appr(?xi~~tely 2_5, OQ.9. in~ez:view_s_9f_lo~--income familie,s 

in New Jersey cities in c.onnecUon with the OEO sponsored Negative _ 
·,. : .. ·. :· ,·.··· ,. _. -! .• !· r.~, ·?· .... _ .. . .1,_ .• · •. ,~·,.;: • :·,- _---~- ; - • , • . . • .- . 

Income rax; experiment, wh~ch is beiJ:19,administered by Mathematica._ 

The total qqst of the survey was $12, 12,5. 

Since. the cost of a strict Statewide- sample of recipients. would 
,. .· ' ' ' 

have been prohibitive, a total of 4 77 interviews were completed in 
. . , -~ . ' . ' 

six major cities and one county: Newarl<,. Jers·ey City, Paterson, Trenton, 
, .. ,. . . . 

Camden, and Monmouth County. Together these a.reas contain almost _ 

75 percent. of the persons who receive AFDC payments in New Jersey·. _ Within 

each area,. systematic random samples o~ _a predetermined size were 

drawn from lists of the regular (C) segment, unemployment (F) · segment, 
~• •, 1> •• • • •• • ,, - .• • • • • • .; • • •o( '' • • • • a 

and insufficient employment (N) segment of AFDC. One questionnaire 
• • •, • • • ' .• I '<, ' • 

was administered _t9 the_ predomipc;intly fema:le:--h~acied famUies in the regular 
• ,. ; ,. • , ' • • : ' ' ,. ' • ' ' ,1 • • • ..- ' ,, ... ·: • ' • • ' '. • ;·: • ; • • 

segment, W.hil~ a second_quesUonnaire w9"s adm.inlstered _ to _the male-headed 
, ,'. :: • O > •, i, ',, (' : •,, ,: • • r y; < :•: • • • t'•,,, ' • •, _.: t. •, • ,_ :, '• ' : h 

.' .. · ,; : -~ ; ., .' ,' , ' .. ; ,. ; ,, t' .. i f • • . i· : :· ·-: ,• .. _ ·'· .. ; ·. _'.,, '·, . :' ; . . ,. 
L Some of the que·sti6ris in 'the survey questfom:iaire, were based.on -
questions included in similar surveys of AFDC recipients in Wiscons'.in 
and New 'yoik City~ - ThJ1 Wi~cori~ln 'si.lrvey' ·w~s c~frie·d atit' by Jbel F. 'Handler 
and Ellen Jarie Hol_ling,s~~r~l:l, .f.<?f:!!'1~~1¥, 9f th~ I_nst!tute for Re.search 
on Poverty at the Utiive'ts'ity'8f Wl'sddrisirl~ , The resu1ts were presented 
in .several py:blicc3~i~i::is",. Jr:it:l4dtri,9,, Th.e Administration of Social Services 
in AFDCi ,' Tffe'. Views: '6f'Welf~r~']~:e6lpient's · (Iiist'itute for·' Research· on .· · 
Poverty:, ___ Apr_~l-/,}-~6:-~),~ .. -/J'11~J'T/~r-{.)l9[,~.qi~ ... sµry-~Y ~as 99nd_u?ted, by 
Dr. Lawrerice·--pode'll of 'City' Uffiversity ·o'f New York·.· The results of this. 
survey were also presented in several publications, inclµding Families 
on Welfare in New York City (City University of New Yor(unda.ted). We 
are grateful for the guidance prqvided by their surveys. 
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families in the unemployment and insufficient employment segments. 

Of the 477 completed interviews, 339 (71%) are from the regular segment 

while 138 (29%) are from the unemployment and insufficient employment 

segments. The completed questionnaires are distributed by location 

as shown in Table One. 

TABLE ONE: Location of Completed Interviews in Task Force Survey 

Location 

Camden 

Jersey City 

Monmouth County 

Newark 

Paterson 

Trenton 

ALL 

Number 

67 

87 

35 

140 

65 

83 

477 

Percent 

14 

18 

7 

29 

14 

18 

100 

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

They generally lasted approximately one hour. Many--though not all-- · 

of the interviewers were ethnically matched with the respondents. 

Respondents were not paid for their participation, but seemed quite willing 

to volunteer responses even though many of thEl questipns involved 

personal matters •. At. the end of the survey, interviewers asked the 
. . . . . . ' 

respondents whether they Hked participating in II surveys like this one. 11 

Seventy-nine percent said yes; 9 percent said no; and 12 percent said 

they were not sure . 
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Because,th$,,T9 sk. B.orce,,surveyJs: not bpsedon .. a pr:'=lcise Stqtewide . , . ' .. ,•. ... ', ..... - ... ,- " ' ,,,_,,. ·,,, ,·, ,,.·· " . ' 

sample-, tts: resµlt:5 cannqt,b~ stric;:tly generali~~d: t9Jh~:tptaL;AFDC 

toward, but not e:x;c;:lu!:liy~ly .c;:omposed of,,.tl10"urbar1 vv-~lfar .. e ppIJulation, 

Puerto Rican families, and male~headed fami1ies relative to ,the c.ompo::,ition 

of the entire caseload of the State. We focused on the urban areas because 

of the lower cost and high concentration of welfare families in those 

locations. · Male-headed families. and Puerto Rican families are rapidly 

growing segments of the AFDC ,population in New Jersey. 

The information derived from the Task Force survey is based on 

verbal responses of AFDC recipients and is therefore subject to 

the normal error and subjective viewpoint which characterizes verbal 

responses to interview surveys. We believe, however, that the re are 

no grounds for ascribing less validity· to welfare recipients' responses than 

the responses of typical population groups in society. A study by Carol 

H. Weiss compared responses to five questions with official records in 

a 1966 survey of AFDC mothers in New York City. She concluded 

that the error rate in these interviews was no greater than for other 

social or economic groups. 2 In the Task Force survey, interviewers 

rated respondents as very or somewhat reliable in 95 percent of the 

cases and rated respondent attitude as positive in nine out of ten cases. 

All of the answers in the survey were broken 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, " 
XXXII Public Opinion Quarterly4 (Winter 1968-69), pp. 622-633. 



'i 
i 
' I. 

. . . . ··1. . . . . 

of these break~downs are .reported·]n· the·pr6:file';Whereyer thet'e:are 
. ' 

' . i 

statisUcally significant 'difference's: betweeri ?roups. -~f no breakdowns 
. . . , . .. I . 

are reported, there are no signiftcant diffetet1ces 'betw¢en the answers, 
.I 
I 

of those people in various sub-categories or the differ~nces likeiy 
. . ' f . . 1 . 

occHrred by chance and were n~t fundament.al •.. ·• . I,. 

-'16-
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GHARAC TERfS'.TTGS- OF 'THE' AFDC POPUt.A TION . 

At the time of the Task_ Force survey and the 1969 HEW survey, 

the AFDC program in New Jersey consisted of three ·segments. The 

regular (C) _ segment pro_vided assistance to needy families deprived of 
•. i :- (. 

parental support because of a parent's death, disability, or al:>sence 
' -

, -, I 11 ' 

from the home. Its cost wa.s shared by the federal, state and county 

levels of government. - The unemployment (F or "U") segment provided 

assistance to needy families with an unemployed father who did not 

qualify for unemployment insurance. Its cost was also shared by 

the federal; state, and county Jevels -of government. The insufficient 

employment (N) segment provided assistance to needy families with 
·- ! ,. 
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fathers who were either employed full-time at sub-welfare wages, or 

receiving unemployment insurance benefits inadequate to meet the basic 

needs of their families (as defined by welfare regulations). Its cost was 

shared only by the state and county levels of government. 

As of October 1970, the latest month for which statistics are 

available, the New Jersey AFDC program was paying benefits to 404,634 

persons in 98,344 families. 313,959 persons in 83, '941 families were 

aided in the regular segment: 2 8, 718 persons in 5, 340 families 

were aided in the unemployme11t segment: 61,957 persons in 8,585 families 

were aided in the insufficient employment s.egment. 
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Our analysis of the 1969 HEW survey indicates that an avera9e /\FOC 

,parent in New Jersey is in her early thirties; a resident of a large city; 

a member of a minority group; and is part of a family of four in the regular 

female-headed segment. In the mal~:-Ji.eaded unemplny!nent seg!llent, the 

typical parent heads a family of six. 

I , 
female heads of families average 32 years of age, whereas male 

heads of families average 33. Ho~~v~r, heads of family who are 

21 years old or younger constitute a. signHicant proportion of the rolls: 

in May 1969, such persons represented 12 percent of the caseload, an 

increase of half over the 8 percent of the caseload indieated in November. 

196 7. 

Residence 

Altho~gh, it is not surprising that the majority of Arbc recipients 
,·. ,• . . '. ·. ': ' : , : . . . . ; 

live in the State's large citi.es (thirty percent in NewarK alone), more 

than four in ten recipiert families live in suburban area~ or medium 

sized towns outside of major metropolit~n areas. The distribution of 

AFDC families by type of municipality as indicated by the 1969 HEW 

survey is given in Table Two. 



TABLE TWO: Residence of AFDG Families. by:t.Type of Municipality 

:,.;, ... / :;. In an SMSA* County 

Within th~ limits of a cenJral city 

400, o·oo or more (Newark) 

250, 000-399, 999 (Jersey City) 

100, 000-249, 999 

Less than 100,000 ' 

Outside of the central ctty ·or cities, 

. ,, . • Not,in:.ai:1 SMSA* 'C'ounty 

In a town or,.city. of 2500· or more .. · 

On a farm 

Neither on a farm nor in a town. of·.:-: · 
2500 or more 

30% 

9% 

9% 

'6% '' 

28% 

o, 

2%', 

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

Ethnic Composition· , .. 

·. The 1967 a:nd 1969 HEW surveys·.:indicate. that the AFDC rolls are 
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composed predominantly of·mtnority group members ... However, between 

November 196 7 and May 1969, there was a shift toward more white,s 
".. - . , 

and Puerto Ricans, with a corresponding·.decrease in:the 0proportion · · 
' ~. • ... ,, 

'~ • l 

· of blacks. •. The ethnic !Composition; .:of the'roUs as indicated by those 

two surveys is given in Table Three. 



TABLE THREE: Ethriic Composition,:df ·AFDG :Rolls·. 
. . . . ) 

Ethnic Group 1967 

Blacks 

Whites 25 

·: ("-·. 
I 

I 

Pdrcent 
I 
i 

· Puerto Rican t< , _ 8 . 

*De(/neid as persons who were born In Puerto me~ 
. . • . . 1· . 

1969 .· 

60 

28 

12 

- - - I - -
-----------.-.-: : •. ------ - - .·. __ .. -- . ·:_-· - .. =- ... •;_:;_:;<.' .. · -·• __ ,:s_ ... : : . I.·' ... :- . -_-_- .· - ~- - -.": .":::-~ 

i 
. - . I _ In the Task Force sample, fr2· percent of the r.e~pqndents were 

black; 17 percent were white; and 21 percentv'fere:,Pue~to Rican. 
! 

Size of Family 
. . . I . 

