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differently than men in terms of as it relates to children?

A. I'm not familiar with research on that.
Q. Gender is also related to certain occupations, correct?
A. There are certain occupations where some genders are more

prominent than others, yes, although this has actually changed

pretty dramatically over time.

0. Gender is associated with educational opportunities,
correct?
A. Uhm, I'm not sure it's associated with opportunities. It

may be associated in some context with whether or not people
take advantage of opportunities.

Q. Men are more likely to perpetrate sexual abuse than women
are, as a general characteristic, correct?

A. That's correct.

Q. As a result, stepfathers are much more likely to be
perpetrators of sexual abuse than stepmothers, correct?

A. That's correct.

Q. And stepfathers are more likely than biological fathers to
abuse their children, correct?

A. I think that's correct, too, yes.

Q. And stepfathers molest children at a higher rate than
stepmothers, correct?

A. Yes, correct.

Q. And molestation of a child negatively impacts the child's

development, correct?
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A. It certainly can, yes.
0. And there is evidence that men who are married to women,
however, are less likely to drink heavily and less likely to

gamble, correct?

A. I've heard of that research. 1It's obviously outside of my
expertise —— range of expertise, yes.
Q. When it comes to parenting skills and abilities, you're

not saying that men and women are completely interchangeable,
correct?

A. What I'm saying is that where it comes to the aspects of
parenting that affect children's adjustment, it's the same
features of the parents' behavior that are important for their
children's adjustment.

Q. I would like to direct your attention to page 225 of your

deposition in this case, lines 9 through 14.

A. That's back to —--

Q. Binder 1, the testimony binder.

A. Okay. Number 1. And what pages was that?

Q. 225.

A Okay.

0. And line 9, it says —- let me make sure I'm in the right

place here. All right. Line 9 through 14. Line 9 starts with
my question:
"Is it your opinion that men and women are

completely interchangeable in terms of
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parenting skills and ability?

"ANSWER: Well, I'm not saying they are
completely interchangeable with respect to
skills and abilities."

And you gave that testimony, right?

A. I did. I continued for several paragraphs explaining what
I meant.

(Laughter)
Q. And we'll explore that in great detail today. You —-
A. I just don't want you to lose sight of the fact that there
is more.
Q. You would concede that gender is a complicated variable,

and that it has ramifications for an individual's experiences
from the beginning of their life, correct?

A. That's correct.

Q. So gender likely would be related to some of the processes
related to raising a child, but not necessarily in a
straightforward way, correct?

A. Correct.

Q. And so you think gender is one of those variables that can
have ripple effects in a variety of different ways on the way
in which people behave, and can in a variety of ways affect the
way they behave with their children, correct?

A. It can, yes.

Q. Gender is something that actually has a wide range of
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effects on a variety of different levels of our behavior,

correct?
A. That's correct.
Q. Fathers' biological and socially-reinforced masculine

qualities predispose them to treat their children differently
than do mothers, correct?
A. I'm not sure about that.
Q. Well, let's look at tab 9 of your binder, your second
binder. And this would be 9A, actually.
A. Uh-huh.
Q. And turning your attention -- this is called -- this is
from 2000. 1It's "Fatherhood in the 21st Century." And this is
something you were a coauthor of, correct?
A. That's correct.
And I'd like to direct your attention to page 130.
And in particular, to the right-hand column, the second full
paragraph. And it's the third sentence, that says:
"Fathers' biological and socially-reinforced
masculine qualities predispose them to treat

their children differently than do mothers."

A. And I'm still not sure where you are. Sorry. Oh, okay,
the second column. I have you now.
Q. Okay. And when you signed on to this paper as a coauthor,

you believed that to be true, correct?

A. Well, I think this is referring to David Popenoe, and




Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 10 of 56

EXHIBIT 68



Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 11 of 56

¥ 10 62

R —

syunyeddy sof sfausony

: F0PSS ®osoumpy ‘spodueunyyy

ANUBAY N8 GTOT ’ : _ S
HANJSY)) " NNAT] - _ .

v

g£1peg WyossuuTy ‘srodveuulyy

anuesy uwrdouus]y 995 £REE

uotHf) #BKRQLT [l4l]) BIOSOUUITY
ALMAB LA TAVHOLY

M L

INIWALVLS TYNOLLDIASIMNE i

e e

FIOEINNIW 40 L9000 AWININS THL WOUL 'TVEIIV MO , s

-aayeddy
‘RoSTAN Y aTVEED

P

.llos?ll
‘spuogreddy
“p 79 ‘uEvg NHO[ QUYHOTY

ZLGT ‘WuET, ¥IEOTOQ) ;
HAIRIG QaIIE aljp Jo pammg) amtaring

AHL g

i \f&om ulﬂ—— q YE TAVIS 17008
,_ \,,.,,NO.—”I.—..P (et 1y 834

ax114d
TR ‘une) sweidng

"




Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 12 of 56

T T SNUEpURYY O A SATIBUINTY
Y S — S311118}S BJOSAUUTIY ‘117G J@ydey)
paA[oAu] BeINTBIT
YIANEITY
61 - . - NOISNIONOY)
P SIURWIPUATY {JUIIPINO,J

it

pu® UIN 91} JO UOBIOIA UL Kovanad o) Jo
UOSVAUT PAJUBIIRMUN UB §9JNINSUOD agvr1I8W
syuepjedde ojuunyds] 0 Es0Al seepddy ‘11

- gosne[n wonoejold (enbe
puw §sa00xd onp oy} Jo UONRVIOIA UY £yaedord
pue Laeqy Jo sjuepodids seatidop ofFerirem
sueppdds £Inpuss 0} [ESNIAL guapuodsayy 1

[8QUBsNG 21y swoysend) oY,

s DOQTRY 910 A} SUOYSONY) [8IIP3 AT} MOH

- 98]) 9G) JO JUIUIRYHY

- pojuasel g SUoysInd

: = PaAoAm] S3jNYelY

uorjoIpsuIn

- mopag sworurdQ

INTWRALVLIG TVNOITOTasran f* |




8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 13 of 56

Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-

R

Y

e i e i

01 (poyurad
e

1) 981 Axpe1ypAsd 3o ' Wy L0L ‘praxf
o) (ogr) g6 ToRDSed 1 Y 10 B

LG "HO3Sd "IVI00J gy vweoNay [ O .mqsm_ﬁ:mm_h
: JTedur
staop AR DY L U0 A

i ‘T 12q0PQ WIPIH (1T 30 ajnqujeu] (BUOTIBN O}
30 A31BNXISOWOF] U0 320 ssey, oy 30 1104y T9ULL
g T o = (96T1)

g1 SATeW Suoury I01ABRY enxesouroly ‘TITHRINYD

6 (3561) 41T PUUY WS o) Pue ouaty) uesweusiay

: sarqreoyny” 49430

e g0 193dRYD

[P S P
P A I A g3j03919 BJOSIUUTH
e 91018

ﬂ -1-,.-..1».--;-.-:...-.-.l:.-nln.1‘-.-0--..-1:‘-‘3:. ﬁmubﬂhm.ﬂ@ .Dvm.p mw

1agngD)S (043P

g wevesmasme ety R e e SR T AONQ d ._P._.U .uH .Gﬂmﬂ

tomy

‘ g lgT 20)ATL0,;
GL'g1 ‘L1 ‘T 1106 'E JEANIpURNTY T[FUAAINOST

R 1 ) LR LS

61°81°0'G'S

9% s e ereeseens AUSTIPUAUTY  WUBIH
P — — wemmsmssresses AUUIPUIUTY JBILH
aovd

¥ (6961) 9Lg 'S'L $68 10X MON A jeeng
404 8t § ™ (2¥61) 88S "S'( 91§ PwOEP(Q " Wuuyg
P (096T) 647 S FO8 Teony, a wojpeyg
9T T (6961) 819 "S' N F6E ‘wosdwoyy, A oxrdwyg

z.s..82:Nm..m.pmnm_hﬁ___.wﬁﬁ.@oSgasﬁom
81 'L1 I .
91'e1™ (1L6T) S35 PP 7T 0F ‘IS 1D 'S 76 ‘Do “A peoy

gr T (0461 TED @'N) 98F ddng ' g1g
‘uorssIUNIO)) 301AJAG. [1AL]) E9JR}Y PAYU() "A [PPUL]

6131 U (ga6K) G8G SN 393 “UYRRAqEN A Iakely

§1TET ($961) ¥81 "S'M1 64¢ ®PLON *A wiySneoRy

6181 '91 ‘eT .
FEELZLTT 7 (L961) 18’0 88¢ ‘eunFaty A Suraory

o~ (16T %M sddy .qu. O h-_N.m._.. M ﬁc.ﬁmﬂ.ﬂﬂ. ‘A gauop
6181 ‘F1 ' ,
12177 (996T) 615 'S0 T6E INI193UNOY ‘A POASIAY

(¥261) &1 '§'N 20¥ ‘eruzopie) -A uagop
SUELTT'TT™™ (TL6T) T2¢"S'N T0% “ymompeunoy) “a aippogy
T (0961) 918 S0 T8 O 2T Fo AND A seyug