Contrary to some popular impressionsf the number of children in 
. . I 

families receiving AFDC benefits is not large. The av[erage (mean) 

family i~ ~he re~ular segment of AFDC consists of. one!mother and three 

children. This average size has been declining slight~y since 1967. 
. J . I . 

The median (middle) family si~e is even smaller; half the fai:nilies in 
I 

i 

-20-

the regular segment have no.more than two children. -·Families in the un.,.. 

-- - - ·-- L -employment .segment are larger, consisting of'two adu:Jts and an·a:verage 

of 4. 3 children;*\ 
·, 

*It should he ,noted that the. figures derived_from these! surveys 
include only children for whom AFDC financial supporti is provided 
rather. thar:i all children in a given· family~ Thus, grown children.would 
not be included. 
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AF'.DC families in the r~gular and unemployment segments receive 

ihbit of iheir income froin wielf~ie grants, ·bu(alnios°fhalf of the fami'Iies .. 

receive welfare payments as a supplement to other income from diverse 
. . . 

sources. On the average taken across all famHies, approximately one-

sixth of family i:i'.lcome in these segments comes from non-welfare sources. 

For ex~mple, a family of; four paying $90 rerit with no income should· 

recei~e' from $264 to $33i·per rnorith u~der Ne¼tJersey' s AFDC program, 

depe~ding upon the 'comp:osition of thefarnily~ The 1969 HEW survey 

indicates that in May 1969, the avera<3e family of four received $230 

in w~lfare grants, plus $ 62 from other sources, for a total monthly income 

~f $292. N~t~r~lly, the amount' of the welfare grant varies with the size . 
. . . .. ' . "'( '. '· ·, . . .. ' .· •' ·- . ' . . .-.:. ., 

of the family. Table four shows the averag'e amount of grant, other income, 
. . . 

and total income by family size in the AFDC program in May, 1969 • 

.... ·,. ::_: ... ,.·· 

. '· 
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. . 
:· . . _. . . . 

ORIGINS,.-MOBILtrY, AND-SHELTER 
, ; 1· • ., ? ; t • . - -., • ;~ - r·:~;~, ¥'1 • 

Origins 
;· . ."/"· .. _ \ "t' ·.; · .. i:.-:.'.-.. ... J .. ·•.;.-. ' .I \·'· .. 

Many have contended that poor people m~ve from qneregiqh of the·.·.· 
' , ,.· ,·· .'_r ·.~•:,-:••:',•~·;· •.· .... ~••,• ··\:,•'';:: •_- ... ='-\~ •.-,':~- <: :•~•} ..... ;!( .. :. •, .•.•._ . .::•.•,. ·· .'-:·,•.'· .. • ·, 

country to another ip order to reqeive higher welfare berefit~ According .. · 
.··: ·.· ... ~. ·: ·., ·: ._:·. ' ··.• ·. ·.·.·.. . . ' < . ·.: .·_,·_ ... · ... ,·.·._ .. '. [:.· . : ... · ..... ,., .· ' '. • ... · ·.,. '· · .. ·, . 

to this hypothesis, much of the rapid increase in New Jersey's AFDC rolls 
·< .. - , i • , : • -._ ·.. · ... - • _.·.· • ....•. · ··r .· .· - ..... ,.' .. 

in the past five years can be ascribed to a large influx .!of migrants from 

low-benefit ~~~ther~ states·~,~~ ~~ert~-.Ri~o J~o ~re d;l~~~othe Sta~~-
• • • .-< • • • • • • l . . 

·. . . : . . . . . ,: ·,''! . ·.. . . . .·. 
by its high level of benefits. Although this is a plausiple hypothesis;. 

there is litt~e support for it from our ~na'iysis. of _data ftpm the Task 
, . . . .: - .. -c··. ,. .· ·.. . .. _s·, ... - .• ·. 1·· ···-•·· ...... . 

Force s4rve! __ g~d- the l 9fr9 HEW 8,~~~y M,o~t _recipient~ we~r~ born ln. · 
,: ·. ... .. . . . ..· ....... ·'< · .. " .. _. ·'.::·· .. : .. ·1•·· ... •••.". . :·· '. 1·.· 

New Jersey or came to New Jersey by the time 1:heywer~ eighteenyears 
. . ,,,, ,.--.·'· . •.-,, ,. •· . ' ·. . .. ,; . ; : .. : 

old. Of those who migrated, almost ali spent at 1eas~\e;~.i;:al ;e~rS: 
.. ' 

i~ the State before they appHed for welfare.·_·· l ·. . . ·.: ··. . .... . . . . ... i' '.' .. : ' '·: '.:··· .... 
The 1969 HEW survey indicated that 36 percent of the AFDC. mother,s 

I . 
I 

had been born in New Jer9ey. Those not born in New J~rsey had moved . . ' . t . . . . . ' . 

·:... . . . . . I .. . ·. .. ... 
to the State an average of eleven years prior to th.e sutj,ey. · Only 23 .. 

,. . I .. 
percent of the non-natives, or 15 percent of a11 recipients, had lived . . . . : .. '. 

in New Jersey for five years or less.priorto the survey{.· 
! 



-------~~------------------------------------_;~---------------
. . : .. #·.. • . .;.: . . ," ., .' ,, ' .• · . ' ·. . ·.· • ,. ' ,. '·-. .. .• . . "f • ' • . 

TABLE FNE : Years. of New jersey '.Re·stden'ce ·of -Non.:..natives 

.. . . 

1 or less 

2.- 3 

4- 5 

6.- 10 

11:..15 

16 or more 

,,. ~-.' - Percent 

28 

20 . 

. . . 
29 

. . ". . , . ' . . .. ------------------------------------------------~-----~------
The sample used for the' Task Force interviews showed a similar 

distribution. While somewhat te'wer (30 percent) of the respondents in 

the Task Force inte~i~w SUI"\TeY were born: in New Jersey, the average 
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non-native recipient interviewed had moved to New Jersey thirteen years 

prior to the intervie~s •• An ethnic classification of this figure shows that 

the average white mlgrant moved,-into the State nineteen years ago; the 

. aver~ge bi~ck migrant iri~ved into the 'State fourteen year's ago; and 'the 

average Puerto Rican migrant moved into the State eleven years ago. 

Those who did migrate to New Jerseywere an average of twenty-one 

years old when th~y arrived. Affiong Puerfo Rican families, 'the average 

was slightly higher, at twenty..;s'even' years. A large proportion of those 

'who did migfate into the Stat~ c::ame i~ith their families prior to adulthood. 

Forty~two percei:it of the nonln~tive's ~ntered- New Jersey when they were 

eighteen years old, or younger., By ethnic breakdown, this figure is 

51 percent for blac;k r~~iP,!'3nts .' 52 i:,erc.en! for Vvhite -recipients, and 23 

percent for Pu~rto' Rr6~n:-ii611:herits •.. ·;• .:-



Recipients who did migrate to Neyv Jer,sey c::a,me from; two major areas 
. ... . "' ;,... .. --,,:.·,: ·, \ .. · ·.>' . '. . i•' ·.·• .. 

j 
of the country, depending on their race.* Of the blacks 1vVho moved to New 

i' ' > ,•.· :,· - ,_.,- , ., ' ,•' • , • 

·1 
Jersey, most were born in the southeastern states. Half!rpigrated from the 

Carolinas, and a quarter came from Georgia or Virginia. Of the whites who 

moved to New Jersey, most (66 percent) came from New york or Penn~ylvania, 

with a scattering from Europe, West Virginia, Ohio or Maryland. . ·.. . I .•. 
The increasing number of recipients (of all ethnic backgrounds) from the . I 

neighboring states of New York and Pennsylvania suggest that there may be 
i 
! 

occurring .a suburqanization of the. urban welfare problemJ. 
.. ' ,. ! .. 

In the Task Force survey, 42 percent of the recipienits who had migrated 

as adults said they had lived in' ,cities most.of their life before. coming to_New 

Jersey •.. Thirty-9ne percent had lived. in smal,l towns., and 2 7_ percent on farms. 
' 

Responses to the Task Force _swvey indicated that ~ost persons who came 

to New Jersey as aq.ults were financially independent of /public assistance for ·. . .. : . . .· . ! . . . . 

many years before applying forwelfare. According to thl responses, the average 

adult migrant had lived hereJor 6. 5 ye,ars before applyinb for welfare. H.oWever, 
. . . . . . J . 

there was a considerable difference between male and fe 1male heads of household 

in this regard~ Women had lived in New Jersey an averige of 5 .1 years. before 

applying for assistance, Whereas rr;iales had liyed in the. State an average of 

8. 7 years before applying. The.re weredi,fferences betwyen ethnic .9roups as . 
. . . r . 

well .. Before applying for ass/$tance, black,s ?ad lhred tn New Jersey an average 

of 6. 8 years ,whites an average of ,8 •. 6 year:s,, and P,uertoiRi<:::ans an average 

of 5. 4 years. 

* By definition, all' Puerto Ri~ans in' the s'Urvey were born in Puerto Rico. 
Although most came to New Jersey directly from Puerto. Rtco, .some migrated 
by way of New York. · · · · · · · 
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Recipients who had moved to New Jersey as adults were asked in the 

Task Force survey to give ~ome of the reasons they had come to the State. 
;_1; 

As indicated in Table Six, the preponderance of respondents cited the 
• . ' • ,i, ,• ,••, ,' , ' ' " •'· .' .. ' I. i, 1' ,' • 

possibility of a better job, the presence of friends or relatives, or other 
,- ' . '.. . .. ' ,. ,, ,, . . ' 

factors. A few named better schools or less 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 49 

Better Schools 9 

Had friends or relatives here 37 

Less discrimination 4 

Higher welfare payments I 

Other 25 Adds to more than 100 
because of multiple 

All 125 responses 

Most recipients said they plan to remain in New Jersey for the -

foreseeable future. Ninety-one pe;rcent expected to live here definitely 

a year from the time of the interview, with 7 percent unsure , and 2 percent 

planning to .move. Sixty-seven percent _planned to live in New Jersey 

definitely five years from the time of the interview, with 28 percent .· . ,. . .. -' . ,,'' . ' .. . 

unsure,. and 5 percent planning to IT1ove wit):'l.in that time. span. 
'',.' 

Mobility 

Welfare recipients tend to move somewhat more than the.rest of the 

population. Only a quarter of the recipients in the Task Force survey have 
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·r 
! 
I 

lived in the same neighhOrhood Jor six yea.rs or iliore. ' iThe reciplehts: 
. · .... ' .... , ·. . .. ·.·: .. : ··.' • .... :II ·. •· , ..... ·. ·•• 

in the sample have lived in the same apartment' (or houste) for an average . 
' : , . ·.. , , ·; . ·: . I , 

of 2. 3 years. About 2 7 percent of AFDC families said that they had moved 
I 

'·' I. ". .._ , 

during the year preceding the survey. This is sbmewhat high.er than the 
I 
i 

national average for all families. 

-------------------------------------------- ___ I ______ -- ----- -
' ,, ' ·, : i ' 

TABLE SEVEN: "How.long have you been living fo this abartment (or house)?" 

Less than one year 

1 - 2 years 

3 - 5 years 

6 - 10 years 

10 or more years 

Percent 

27 

36 

24 

9 

4 

-------- ------' ------.----------, '-------- '------J- ---- ' - ' - '' --- '-----
. ·1 . 

Shelter 
I 

Several studies indicate that AFDC recipients in Ne
1
w Jersey pay 

. . . · .. · .... , ......... · .·. . .. l 
high rentals for housing that is crowded and largely dila(pidated. 

··• . . . . . . . . . I . 
The 1968 AFDC housing survey conducted by the Nelw Jersey 

Division of PubHc Welfare indicated that the prepondera[nce of recipient 
. . . . . , . . .. . . . ·,. . , ,•· . . · .. , . I . 

families (81 percent) live in private rental housing·, white a sizeable 
. . .· , ..... , : ..• ·.··· .. : ·: ,., .,·.· . . ' I . . . . 

fraction (14 percent) live. in public housing, and a few (5 percent) live 

in their own homes.,. Adcorcfo{g to'the st~a:y,'forty' perce\nt of the families 
i . . . I . 

live in dilapidated housing units. This figure rises to 48 percent withinthe 
. . I 

I,, 



,, 

-~ 

The cost of housing is relat.ed to family size. In 1970, a family 
;·,: p; 

of two paid an average of $86 per month for shelter costs, compared with 

$110 per' month for; a:·,farni!Yof·eight. '''There;ha:s,beerfl'apid'inflation in the 

cost of ·welfare housin'g iri the last·two'year·s. Between 1'968 'and 197'0,. • 

the average shefref costs for' a family of four inCreased from $ 76 per 

month to •$97:per morith•, an· increment,oL28 percent. Table Eight compares· 

the ave:rage housing cost~ by family size· ,(through the size of ten)·, for fall · 

1968 with the cost in· December 1'970. · These figures do not include the cost 

of utilities. If \itilities were included Jn the rental cost , ofoa recipient in 

the sample/·a standatct·amount was deductedtb makeall costs comparable •.. ·. 

TABLE EIGHT:•,,: She1ter Costs for'AFDG"Families, by Family Size, 1968 arid 1970 

· · Avera~ e Cost 
Family Size 1968 1970 

2 $61 $86 

3 $71 $95 

4 $76 $97 

5 $80 $100 

6 $86 $103 

7 $83 $97 

8 $81 $110 

9 $83 $97 

10 $91 $102 

-------------------------------------------------------------------~--
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,, 
. FAMILY STRUCTURE AND CHILDREN 

-_ In order to qualify ·for;:theJ::egu:l?:r'.,segm;ent;pfA,:f'.QG-1'; a.: faIDilY .m,l;J.st .. ; , · 
' ' . . ' ·. j ' . . 

be deprived of. the, s'upport of, a panmt because at-his ,d~qth, ,qisability , •. 
. .. ' . .· ' .. ' ' .. .· i . 
or absence..froin the home,_.· The n.umoer ofrfemllies aid_e~. in tlJis 

. ·_ .. . '. . ,. . .. ' . ' . ' ' i . '. . . . . . 
category has recentlyibeen expacnding:.yer.:y rapipaly; ..the ,pamqer of ·,r.egular -

. AFDC families irt Nev,/ Jersey' has <;i<:>ublecl in :.<:>nlY.•tWQWtcar~ -: ,:¥et littl~> 

is known about the.causes.of this-increa.s•e or tbe ,,fc;H;::.to~s. assocJpt9d,,, • -
. . . . . I . 

. • ··. . .- . · I .. 

with the concomitant increa.s,edn family••l::>rl;lq.k up •. ,.Data; :on th,~ 

. father'.s, relation~hip to .hi-s• family: ~a~: b.e obtained,frpm:]the JIEW ·ca~~. "· -·· · 
. ... . -._: ·. ·. _.. . . ·! . . ·. 

. ·. ' . .. . i . . . 
· record -surveys., In.the -Task .Force survey ,-we so.ught-tcb-c:Lnqui:re.into . . . . . . . . _-_- . . . . . . I . -
the·circum:stances. s,urrounding the l;>r.e~,k: up;ofrthe-famil~ qnc(,also-_ . ·. . . . . . I . . . . 

. . - . . - I 
to obtain iilforma.tion aboµt the welfare of the children. l .- ., ' ., ".'' . . ' ' 

. . .· . . .1 · . . , ... 
Af;> of October 1970,. s.s percent of the families and rs perc:ent of 

. :: ,_ . . . ··1·· 
,· _. ., . ,j 

the persons on AFDC in New Jersey v:rere in the regular !(C) segment. 
1 ·, 

· Accordin9 to the 1969 HEW case record survey, the fathrr is a.bsent . 

from the. home in 89 percent of the G seg_ment cases, with desertion 
I 

(3 0 percent) and non -:mairiage to mother .(36 percent) the most · 

important factors-. A detailed listi~g of the father's stalus . 
• •• •• I ·., . 

. in relation to his family is given in Table Nine. 

i 
I 
! 
I. 
I r . 

• I 



-----------------------. ------------------ -------------------' 

TABLE NINE: Status of the Father of AFDC Families 

Percent of Families in 
Regular Segment 

DEAD 
INCAPACITATED 

ABSENT FROM THE HOME 

Divorced 5 
Legally Separated 2 
Separated without court decree 11 

· Deserted - 3 0 . 
Not marri-ed to mother 36 
In prison . 3 
Absent for another reason 2 

OTHER STATUS 

4 
5 

89 

2 

------------------------------------------------------ ---------
The Task Force sample had a slightly different composition of 

families in the female-headed portion of the survey. In response to 

a question about marital status, 48 percent of the respondents in the 

regular segment families 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 considerably according to 

ethnic background: 34 percent of the black women were single; 17 percent 

of the Puerto Rican women were single; arid 9 percent of the white women 

were single. 

The average married woman in the regular segment of the Task Force 

sample was married thirteen years prior to 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 



the home, while 44 percent of the husbands of black women were in 

the home. (In the regular AFDC program, the family can receive 

aid with the husband:_present if he is disabled.) 

Those women who were widowed or divorced became so ah average 

of seven years prior to the survey. For the women who were separated, 

estrangement from their _husbands occurred an average of slightly more 

than six years before the survey. Nine of ten single and SE?parated women 

said .they had no hope of reconciliation with their husbands. Two-thirds 

of the women who were separated, divorced, widowed, or single did 

not expect to marry anyone "in the next few years. " In this regard, 
,, ' 

there were significant differences according to the women's ethnic 

background. While only 3 8 percent of white women did not expect 

to remarry, 76 percent of Puerto Rican women and 69 percent of black 

women had similarly pessimistic expectations. 

Because the father is not married to the mother in 36 percent of 

the regular AFDC families, it is apparent that a large proportion of 

the children in AFDC families have been born out of wedlock. Not all 

out of wedlock children are in families headed by unmarried women, 

however. Some families broken up because of desertion, separation, 

or divorce include out of wedlock children. In all, 3 8 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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'- In: order ta: ·determine; wtiether the, welfore 9ystern encourages the . . . .. . .. . . . . .. , . . . ·-. . ·, ' 

preak;up of Jarnilies·, the. Task For-CE.! survey}isked wome~ wh<:> were 

separated: from their: hu.sba,11d!:i ,severa,1 questions .abou,t the circ_1,1mstances_. 
. . , . . . . . . . . . 

surrounding their estrangement. Many welfare.experts _have argued that . ,, ' " :, . ··•. . . 

the ineligibility of .intact families for ,categoric~!, welfare programs. in 

New rersey prior to January 196,9 constituted an _incentive for the father.-

·to: des:ert so that hisJamHy, could qualify for. a sub.sistence income. . .. . . . -· , . . ' . - ·. 

The Task .Force· .questions were intEmded · to d~termine whether the availability 

of welfare .was a .director indirect factor .. in the desertion of the fathers. 

In response to:a dir_ect question, 12 percent of the separc;ited women 

rated the possibiUty, of-receiving welfare benefits as-an important 

factor in their. estrangement·, .altj:lqugh 88 pefcEmt. reported th.at the 

possibility of receiving welfare benefits was unknown or unimportant in 

the, separations.> Twenty-:--five percent_ of women in the separc;:tted category 

said that the estrangemEmt had t_akeh p:Lc;1ce 13.fter the family began receiving 

assistance~ 

While the availability of welfare payments apparently played a direct 

role only- for a, sroall minority of the families, a large proportion . _. 

reported ,s,evere s.trains over. financial matters priqr to the separation. 

Forty-five percent of the women stated that their. husbands were out of 
•' ' .. ' -- .' . . ..... 

work or working .less th,an usual ·_when the separation.took place. 

There:<Were substantial..cUffer~nce-9 afl}ong the ethnic groups on- this 

point. · Fifty'.'"three percent ,.of: ,th~ black husband.1:1, ~5 percent of the 

• •• • ,;., • .,•·•:• r,_·•• 
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white husbands, and 2 9 percent 0£ the P'u·erto ·Rican husbands· were working 

less, or not at all. (Former husbands also had fow..;..skil1ed j0bs ,. even 

when they were normally employed> with 89 percent in the .crafts, 

operative, service, 'or iaborer categories.) , I 

In addition, a subs'tantial majority (58 perc·ent) of the women 

reported that, prior to separa.tion, they argued with their hu-sbands about 

lack of money· "very often", with another 23 perdent· of the women reporting 

such arguments at least •isorrietim·esY. "·Again,; there were· differences 

among the ethnic groups. Black worrieri reported arguments about 

finances very often in 64 · percent of the casesr Puerto Rican families 

reported such arg:uments in 50 percent- of the cases; and white 

families reported such a.rgtiinents in 44·percent of the cases. 

Children 

The primary purpose of the· AFDC program, as set forth in Title IV-A 

of the Social Security Act, is to e'nable 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 6f ,the· children iri school and the · 

parent's expectations about theirchildren•s·future. 

The questions about the ch ildteri' s 'educational progress revealed 

many problems. Over 30 percent.of all parents"intervtewed tndicated 

that their child failed ~t least cm~ subject ori hfs last;repott 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 parents ju:dged,that tµeir children had "poor II 
.. . . . . . .. ' , '. . ,.. . .. •.,_ ' -·· -~. . 

records .at school. Thirty-seven percent of the parents st~ted that their -

child had been 1eft back in school at some time. Most of this• 

group of children had failed (54 percent) , but al~ost one.;,fifth had been 

left back because• of fllness . 

The poverty of w-elt~te families had· a direct, negative impact 

on school achievement. _- -Orie-fifth of the respondents stated that _ 

their children had been absent :from school at least once because of . . 

their lack of adequate shoes or clothing • 

. Most parents had strong feelings and expectations about the 

future of their children. --- Over half pf the parents rated the chHd Is 
performance in school as ".favorable,; • Fifty-five percent expected their •-

. . . - . ' . . . 
children would finish high school, while 24 percent expected their 

i • - • -

children to complete at least some college. Welfare parents had 

- higher hopes than expectations for their chHdren's future~_ Fifty"."'three 

-_ percent of the parents interviewed ~at1ted their :children to have a prof es ston, 

but only 44 percent expected that their children would achieve this goal. 