183800
STALIHOHINY 0. ATHY,],

Wl : - - funoy urdsuw
WH 4amo) eweidng vjoseuwmyy a3 jo wormidg

W 7T swosnpuo) pue sfuipuyy ‘1epi) pepuemy

A oy Surijsend) xepag




Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 14 of 56

ot ]
pue v, 1-80] “dd ‘Difwr xipuaddy oY) Ul Juo }as I8 suoyumido  §
ayy jo serdo -pajrodesun st KfHunod urdeuusf 10y }IM0)
owgsyq og) jo wormdo oy ¢8T PETM'N T6I e poyiod
-a1 ST j0SAUUL]Y JO }IR0)) suraxdng 2y jo uonndo aqL,

mopg swormdQ

‘pajuasaxd s1 uonsoNd [enUE}s
-qus © yuy} pus [sadds oy} Jo uoyol psunl sey s3ye}y poyu[)
a1} Jo jano)) aweadng ay} 18y} MoYys 03 JUAWBTE}S STY} JTUL
-qus pus ‘TLGT ‘GT 17q0J0() U0 PaIdUd “810SPUUIFY JO 3ANO])
owaadng 9y Jo jwswdpnl oyy woy eadde sjuspeddy

INANALYLS TYNOILOIASIHAl

i
5

VIOSERNIN Z0 IMN0D EWAEINS FHL ITOUL TVALIY NO

-pappddy
‘RosTAN ‘¥ aTVE])
—_— w
tgqunpaddy
“p 39 ‘wENv{ NHOL AEVHOTY
- L
et I\ . ‘ m
GL6T ‘Wud], 9390100 .

gaRlg QM aljy Jo pmag) anaing
THIL NT

1wy . '

(9361) 8% wopI
Jetoyy |y Jo juswdoiass(] PUB UIBrI() g “PIBULIS)SI g\

(8F61) &IVy NVIOJ THL K1 WOTAVAEE IVOAXAG ‘XTSNIY

" (8061) IIIX “IIX ‘IX
sa1nyo9] ‘eouarzadxygy snorFuay] Jo sengetIv A oY, ‘seurep

e (896T) 08 ANfBI0R pur L11eqr] ‘e GavH




Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 15 of 56

TPuwo) Ay "1y Lojdma 0} 30w uoIstIp WY oM
peyeidiasad Apjuapiae peuaiew 3oF of sjus(edde yo siioge sy,

o APSTIATIN
2y JO 1501juT 199q AN M FUVITISUOD JOTL BT ‘EjpIUr BmaU L)SIdA
-tu() puw anynd oy} i pajuaseidea sB “yonpuoa {euozadd s(jy, 184}
gpunoad oy) no Lavxquy sndme) 0B "jE U} JO NoIstAIp Indo[ajuo
a1 Jo puay se juawkofdms unmy eEnjea 0} VI0BWUULY JO AJEIIA
-tup) oy 30 spwedey Jo preog 9yl Buralof|w oAl YIYAG oyy 107
spuaddy Jo 1an0]) 633§ PPN BYY FO UOISIIIP IY) JO MIIASL 67298 21
UMYy W GLE-TL "ON PG 1330 304 "ued fuosiapuy A Anuo)OR
ar Jno) sy a40jaq Jamoypiad os1e s JREaUodA jueeddy .

*3ano)) sweilng Mossuwtjy 21 23073aq Jouaq Fiwu[jedds
o xipuaddy @) 03 81939 "y "Id1A99wELL (WL} P 0} BIAPAL "L«

(0T '5) Lpuno) uidsuus)] jo Jno) Py
-SHI o 1910 osyedde oy Jo oo 9yy 9% (¥ 3V ‘6 T)
0161 'gr Lepy uo asuamy aferanuw v 1oy paidde ‘xes opsm
agy Jo suwosiad om) ‘fleuue)opy puw Jtaxyeq sjuwrpddy

(988 oY1 JO JWITHAING

"SUIMPUSTIY YIULRINO] Puv YIUIN I} Jepun £ova
-td 03 JFr aeyy Jo syuepppdde seatxdep efwrriew
Suepedds {ouns 0} [esujsx seofedde Isyjeym ‘¢
"JUBUIpULUTY
Yjued}Inos 2y} Jo asnvld uonosjoad fenbo afy Ispum
81811 1191} §9BIDIA X8 S[RMUT A1) JO 21V [JOq ASNBIAQ
afdeitowr syus[pdde Ampouws 0} ‘Saynyere dwiireux
vjosaumpy 03 jusnsind ‘(esnyer seayedde seqaup g

JUAUIPUATTY 1JUID)INO( 8} Iap
-un me] jo ssevord anp jnoyyim. Ayredesd a9y} Jo pus
Kaxwwr 03 £339qq 1101y Jo syueqadde seatidep sfvuasm
Sjugpadds £yrpoues o} pewsngex sasppEdds zayjemy T

peImesaay saornsand)

Y
.._...