The disparity between hope and expectation was greatest among black and 

Puerto Rican parents • 
- - . . . 

Over half--57 percent~- ·of the;parents reported discussions with 

caseworkers about their children •. According to the recipients,- most 

of these conversations (55 per9erit)_ eentered on th~ general upbringing 

of the children, rather than.more specific problems. For example, less 
. . ·:;~ __ ; . . ,: . . .. ·-.: . 

than one-fourth of. the recipients said they spoke to th.~ir_ ~a,sew~rJ.-.ers about 

. the children Is health or speciflb;~j~b:: pqs-~t~ilt:ti~.r~kl<their'o:lder children. 
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The 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act re~uited states 
·:·:--~/<. :\-',~ -~ ~. ,. j -. ":-;', .:·:•·-<"..::.· 

for the first time to offer and provide family planning dervices on a voluntary 
) , ', - "· , .. , . 3 .· ... ,.. . . L. J . . 

basis to ''all appropriate cases ••• 11 In New Jersey, the Division of 

Public Welfare has implemented this legislation b;,:;~J~~rin~ . th~~ .. -. . .. 
•, , , · .. ·- :, ' ·-.,' .,, _,. ·._. ' ' .- _., : ' ; _-... . , ': '· ·, ' ., ' J ·, ' . . 

"All (APDC) !ndlv,ldu~l.~ :-'{~~!~\I famll:'. plann!Ilg ·~~rvf es shall be advised 

of the availability of these services .•• and such services shall be 
- -- . -- >-- : : · - , ..-. - , __ ', _ . -- __ . - I :, - . ·· , _ _ .. , _ -

offered to all individuals, r~gaidl~ss of age, marital Jtatus, or parental. 
. . ' ' . 

status. They shall be inform:ed of all reasonable available sources 
- - · .. ---, - -- - ,.,. · ··. --- , :.--·- ., .. ,, ,·, -: .,, /- __ -- -:- _,_ •i_ -. --Ii_ .! _ __. - _ - - - - __, 

at which such services are obtainable. 11 County Welfare Boards are 

required to p~y for ~~~ily s
1

e~ices ,and to cerlify' t~a~ 11 ••• all 
, ·'. .. , , •, ' ' . ,,• ••, • . •I' . ·_ ' i ,, , .··., 

board members, professional staff and appropriate personnel, have 

been inst;~~tedas to po,~icies c:ncerni~g the provl;ioi 0of family plan~in~ •·· 

goods and s~rvlces and that ~perat;~~al pro~edures a+ r~pdate to the 

fuU execution of such policies have been enunciated nd established 

a~d are in fuH force and effect:.--:, 4, 
( : 

In order to assess the demand, utilization, ailability of family _ 

planning services for AFDC f~milies, the Task Force survey included a 
. . . 

- series of questions concernirtg family planning. 
,. ··; .r: . . 

The average (mean) age of the first pregnancy of others responding. 

to the Ta~k Fo~e s~rve; w~s' n·~n~teen ~ears.:~~; ~~~~f~urth ,of ~he 

mothers ~eported that ~h~~;- fi~~t- ;;~~n~~cy ~ook. pl~:e lt: a~e ·l~. ·or 

younge_r . The di~tributi~n ,of ag~ ~f ~~~~~ancy1 i~ I gi~~n in. Ta~le T~~. 
. . l __________ ._,._·,·._····'•··:.(~ ;..:, ·'···:·. _.;;,:,·::~-;~... --:\·._-·:~: ,,••.. ;\f· .:.·•i_;-~·-·J., 

3. · 42 United States Code Annotated,section 602 (a) (ls). 
4. ·c1tcular'Lettef1#58lff~n,:.fa'ry:.24,,~19:;G·!lt:h,·•,_j,:,_·· ·t"'~.-.. ,.,· - .,,, '· 



' . -37-
: ·. . ._ ... ·· _·_. . · .. ·· ,. _· .·.,·. _.·. . · .. ··. . ._· . '· .. ·._. ' · .. · 

----·--. -.- · .. ' - ., · ... ·· - ._· ·, .... --~ ..... · .. --<- ~- .· ..... - .-,. ·, ' - .: ,.: - .- " . ,, ... ~.- '· --:--
TABLE TEN: .;Age.qf Fir~t,Preg_i;iaqcy: R_.epor~ed b,Y,.AFDC .Mothers.-.•. 

,. . .. . -"· ,. ... ' ."- ,.,1 .• 

A9e.Gro1,1p 

13 - 16 

. 17 - 18 

19 --21 

22 and over 

Percent.,, 

30 

25 

19 

---------- ----------- --- - -~ ----~ ------ --- ---~--- --- : 

The most recent pregnancy was an clver~ge of five years previo.us to the 

survey.' 

Most mothers indicated that they wo.uld not·h!;ive so many 

children if they could, start ov~r agciin and successfully plan their families. 
: .... , ,, ,... 

Although the AFDC mothers had given birth 1:6 an average of 4 .. s 
children, they indicated that they would prefer to have an average 

of 2. 6 children. Black m'others wanted fewer (an average ·of 2 .3) children 
. . ' . 

than women in other ethnic groups • ·. \'Vhife IIlOthers desired an average .· 

of 2 7 children, whiie Puerto Rican mothers desired an average 
. ' 

of 3 • 5 children. -

An overwhelming majority '(79 percertt) of the re~pondents s'aid that 

they did not want to bear any additional·child~en, while f6 percent want 

more and.5 percent say they do not know ... ,Moreover·, few women e~pect'' 
,· ' 

'> •, t'~ ,., .: ;,_, :: ! I .. :,·,•• ' .•; • •' •'i,; 

, to have any more children~ as shown in Table Elevep 

1 
••:;,, 
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- ., ( . ;.-.. •· . ; . ·- . : ' ··- ,,, .. - . -------------------. -------------------·-------------------------
TABLE ELEVEN: Number of Additi611al Children Expect~d by AFDC Mothers 

Number of Expected 
Future Births 

0 

l 

2 

3 or more 

i Perctent 

i - ----- ---------------- ~--------------~-----J ________ --------. . I 

I 
i .. Even though few of the mothers wanted or expected more children, 

less than half (43 percent) said that they practiced so'me form of 
... • . . . I . 

I 

contraception. Among the three ethnic groups, only zls percent of 
"( 

Puerto Rican women reported using a contraceptive method, whereas 
. . I 

42 percent of white women and 5 0 percent of black wdmen said they 
. '·. . . . . . -1·· . . 

- > •• ! _. • ' . 

practiced contraception. _Seven percent of the AFDC tnothers were 

pregnant at the time of the interview. : 
. . . . ! ' . 

In spite of federal and State regulations mandatirig that counties . . I 
' offer and provide family planning services to all appropriate families, 

·' 
i only 13 percent of the families reported that a caseworker had 

• ' I 

offered information about family plannipg. · Of those Women who 

did discuss famHy planning with a caseworker, threeTfourths said that 
I 

the caseworker had suggested a specific source of family planning services. 

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

· official case records which were the basis for this survey indicated that . . I 
I 

caseworkers had offered family planning information and counseling 



without medical referral to 15 percent of the families; and had offered 

family planning information and counseling with mediGal referral to 

9 percent of the families. 

It is clear from the above statistics that few mothers• are directed 

to sources of family planning services through the welfare system. 

Yet seventy percent of the black and white worren, and 38 percent of 

the Puerto Rican women said they know where to get free advice 
. ' .. •· . . --
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about family planning. About seven women in ten had Planned Parenthood 

clinics in mind.when they spoke of a free source of services. In 

. addition, half of the women said they had already spoken to a doctor 

about family planning, but friends (38 percent), relatives (35 percent), 

and hus.bands (2 8 percent) were also sources of family planning information. 



EDUCATION,AND EMPLOYMENT. 

I 
;: " ' ' .i/ ' ; ., ' ' " ' '' ,. ''' ' .••; ; - .... ) :i.'' " ','; .· ' ·:, ;· 

Passage of the 1967 ame·ndments fo the Social Security Act marked 
,•, ' '' .1· ' ' ' ' ,, " ' ·,: ' 

the beginning of a major policy of encouraging AFDC' recipfents to 

wor, k. These amen_· drnents made provision for 'vvage fnc:e;ritives', employ-
,, . I 

! 

ment and ~~rktra0ining' programs,' and 'Clay c~rfu for 'terrtiiile h~ads of 

the A~D~ program, Collect1;ei; lm~leme:fed as th~ f rk Inc:ritive 

(WIN) Progratn, these provisions were intended to inc~ease greatly the 
' "' ' ' :•' · .. ·.. ' ·. : ' ' ; ' ' J ' ,, ' ' ' ' 

economic 1nde,pendence of AFDC recipie'nts. The~/bec[a.me especi~lli' 

' import~rifin New J. ersey ~fter lhe:'initiation'of the AFbC ':.. lJnemplbymerit 
. I 

I , 
! 

and Ar'DC - Ihsufficient EmPfo;m~-rit s~gments in Janu,fry '1969, which. 
"·' ,, ' ' ' ',·, ·. '·. ·' ' ', ' ' ,·. ' ' ' .· .i ,- ' 

provided 'assistance to k?W income famiiies with ableHbodied'fathers 

I in the home. I 
! 1· . C· .. . 1,, 

A large section of the Task Force interview survey concerned the 

work experience and expectations of AFDC recipients. The responses 

of the recipients terrl todispel the notion that welfare tecipients are 
' I . . I . 

lazy or that they are uninterested in seeking gainful e)nploym~nt. 
' 

I . 

On the whole, the Task Force survey indicates that, 9espite low 

' skills and lack of adequate education, recipients havr con~iderable 
l 
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work experience. Virtually all of tl)e men, and the ov 1erwhelming majority 

of the women, want to return to work. But many foreJee major 

obstacles such as child care (for the women) or poor health. 
I 

I 



Becaµse .tJ:ie worl:c. e:x;per:iez:ipe, expectations, and education of 
• ' • • •. ; • / .. ,. -: • ) • " ,. ' _' , ; • • • . •. { i • ~• ' , ' ,• ' ' . _' • ' , • . / : • ~• . • : 

the female and male h!:;lc;tds of household are fundamentally . . . ' . . . . . . ' ' ' . : ' '. ' .,. . : ' . . . . . . . . .• 

different, this section is divided into two parts·. The first part deals 

with families in the regular AFDC program, which lack an able-bodied 

male. The seconq pc:i,rt deals with the intact, male-headed 
. . ., . . ·, '.. .. . ' . . : ', . 
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families of the AFDC Unempl9yment and Jnsufficient .Employment programs. . ; . - . :,: ' . . ... . •. : / , 

Education and Employment: Female Heads of Households 
l 

Education 

One of the best single, measures of potential income is educational 
. . . . . ' 

achievement. Based on this mec:rnure, the earnings potential of most 
; .. : . . . ; 

AFDC mothers is not high •. The 1969 HEW survey indicates that the 

median (rr{iddle) education.al level of female heads of· families in 

the regular program is. approxl{nately tenth grade; .. Even though more than 

seven out of ten AFDC mothers have at loo st some high school education, 

only 2 7 percent have high school diplomas~ a's shown in Table Twelve. 
. . . •. . ,' . . . ' -----------------------------------------------------·--------

TABLE TWELVE: Highest Level of Schooling Completed by AFDC Mothers 

Percent 

Elementary School: 
Less than 5th grade(including none) 8 
5th to 7th grade lo' 
8th grade 10 

High School:. 
1st year 'to 3rd year 45 
High S,chool ~rc1duate 2 2 

College: 
1st to 3rd year 
College Graduate 

5 
0 

Cumulative Percent 

8 
18 

.28 

73 
95 

100 
100 

--------------------------------------------------------------
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Among Pu~rto''ki~~~ ~omen, tht·;d~b'~tfbnaff~vei'is 'elen;16,,.;ei.: ·forty-
. I . 

. • • • .'.'. , . .' .... ;- . .. • -·· ·,-; ' -•· .-, . - .. _,, _1 . . . . • . -.. 

four percent of the Puerto Rican AFDC mothers have c·ompleted less than 
- .- I • -

I 

five years of schooling. ----
· ..• _ 'i ·•;·· /.,,:· 

Present Employment Status , 
. . I - -

. - - . . ·, ·,. :, ... -- - .,. - . . - ., : ·,: ,, : - : -- -- , - -I ~" ... - --- --- •· • - - . - . 
About H percent of the womeri c'ori.tinue to work evjeh while' receiving' --. . 

' . 
. -- t· . --. . .'. ,- ,. . . . -_ --,. . . '• ,. . .. ; .. . 

weifare, ~c~ording t~ the 1969 HEW:S~N~Y- wohien'vrho are e~ployed_ 
• • • I 

are divid~d almo·s~ ·~qually bet~eeri-th6s e 'who' ;1ork 'p~rt~t1mi 

and tho5,~ ~ho work~ull~tim~ •.. : : _ '" ;. _ _ __ j ,· J .- ·• .-- . _- _-. __ _ __ 
According to the 1967 HEW survey, the AFDC worn1em are concentrated 

;- ; . ·. ' . , ' . .· . . . ·. -.. -_ • I . . . . . . " i" · .... . .. 
in low skilled occupations~ with well over half classified as service. 

. . ! ·. .• • • " • ' • -. . _. . . . ' • i 

workers (incl~ding d~m~stics{ :or u·~s-killed !~borers>· ! .. 
---------------~-----~-----------:--~-~--~----------------------------. '• .. , . ' . .- --- ·;· .. - '. " .. _. · . :_: . :· : , :: . . '. . 'i ·- '· . : ·~, . . . 

-TABLE THIRTEEN: __ Current oJ:.:us_uqLQccupationa1 Clas~ of AFDC Mothers (1967) 
" . I 

Professional or managerial; clerical· and sales 
.. , . ' . . .'·.. ,: -... : .. ,·· ,.,:,'i ·· ... 

Craftsmen, foremen, -and kindred workers 

Farm Lq.borers-

Operatives _and kindred semi:-skilled workers 
-- '.::, . . . 

Seivice workers, except private household 

Private hou~ehold service workers 

Unskilled laborers 

Never held, employment 

··r·· 

. ·, ·.,,. . 

Percent 

13 

1 

2 

11 

18 

14 

Js 
- - - , . . - .i - ,I·-:>.. . - , - - - .. ------ ----------- -- . ----------------------- -----------------. I -



More than eight out of ten AFDC women interviewed by the Task 

Force said they have had regular employment in the past, even though 
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they have been employed in low wage, unstable jobs. Eighty-one percent 

of the women interviewed reported that they have worked on a regular job 

for pay. In all, since the age of 16, the average female recipient (32 

years old) has worked for eight years.* On average, the longest time 

worked continuously at a single job was 4. 2 years. For those who 

said they were not working, but had previously worked, the last 

regular job was about four and one-half years prior to the survey. 

Two-thirds of this group said they had quit their last jobs, with 28 percent 

reporting they had been laid off, and 6 percent saying they had been 

fired. Of those who had quit, one"'"third cited bad health, one-third cited 

family responsibility, and one-third cited pregnancy as factors in 

their decisions. 

In order to get another indication of the employment potential of 

AFDC women and to find out what they valued in employment, the 

Task Force survey included a series of questions about the "best job" 

ever held by the respondents (if they had worked). The best job was 

the present job for half of the females who said they were working, while 

it was the last job for two-thirds of those who had previously worked. 

For the entire group, the best job was held six years prior to the survey. 

The best jobs were in predominantly unskilled and semi-skilled occupational 

*Defined i§.s full.:..Hme:'Eifuplbymeht 'i:it least"eight ct.it of twelve months. 



-44-

, "'- : >. • • ,·· 

categories, similar to the current or usual occupationa~ classifications 

of the respondents. 

Thirty-nine percent of the women said that their e<:3-rnings were the 

factor which made that job best. The average earnings on the best ·, 
' ' -: ' ,· . .·_.; .. 

job were less than $68 per week. An additional 17 percent cited "interesting 
I . 

work" as the factor which made that job best, With lesjser proportions 

citing working cond,itions, security, coworkers, and trreatment by the 

boss as key factors. 

Attitude toward Employment 
II 

In their responses to the Task Force survey--as ~ell as other 

surveys outside the State, AFDC mothers indicate a preference for 
. . . ' . 

work over welfare, if day care and jobs are made available. In 
' " ' 

response to a direct question, 79 percent of the AFDC 'mothers interviewed 
I 

'!, 

in the Task Force survey said that they would prefer td work than to 
i 
I 

stay home and take care of their children. These respondents 

cited two reasons most frequently: the desire for mord money and increased 
\ ! 

independence. Of that fraction which stated a preferepce to · stay home, 
,' ' 

56 percent said it would be "better for the children to do so", while 
.I 

25. percent cited ill health. 

Viewed from another perspective, . almost seven oJt of ten of the 
' ' ·. ' ,, ', ',,, ' ' ' ' \' 

currently unemployed female recipients interviewed fo~ the Task Forde 

survey said they would try for a full-time job if free day care were made 
! 

available to them. Puerto Rican AFDC mothers were more reluctant to 

leave their childrem and work, ·wtth only ,47,per,centresporidlng affirmatively 
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to this question,, in·compariscm JQ' 74,perc:,ent .9f l:llack:JY!Pther:s and, 71 pE!rcent 

of white mothers. Only 21 percent of these women said they knew of a 

place where they could leave,their c:hildren tfJhey<were to get a job 

immediately .. 

Female. heads of household were asked. how- much.they thought 

they would need to earn to, becorne independE,mt of welfare ass.istance. 

On average, recipients, estimated that,they would ne!:ld $·88 per weE;:lk, 

but half said they would wor)< for $80 or !E)SS, The type of job they said 

they would need paraUE)led theJr usual occupational categqries. • But, 

even though 79 perce1;1t thought.they.could get "a job1ike that", most 

estimated that they .could actually e9rn only se>mewhat less t.han they 

would need, with $ 75 per week the average estimate of potential earnings. 

Nevertheless, most recipients were optimistic about the possibility 

of future employment. Eighty-four percent expected to have some 

type of employment in the future, and 70 percent expected full-time work. 

Caseworker Assistance in Employment 

In spite of the new emphasis on job training and employment for 

welfare recipients, only a small minority of AFDC mothers report 

positive results from their contacts with caseworkers. About 35 percent 

of the women in the regular AFDC program reported that they have had 

a discussion with a caseworkeLabout job training or employment. Of 

this 35 percent however, only slightly more than a third said that the 

caseworker specifically offered to help them get a job. In turn, of that 

group, slightly less thah a third were helped by the casevyorker to get 

a job. Thus, orrlyabout.one-'ninttr.of·the :w-omen°whoreported discussions 
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about training or employment sald they were helped in:.a:ctually finding 
I 

a job.* 
I 

Similarly, only 22 percent oftheAFDc,mothers Said•that they have 
I 

had a specific offer of job training from their caseworkeir. Of this group;.· 

70 percent said they accepted the offer, and slightly m~re than a third· 

(35 percent) of those who accepted reported that they actually received 
. I 

training. ,Hence; only about 5, percent of the femalehelds of household· 
• I 

said they actually received training through the welfare system·~ 

In contrast,· 14 percent of the women reported that they had obtained 
i 
I 

training oh their own, without the help of the caseWorkJr. Of those 

who received training, only' 41 percent obtai11:ed Work at the· job for ·. 
I 

. I 

which they were trained. 

Employment: Male: Heads of Households 

Present Employment Status 
I 

When interviewed for the Task Force survey, 48 percent of the men 
. I 

reported they were working at a regular job. This group! was working 

an average of 39 hours per week, with only 2 percent w<t>rking less than 
·., '· . . ! 

·' 
3 0 hours per week. · The average pay for these recipientis was $9 7. 5 0 

I 
per week. They said they had _spent--on average..:-five iyears on their 

.. . . . . I . 
curre~j~. 1 . . . . . . . . .. . . . .·. . . . · I . . 

The bulk of the recipients interviewed by the Task Force were 
I 

concentrated in unskilled or semi-skilled occupational ¢ategories. A 
. , ·. .. ,, .. . . . , . I. . ·. ·. . 

total of 87 percent were classified as operatives; laborers, or service workers. 
. , ·•. , . . I . . , 

*Of course, this sample included only persons who remained on the rplls. 
If there were any recipients0who, obtained<.es.peciallyw~ll-paying jobs 
through their caseworkers, they would not show up in tb.is surv~y. 



Category 

Professional 

Clerical 

Sales 

Crafts 

Operatives 

Private Household Service 

Service--except private household 

Laborer 

ALL 

Percent ·., 

0 

3 

6 

42 

1 

33 

100 

,. ·. ' . ·, - . . '· ' . '' - '' . ..· . ' . . -.- . 

Work History 

Despite Jow skills anc;l educa,tiona1 def;i.ciencies,. 91 percent of . 
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the male heads of households ip. the Task Force sample have held .a regular 

job. Although this .group work~d yepr-round almost their:- ~ntire adult 

lives, their emgloyrr:1ent tende.d to be somewhat unstable. .On i;iverage, 

the longest time these men have worked at one job is 8. 2 years. 

Forty-two percent have held two or.mqre jobs in,the 1ast three years .. 



Number of Jobs~Held 

0 

1 

2 - 3 

4 or more 

Perc'ent 

49 
I 

36 

6 
100 

I ' 
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------- ------- ------- - ------ ----------- - i ·-- -- ----------
• ! ' 

In the group of 43 percent who are currently unemployed but have,. 
l I' 

I 
. . : . 

previously held a regular job, their last regular work vyas about one year 

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

worked forty'~one hours per week onhis last job, and !arned $103 
' ·, 

per week for'his efforts .. Abolit 850 percent of this gro9p wete·fired or 
I 

laid off from their last regular job. Of the currently u*employed group, 
i 

·'',\ ' ,::: •." '' '.' ' .. ,) ' ·, ' ,!' . > the following· obstacles to employment \l\ere given: 63' percent cited a 

health problem,' l'4 percent cited inabiUty to find a gdod joh, 'and 24 

percent cit~'cr others fa'dors dnlylO percent of those *ot currently working 

said that It'Job 'had 'been offered fo thenf which the'y''W~re not :Willing to 
1 

accept. 
. . I 

The Task Force ititervfew included questions on. tfle "best jobs" held 
I 

by the men in order to get an indication of their employment potential 

. I , and to find out what they valued in employment. The respondents reported 



that thei,r best Jobs were.""'.-op, the aver;a,ge--::-i:nJ96 3. Th.ese best jobs 
. . . .~ . . . . 

were in unskilled anq se:r:ni-s)dlled pc::;c.upational classifications. similar 
' • : • • • ' , . I, 

to the usual occupations of the ,respond,~nts .. The m~,n wor~ed an. 

average of 42 hours per week. on .their best jobs for $102 per week. 

The largest proportion (4~ percent) considered the. wage_ level tc::> be 

the characteristic which made th.ose jobs "best", with treatment by the 
• . ' • 'r . • • • • ' ' 
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boss (13 percent), steadin.ess of the wor)< (11 percent),, and working conditions 

(11 percent) considerably _lower in rank. 

Attitudes toward Employment 

The male heads of households ir:tervieVved by the Task Force indicated 

an overwhelming preference for work over welfare. Most do not consider 
.' . 

welfare grants enough to ~rnpport their families. Most expect to 
•• • • • •• • I : 

have regular. employment _in th.~ foreseeable future. 

In answer to a direct question, 98 percent of the men said that they 

prefer work to welfare. Even though many cited sertous obstacles to 

employment, 79 percent of the men said that they would not consider. 

welfare payments enough to live on in the future. Of those. men who 
. ·,.' . : . , . 

were not currently working ,only 9 percent definitely expected never to 

resume regular work; 64 percent of this group expected to o.btain a 
. . ' . .- . . ·' 

regular job in the future, and 27. percent were not sure. Two-thirds. 

of all male recipients indicated an ,interest tn .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 emp1oy~d though{ they 1ha.d · a "•ibha'nce tb get ahe~d" in their pre'sent' ,, ,' 

job. Only isp'ercenf thbughfth~Yhadrio chance to get ahead', with the' 
I 

rest unsure. It is lnt~restin9 to 'ri6te 'th~t 33 percent bf those meh1Whci' 
I 

were working thought that they would beworking tilore 'hours ih their,-·· 
: . ,., . ' . . ; . . . ·,,,:- ... ; : ! :.: . . . . . . ,. 

job if they. were not receivfng welfare. Forty-seven percent said they 

would ·not incre~~e their hours with;~t w~lfare, with ]9 'percent unsure. 

M.oreovei-', 11 percent of 1the wives in the mh1e:..he~ded households 

were working at the time of the survey. An additiona~ 10 percent reported 
I 

that they had worked at some time in the previotl~ Ye~ir / . . j 

Caseworker Assistance in Employment • 
'. , , . . .f. .. , : ···:•." d .' .. · .. •·_""•\ '. , .. __ ·,_ <::, i·. . ' - · ,_·_ . ~.-·:: ,.. 

There was a moderate amount of activity by caseworkers in th'eir 

attempts to improve the erilpfoyability of the male heaps of households 

receiving AFDC payments. i1mo~t a third of the men j(31 percent) tnbught 
. . .. I . 

' ... ,,; • . . . ' ,· • •_: '. • . • . . . ·.· . .:·,1· ... · . . ' . ' 
that their caseworkers were "very helpful II in getting them suitable 

. . i 
employrrient. Ah additional 2 9 percent rated their casbworkers as only 

11 someWh~t helpful 11 , while. 4'0 percent thought the ca sleworkers Were n0 

help at a'll. Altn6st cine respondent 'in four reported a ;specific referral 

to a training progra'm by theif cakeworkers. 
i 

Similarly; approximately one:...fourth of the men h~ve partidipaled i11 
i 

. . .: . . . . ._, . . . , ·. • .. , ' . . :• · I_ . . : . t, . , 
a training program, whether· through the welfare system or on their own 

! 
I 

initiative •.. The tesulfa \.veNe dis,appoiriti~g, ··however, I s'tnce fewer than 
. ' ! . 

half (47 percent) said that they ever ·worked at a job f9r which they were trained. 
I 
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-THE WEI,,FARE EXPERIENCE 

According to one of the! most wi<l~:~pread 'concepts of Welfare,. the 
. . 

receipt of AFDC is pictured as a "trap", or "chronic depertdency"', 

or a "way of life", or a "cycle of d;p~ndertcy,'' .. After carefully examining 
•• 1· 

the survey data for this study, we have found this picture of "chronic 

dependen~y',; to be deceptive. It doelnot adequately describe the 

experience of fa~ilies receiving AFDC payments. Policies ba.sed upon 

such a concept would therefore be inappropriate for the large majority of 

families receiving AFDC support. 

We have already seen that most families do not depend o·ri welfare 

payments for their sole source of income. Most AFDC recipients spend 

only a small proportion of their adult· 11ves on the rolls; have been on 

the rolls only once; did not grow up in welfare families; have no 

brothers or sisters on welfare; and want to get off welfare as soon as 

possible. Moreover, in spite of the insistence that welfare is a ;'right" 
. ' . _i, '._': ·, ,.. . ·- : j'.. ' _.· . :-. . ·• ' ' 

by many recipient organizations, most families· are· grateful for the 

paymer:its, many are ashamed fo' be on welfare, and mOst are unaware 

of their procedural safeguards provided in law and regulation. 
i,'_ . ·.--'-•':. :_ •. :, 

Length of Stay on The Welfare Rolls 

In.November 1969, the typfcal(m~dia~) AFDC recipient in New Jersey 

had been receivincj' assistance for two yeard . Thirty-five percent of those 

on the rolls had 'beei-i receivi~c;{benefits· ior a year or less, whereas 



Only one percent had been on the rolls' fbr more than ten years. The 

families are distributed accordi11g to the len9th of time they have spent 

on the rolls as follows: 
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TABLE SIXTEEN: Length of Time Since Most Recent Opening of AFDC Case 
; ' . . . . 

Percent Cumulative Percent 

Less than six months 21 21 

6 - 12 mpnths 1,4 35 

13 - 24 months 14 49 

25 - 36 months 13 62 

3 7 - 60 months 16 78 

61 - 96 months 12 90 

97 - 120 months ,9 99 

121 months or more 1 100 

While. most recipients in the Task Force Sample said they vvo uld 

like to become indepe;ndent of AFDC assistance, they weJe not optimistic 

about their chance of .attaining independence. Some 6 7 percent reported 

that they did not know when they might no longer need assistance. 

Among those who felt they knew w.hen they would no longer need help, 

however, half estimated that they would be off the rolls in less than a 

year. Fifty percent of, those :who hoped to get off the. rolls ~xpected 

that they would gain indep,e;indence by gett(ng a job. 
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Previous Assistance 

Part of the "chronic-dependency" notion is that recipients use welfare 
~...: . ' . 

frequently, as well as for long periods. Yet more than seven out of 
' 

ten families had never received assistance before the current enrollment. . ... . ·~ ... : .. . . 

Moreover, the average recipient has spent only 15 percent of hi_s 
'._· c· • • ' .'. • ' ,, '. J. "' <•: ~- -.. . , .. · •. -~ • ,-, • • " • •'t ·' . ,· _; 

adult life on the AFDC rolI,s. 

Intergenerational Dependency 

A c9rrollary of the "chronlc dependency" concept is that of 
. . • 'a • • ;. 

"intergeneratic;mal dependency"--that many of those currently on 
. '. ,; . •, -· . . -; 

the rolls grew up in welfare families and now require assistance because 
; • .. , • .t._' • ' • • ~:- • •• • •. '.I . • ': ; _-."; • ': . ·• . . . •. . : ·• ' . •·. '•. . ,; . ·. ._' 

they have been "taught" by example to live oh welfare. This concept 

is clearly coJltradict~d oy tlJe l967 HEW: survey and the Task Force survey. 
·. ' ': :'' - .' .. ' .. ·• .. . . ·. . ,., "·" . . 

Both· studies indicated that. only 14. percent of the heads of families grew up in 
. . ' " .. . - ' ' .· ' 

families receiving public assistance. Accordirt'g to the Task Force 

survey, female heads · of families were more likely to have been in 

families receiving assistance (16 · percent) than male. heads of .families 
,, . . . ··. 

(10 perc.ent) . Similarly,. more blacks(l 7 percent}, than whites (10 percent) 
.._ . . ' , , . •· ; . , • ., . , . . •' r· . , . . 

or Puerto Ricans (9 percent) reported that they grew up in families which 

received assistance. 

In order to obtain .another check on the intergenerational dependency 

concept, respondents of tbe Task Forc.e survey. were as:ked how many of -· - . . ' . , ... ' ... ,,( . . . . '• .. . 
• : • r, .: 

their brothers and sisters have received welfare payments. Presumably 
, ~_; • . i:- '. ---~ ,___ . ·:., ~--~-' :i·. . < .. z· 

if something in recipients' childhood family structure led to welfare 
• >• .. ' - ._' 1. ,. ' • • ' ··,·; . 

dependency, the recipients' brothers and sisters should be affected too. 

The average respondent has five brothers and sisters, yet seventy 
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·· percent of the respondents reported that none of their !brothers and sisters 

has ever received public assistance. 

Applying for AFDC 

In order to get greater insight into the reason f~rriilies need welfare 
i 

assistance' theTask Force Survey a~ked families \A.Thy they applied for 
. . . . . . ·. .· . ·.I . ·• .· 

AFDC. The most common reasons cited were the husband's desertion 

(2 8 perc~nt) or injury (10 percent); the loss of a job (~3 percent); or · 

birth of an out-~f-'-wedlock qhild (11 percent).·· Many ~amiHes · (2'8 percent) 

reported that they "just could not get along without i1i (~elfare assistanc~) 
•. • ·.. . • . . ! • • . i .. ···. i 

any longer. " An additional 4 percent cited incarcera~ion of the husband 

I 
i as the cause. 

, ' • I 

After the occurrenc~ of t:he prec,ipitating factor, the r~clpients 
I 
I 

reported that they waite~ an average ~f four rnoriths.fbefore:applying 

for assistance. In ord~r to survive during this period, 60 percent 
' . I 

went into debt, with 42 percent borrowing monWy frorh relatives and 18 
. . ! . 

:' : . ,__ . : I:.. . , :. ) ·. ' 

percent borrowing from friends. An additional 13 perdent used their·· 
! . 

. . . 

savings. during this period, !is percent did not pay rent, and 18 percent 

did riot pay bills. 
. i 

I ·,, 
It has be~n suggested that the activities of anti..:.poverty programs 

, I 

and welfare ~ights organizations have accounted for J large part of 
i • • • • . .•. · . ,·· ;·. I . . 

the recent dramatic increa.ses in New Jersey's AFDC rolls. Interviews 
·: . ' ·. :.:· ' ·1·.- ; : . . ·. . :_ ' . i". . · .. : 

with recipients, however, do not support this conclu:sion. In replying 
. . . 

to questions posed by the T:ask Forc·e survey, 44 percent indicated 
I 
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that they applied for welfare on their own, initiative. Another 21 percent 
.... · .:· .' · , • ·. · : : · .. __ ,, • • ~- .i :.- • -: ,· · i•., ! ·_i·-._: ·:<-; · · ' - · · .. r;. -- · 

say that a friend advised them,aboutthe possibility of receiving welfare, ;, . ' ' ' . ,._ ;- ·, ' '. ' : ' . "',, ;: ;·;·:".· ·, . 

while 18 percent cited advice from relatives. Only 3 percent reported 
' ',. .. . .. ' ' ' ,. ,_ '• . ·. ,. ,, -· .. ' .. , \ 

that they had heard. about welfare from welfare rights groups or anti.:-
." . ,, ', '. '', ', '.• '' '.' . , . : ... - ; ·, . 

poverty org.anizations. 

· Recipients were split in their opinions about the difficulty of 

receiving1 assistance. · About six out of ten families said that 

getting on welfare was "easy" or ''not so easy;;, whereas the'rema.foder 

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

Attitudes toward, Receipt of Welfare 

In recent years; there has been much debate over whether welfare is 

a "right". Partisans of one side argue that welfare is a legal and 

moral right of those who ate poor; · others insist that welfare i~ · a 

"privilege" made available tb recipients through the good will of the 

more affluent segment of society. · Through a series of qu1estions in 

its survey, the Task Force sought to gauge'the reactions of recipients 

themselves to their receipt of welfare payments. 

First, the recipients were asked directly: "How do you feel about 

being on welfare? Would you say it bothers you a great deal; bothers 

you; bothers you very little; or doesn't bother you?" As shown in Table 

Seventeen, almost half of the recipients responded that being on 

welfare bothers them, or bothers them a great deal. This feeling was 

most pronounced for white families, with 65 percent giving one of these 



two responses •. This feelingv.ias' leBst prortounded ambng Puerto Rican 

families, with ohly 3f per .. cent giving (me of these two !responses'. · 
I 
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______ · --- .. --- . ---- ·._. -·--------- · ___ .. -- ---- I.-------- . ·,. . - . -. 
1 

I 

TABLE SEVENTEEN: "How db ybu feel about bein(/ on welfare? II 

Black Families 

White Families 

Puerto Rican Families 

All Families 

Doesn't 
Bother 

32% 

i 

1~% 

42% 

I 

3.~% 
• I 

Bothers i 
Very_ little Bothets 

I 

21% 21% 

16% 39% 

27% 17% 

22% 

• , I 

Bothers 
A Great Deal 

26% 

26% 

14% 

23% 

The recipients were then asked a series of indirect questions, 

all of which began: 'Here ar~ some things people hav~ said about 
: . . .·• I . 

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

, , :· • . ·-. . - . r , 

The responses of the recipients to this series of q..iestions are shown in 

Table Eighteen. 

i 
.. I 
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------------------ -------------- --- ------------------------------" . 

·. . : • . ·, ";•. ;·;· f .:. .· ,•• .. " ' -·, ;: : .. -.•. . . ·; . ,' . i . ;- .·' -· - . . . . ' . ;• . 

TABLE EIGHTEEN:_ Her:e ate som,e thin,gs people have said about welfare . 
. .. . I .would like tq .ask you ,how. Il;lUCh you agree. with each one." 

•• , • ;: .,: ·,, • •• f :.:·. • : ·:.. :· • .: .' ' ;_ .-. ,._ ...... . 

. Agree Agree oi'sagree 0 Disagre~ NO 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly O:einion 

"Getting welfare makes 
a persoq feel ashamed./ ,l9% 

- .. . .--,, :, 2~% 2 7% 27% 3% 

"People should be. grateful _· 
for the money they get from 
welfare" .. , 4.8:½. 30% ~% 8% . 6% 

"The Welfare pepqrtment 
should have no right to ask 
questions about hpw people .·· 

28% 
.. 

20% spend their money." . 23%. 22% . 7% 

"The government owes people 
support if they n.eed it._" ·ql% , 26% 4% 3% 6% 

--------- ----------. -- . ------------------------------- . -----------' --', • ' . , , • , ' . ~, l . . . • • 

-The pattern. of responses t9 the .statement, "Getting welfare makes . . ' . . . ' :, .. ,. . . . . 

a person feel ashamed II, is similar to, pattern of recipients' responses 
. . ,,: . " _. . . 

wh~n asked if they feel ."bothered" about being, op welfare. Of all. 

families, less than half (43 percent) agree with the statement that people 
·, 

feel ashamed about getting welfare. However, a majority (56 percent) 

of white families agree: strongly,, or somewh9t, with the statement. 

The over:whelTT1ing m~jority of.AFpC recJpi~nts_. (78 percent))~gree .. 

that "people should be ·grateful for .the money, they get from welfare. " 
. , . . . . . . - ' -. ·~ •' .. . - . ' 

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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• I • . 

how p~pP;J7 .. ~Bepd:_,th~~r .m,?Il~.Y ~.' 1,. }'ttRr~. f~JJH~I~ .. h.~_ad~ c~f ?.ous~_n:o.lci .(?.~ pe~cez:it) 
· ... : . · < , . -~ . < > .. _ ,., : ·:,? · ;,:,: .'. :, ·. ; :,, ;, ·; . .-.. :i ::. .. :: , .:··.: ·· :. :.· ·_ ·,, .. ; ,' · ··: :r:.~: ,. · · •·· · · · : · .: ( · · •_ : · · · · 

than male heads of household (44 percent)' agree with 'this· statement. 
. I . . 
"the /government ·> , Alpiqst,..aU r~cipients (87 percent) agree that 

. _ _ ·-.. ... :·.·· .. __ , ·.'·\, ., ._ •. :· .-•i; ._:~. . -~-r;-- ~- ··. . -.... · __ ./: .. 

. ,, .. o~es 'ped'pl~-;~u'pport' 'it-they· ~e-~d;·it'. 11 ,'!' ,• ..j' 
.. ' 
!( '·_' ,•·s::_ ', .. 

. ~· :~·.. . ;_· ·, .),. ,·.~ :: . .·: ·- ~-: . ; 1 . -. . •··' .-.. , .,. ·-

The responses to this serie's of questions indicate an' absence 'bf - ·· .... ·. . . . . . . . . ·I . . ... 
. . . ' ·. . _:·.,,,:;: ,·· ,. _·: . ,, .... 

a clear-cut recipient attitude toward the welfare syst~m·.; Vfrtu'.a'lly .·· 
::·•; . . .., .. · ,: '; .. ·· :,., . . .· .-·:. ·· .. ,·.,,_•1 .. ·/· ·,-;',._•,·:) 'cl· 
· ... 'au agree'that the 'government· is respons1b1e for providing support '~-. :. : ,', 

for those in need, but almosLa~ many beUe~e that: redipi1erit-shduici""-
·.:. ~-- i. '.<: ,: ·: , . , . I . .. 

;,- be grate~ul for any assistancb. Moreov:~r, recipierits·lare" split irt ·· · · 
·-•.. . ' -:· , . . . I . • . . 

· their feeHrigs of "shame" or;heing bothered 11 ; which afe not feelings 
_1;, . (;; . : .';', . ·. ·' •... ,_. •; :· ,::['.:', /.:· ::: : ··-. ,, ' 

associated with a payment which is viewed.as a: right~ · Orily half 'i · · · · · - . l :_ . , · .. : I · ·· : · · · 
. ·:~g;~e-th~t the \velfare Department' should riofhave''thJ right 'to probe into. ,, . . . . . . I . ·_. . . . . -· . . 

,;.,.·-:>.'-1'·.,'.i ,::·._, ...... ·' .,· ... ,.·:,: '.. . . ;'/, :.f·',·.:'·_. .·. •· ... · ........... ·,l- , ... : .·· .... · 
their expenditure, yet· federal regula:tlons •give recipiepts the prerogative 

to dis po~-~- -~f their ~rants ·~iihb~t iht~tfeiende? Apparbnt1y~: the · .. . . . . l . 
' - , . : • ·. - -. 1 .• • r = . •.· .· .· l :•·, · · .. ·, , .. . ·· .. . -: , ,_. . .. -.. · : , i . . •_. . -·. . . 

concept of welfare as 'a, 11 rig~t 1i' has gained oniy 'Iimite~ a:cc·eptance among r ' 

·• .. :.·- ... :.• .. •.·1 .. · . .< .·: .• , ,-'." .· .•• • .. • ..•• · . . I . -.1:· .,'.· -5,,.. ! 
receipients i_n New Jersey. 

Aware~~-~~· of· t~~~l- ~l9l~tf · ' ·.: : ' <u :, · / . 

,, • I ' i , ' '>''. • . ' - , • ., ·; . ' ' . . . . 
In recent years, court 'decis'fons· and the developqient of ·more 

. . .. : ·. _: ! 
· _.,·-:1·-.. __ .... l -~, .... ,~,.-,~-· -r._._ : . ·. ) ,_;:,_._-~:.•-.;·'' ·.·•·1: •:·, .: -:.;_. ·•'·:°·•. · ~i" .; .··.' ·.,.-i .... ,,-.-·:·· 

adequate· 1egal s·ervfo~s fo'r the poor havE{'tesulted fo ~he 'aefinidori 
. ,·· __ ..,,.,.···.>:·',. '.,:..-··;::, .. :i:, ··'.•,-.... ;,.·. ··:r-,.'.• ,_:_.,, .. __ y- . ... ,._ .,.,, ... :· 

of a gri~Vance process; tor W~lfare tecfpierits wh:O feelithey are· rtot 
., .. / . ...:·.·: 

·i' ·.-·, 

,,; J, !. ·, 

I 
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receiving fair treatment} The,Task Force wanted to determine how wide-

spread knowledge of this ,process wc;1.s among recipients. When asked .. 
. . . . ' 

whether they would know how to get some extra money or recover 

funds unnecessarily cut from their grant, only 2 8 percent of the. 

recipients felt they would know how to solve their problems. Of those 

who thought they could solve their problems, 70 percent would talk 

to the caseworker or welfare agency. Three percent would rely on 

welfare rights organizations, and 6 percent would. seek aid from OEO · 

legal services projects. 

5. According to {ederal regulations,. states are required to establish a 
system of "fair hearings" to review appeals of recipients regarding 
acti.ons 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 assistance or by agency policy 
as it affects his situations . 

..,..-45 Code •Of Federal Regulations, 
Chapter II, part 205 .10. 



.· Only one-fifth of the recipients say they have ever <::bmplairied 
i 

. about being treated unfairlyto ·· their caseworkers. , Of ~his on:e--fifth 
! 
I 

of recipients, only 11 percent thought tlie caseworker h~d straightened 
i 

things out to their satisfaction. Ten percent of total nfoipients had · 

appealed to "so.me'Orie beside$ their caseworker. II If taey did so, it . . . ! 

·.• . . . .· . . . i. was usually to the casework supervisor at the welfare pgency. Only 
i 

4 percent of those who took their grievances above the, casework level 

attempted to get a "fair heariig". In fact, less than ohe-fifth of all . . • I 
recipients had ever heard of the fair hearing procedurel Of the total • . . . . . r , • 

sample, only 7 percent said a: caseworker had ever mentioned fair . . . i 
I_ 1 • I. I 

hearings. 

Contact with Caseworkers 

Priorto July 1, 1970, the :primary contact of the recipient with ' 
I • . I , . . . . 

the welfare system took placJ through a single casewotke~ permanently 
. I 
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assigned to his Case. At the time of the Task Force su!rvey and the HEW 
i 

' 

case record surveys, the caseworker was responsible £or determination 
I ' • I . ' . ·. 

i ·· . . . I 
of initial eligibility, verification of continuing eligibility, and . I , 

pro vi si on of social services for an fa milies in his :case..-

load. According to State and federal regulations, the case-.· I . ! 
I' ' ' • I 

. . . '· . . . I . . worker was required to make a home visit to each regular AFDC case at 

least twice each year and a home visit to each "unempJoyment II and 
I 
I 

"insufficient employment" ca1e at least four times eac~ year. This 
· · I · . 1 

requirement related to the vedfication of continuing eli!gibility. 
. I 

Moreover,. the caseworker was required by federal and State 

regulations to formulate a "service plan'' and provide needed services 
. -I , . . ! 



to each AFDC family. If a caseworker determinE:;:d that a fqmiJy needed 
,_• '· ' .· :, ,: . ,, " :, ., ' . ; 1 ' ', ' ", ,'. ··, _- ' " '. . . 

any one of ·a list of· l'd:efin~d, s,ervi.cl3s", tpc1t ·fpmily,beca)TIEl a '.,'defined . 
. , .... ' ,_ ' . ,.. . : .. , . '. ' ' " . ..... 'i - . : .-'- . -, . 

service case.". and.the C?iSe:'v\l'or)<er,wa.s, .required.. to ,make ~. h<:>me. vlsit 
•' " ' . . . ' ' ... ' ,, . ',, '.,, ·.·, ,, ' . . ' .; .. "' ·•.: _ ... ·. ' : ~-; : •: -., ' : ·. 

at least f9t1r, ti)1ies per,,ye,ar . 

· Responses by recipient$ .:to,questions,in.the>;Tasl5- .Force st1nrey 
• ' • ... >', • • •• ' '· ; ·4" '. , .. -. . ,. ,, . • . .. 

indicate thattherem.ay have,been $efiOU$ .deficiencies in the 
' , >' l ' • ' ,. . · • .' ,, 1 ' '· ,;. , '. , ;, ' :: ·••, • , ' ',_ ,' •~ , · •. , - ; , · . • 

implementation .of these.requfr$m~nts: •. Mq:re tl').a.n one third of. 
• • '. ;_ • • ,_, : <' .,, • • •• ' ·' ! . ' 

receipients reported, for example, no visits OI'..pnly one. caseworker 
. ,. ,, .: ,-','.\ '· " .. ,'.' _· .. ·.. ' 

two visits by their workers . , 

. . -------------------------------------------------------------.') - .r 

. TABLE NINETJ;::EN" Reported Number of Caseworker Visits During 1969 
. . ' . . . ' ' . ' . . . ( 

NUMBEROF VISITS. 

0 

l 

2 

3 - 5 

6 or over 

PERCENT 

16 

19 

26 

31 

8 

-------- - ' - -- ----------- --------- -- _, ___ -------------- ---------·-
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According to the recipients, the visits were short, as well as infrequent. 

The average length of caseworker visit .was reported to be slightly 

less than thirty minutes, with three-fourths of the estimates between 
) 

ten and thirty minutes. Contact with the caseworkers is not limited 

to home visits., however. Eighty-five percent of the recipients 

have visited the welfare office at least on.ce during 1969, with each recipient 



making an average of three visits; 

The rapid turnover.among welfare ,caseworkers ·1n: Nlew Tersey was 
' ' 

reflected in the recipients I reports of the n:umbef of ca s:eworkers they 

had seen during the year. Only 5 3 percent of the resporiderits indlcated 
! 
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that they have had the same c'a seworker' :for the en1:fre;y:ear. Three percent 
. ·.. . .· •. · .. ··,. •· ·.·· . , .· ·.· . ··. . .· .. · I reported having seen no caseworker for'the entire perio<iL ·· Forty.:..five 

• • • '. ! ' 

i . :· . 

percent reported 'having had 'mbre th~ri on:e; {2 '7 percent had two; iS percent 

had three; 4 percent had four or more): 

Although a maj~rity of redipients. (65 percent) feltthat caseworkers 
I 
I 

really cared about recipients• problems; a substantial rhtnori1:y: 
: ' .i 

(31 percent) distrusted the motives of caseworkers, agre:efog, for 

example, with th~ statement that ''they are m.'ore interested in checking 
! 

up 'on you than helping yo~. " Blacks in particular wer~ ~lightly more 
I ' 

likely than others to think that caseworkers were ''too snoopy II or 
i 

that caseworkers ''do not really understand their probleins. 11 

l 
, I 

i 
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-- . ··------.--------------------------------·---------------------
TABLE TWENTY: Recipient Attitude Towa~rd Gasework.ers ,, 

-·· ,,~ :Perqent ,Answeripg-
Agree Disagree No 

,S;tro.ngly . JAgi!'~.e I)isagree · Strongly, Opinion 

"Caseworkers .. ,~' 

••. are more '.interested i11 
checking up than helping" 

•.. really care about you 
and.your pr.oblem,p'' 

..• are too, nosy ar:id 
snoopy" 

.•. don't tre~tyou and your 

16 

. 24 

family with res:pect '.', 12 

•.. really under;stanc;l the. 
kind of help you need" 2 5 

14 38 21 

41 .. 

; _i 

Tl 50 i2 

9. 46 29 

40 16 9 

While we 'know of no rea~on to suspect that mbst recipients do 

not respond positively to their caseworkers as individuals, SOf0-e 

11 

7 

4 

10 

20 percent of the respono.ents do object consistently to questions and,. 

discussions by caseworkers on subjects.:such as marriage, children, 

paternity, and desertion. A larger fraction--30 percent--feel bothered 

about discussions concerning financial matters or their means of support. 
''·• 

Whatever their view- of their caseworker and his role, most recipients 
!' 

want little change in the number of visits· by welfare agency personnel. 

Sixty-five percent ~f-the c'iients want, to see caseworkers about as 
;",•,-

often in the future as they do now; 13 percent want to see them less. 
,: .. ,,.- _ ..... t.~.i·., ,'', ,;· ;-,:::{}_,}'.\ '-}'·" 

Only 22 percent of the recipients expres's a desir~ to see a caseworker 

more often. 
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.·• Recipients I. Suggestions .for Jrtlproveme,nt: I 

. Finally,. the Ta:skFdrc.e :~uh,ey-/queried the recipi~nts them·~elves 
·. "\' ' ';''. _,.-_./!,"i •.) /i I 

for ideas·. about ho'# to iriiprp;e ~thtf pub.lie :-a.$'~i'~fl:~nce *ogram' in New'· Jersey. 
. I 

, . .. . . ·. . . . i 
First, the Task Force inquired into the rieeds of the recipients • · Table:;, ·. . . ·• . . . l .· 
Twenty.:..one records; the responses to the. question: n,what sort;of'help ... 

do you want and need?. II 

____ '.'"";_~ ______ ..:..: _______ _;:;;._l __ .. ____ .. ~---:--:--i;,.---:-----f ·~-.:....;;,,.; ... ;;.;.;.._~--. .;,.'."' ... -·· 
TABLE TWENTY- ONE:·• "Whatlsort ofHelp Do You Want and Need?"-' 

More j'ob· training 

Food programs 

Clothing programs 

Advice on work, home manageinent . . . . . . . I . . 

. or pers6rial matters· ·. ·, · 

Better housing 

More money:. 

I 

l 

I 
I 

Percent Ahswering 
. :i·.·< •. I. 

s! 
; 

ul-· 
26 

·3, f 
j 

(·. '14 j<'. 
. . I '::'l~!·j•• .· 

·Adds·to mote than 100 because· 
. of multiple! responses 

. . , : ' ; .'·. ' "' ::' : __ , /. :. -: ·,_ . ; . 

i 

... _, .> :. ;,··/:' •: .. ·· .. .,! ,,, '.,_),: ..... ·· .. ~,,,,·j..\ .. '.,'. '·:·:••·.·.· ... ··. 
As one might expect, additioi:ial income is the highest :priority for,these 

"'-.: ... •.•.";•--: ... • .. ·· .. · .: .,. ;· ' .... •·"\'.,i:•: ;'':,': ·:,-:.: !'";!!: _'r-i•'.\, ·:.:;~; : . ·.··:.::' .. 

disadvantaged people. Food~ clothing, and housing are valued more . ,. : :·-:·.· · .... ·:··· ... · .. ·.-,·.:·: .. ::--' •' .:' ··! ,,_.,. . '· ·' .. .. ,.,-::• ·.,·:, . . , r :- ·•:; ...... · .. -, .• .. · 
highly than advice on running a home or on personal mbtters. 

' -:, J / ," · .. •; •,,i ·',. : ·.I~;· . • • ;J ·j. • <· '. :.~; 

.Welfan~ ,recipi~n~~ ~a~e Je~s_:,P~?~o~nce~ !eep~~.s::Jconce~n.~g __ , 
. . <-.· ·. - ·· .... . ·:·: .... "-·~ •.' ... j_. .. : ." :. : ., .. _ ... .' ,1 ·,···-~ ". ·• ' ..... -- •• ,r _; ... ,.;;. . ',·. !r, 

• . I • , • 

the ac~ua.l manaci.em~~t__ of t~e_i Pr~s~pt sys,t~m. Ab<?~~ ,~11a1. ~um_h,e~s. 
. , .•• ·; , •· .-· ..... ·.:, .. -•. , ._.}" .. _.!,_. :.:- ... ~,'...\~ ... - .. ; ?· ; __ ,.::~·:•·f._•' ~--· ... :, .:£ .. '-)·> :i .~:, '• .. :~ __ ;•·, .. ;,• 

feel the system could be imptoved by seeing caseworkers less often 
! J .; ' I , 

'. 
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(3 percent) than more often (3 percent) . A significant number (16 percent) 

feel that the addition.of more money to the system would be a help. 

Eight perc:ent think that morn person9L,interest in welfare families 

would improve the program, yet 12 percent remain satisfied with the 

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

more strictly (5 percent) . 
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