, : BB
dd ‘pajus “ddy wm podupoxdar s1-£1g asyduy)) Jo Eaaamm:”
ABup1000y “uorardo 31 ur ‘S9)N1B}Q’ VIOSPUBTIY ‘L1G 199
-deyp Lquo saqro BOSITUIR Jo Jano)) awaidng s13 pue ‘woy;
0] WudDl| afwrLreur ey, Jo soutensst 2y sapupaxd ajnyms
Wrs espjadde Ag pesiape udRq X9A9u oavy sjurfpddy

m.u;_a».ﬂn eImng;

e _ . "(2) 1981 woy
S 0’8’ 8% °nY, Aq pasieyuoo st [wedde uo uoIs1AP
Y Ma1431 03 Jano)) BwRadng 93 jo wonopsunl ay,

URWRDBRIE PINFNL JO I3pI0 Aq ‘ZL6T
71 Lugnue uo papuayxn sum ImuEIng feuonaipsung snp
Y 0 WoIYM ar sum B, ZLG[ ‘07 Azwuuvp uo Ebmmnnwﬁ
J0 3me) suraxdug oyy oI pajy. sBm smmg panugy ayy .wo
1oy swaadng oy 0} 1eaddy jo BOLON "T26T ‘ST 1eqojop
Uo PIMuUa sBA 3TN0 FOLISIT BY) 3O "u0N9E 9y} Surunge
Viosauutyy o janep) swaxdng ey jo juawdpnl aqy ‘readds
U0 ‘6T '8 Lrenuup wo jinog Nsyr L3uno) urdauaayy
oy} £q peyswub sem SMWUPUBUT Jo jam aiy, ‘sjueqedde
0} 9BURDIT AFBLIIBUT 3T AnssI 0} saqpdde (aduzon oy snwep
"IETE JO JLAM 9ATjRUILY® wB Rnoayy paywurFiie g ST,

uonoIpsanf




Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 16 of 56

stpoee

.

:.‘"

oy

E4:
I

A s

N

it et . £ e AR b 10 . SRR R 17 8 i

e .‘

wmaa_dvﬂmaezﬁg=2".:_u=n_u¢vwnuu.:mmmc;ﬁuﬁnusmm.omﬂuu.n
sfviassm w toj Ljdde pseu Aaud ano Luo ‘Mm] BJOSIUOLEY JIPU[)
.:ag:anugz AT IR ] SR 21[3 Parn OlfA ‘raquel "W puw jlaRmiy 07
wjosaullyy 'APmoQ IR NG ‘CIBHUBEY UL SB[ oma_...t.uﬁ B 0}
patjddn auopr [puu0)aly 13RWINT I ‘9T 15080y uQ C[PUMDIN
uufr] yR4 03 12qng UYop PIBYIIY WLl IWBL SH afuep 3.. wyeg
-1y penwiaad uwonpdopw Ay |PUTODIN . Ky Ioxmg AW 3O
wondope [83a[ 911 Junuead 19pI0 W PaUss| 1ano] IUAARL Luno)
wdauuayy 30 anyjry Avspwr] 23pny '1L61 “4enday Aj1ed U,

'}a000
13M0] 2} JO UOTJOR AN} PAULIYE B)OSAUULJY JO 1.IN00) auroxd
-ng 9Y) ‘16T ‘ST 9q030(). pely uoruido uw uf "BHOSIUUIR
J0 3anoy) sweidng oY) 0} 2puvuL FUA [wedds Apuy ¥

‘uoTjM)IIsuo)) g ‘[1 3} 0} EJUIW
-PUSIY WJUAIINO 10 WIUIN ‘S “silg s Jo uon
~B[OIA B J0U SBM [BENJAL Yous B} pus ‘119 @dey) "S'H
JO UOI}R[OIA B JOU §BA OFUSDI] oFBILIVL SY) INSSL 0} saqled
-dv jo [asuyax af} 1BY) punoj 1anod) I, “TLGT ‘g Lignuep
poulis Japio 9y} jo jxed epwur puw ojul pajerodioout a1am
suoisnjouod pus sJuipuy yong “1L6T ‘67 Alenumf pojyep lap
-10 papurnre uwe ur (Bp[ 'd ‘psjus -ddy) me[ Jo suoisnpp
w00 pus j08v] Jo STUIPUY UIR}IS0 PpBUI WA} UITreg adpnp
10°ZS “d A Y “uwpy 03 jusnsind MB[ o SUOISRPUOD ST
Kpyerudas ay8)s pus AQRwads 081 91} puy 03 3an0d 3
peaow sjug[jadde 107 [Psunod ‘(BLy) A} 0} yuonbasqug
“(wgy d
‘pefwr -ddy) Lep swes 2y} }oafe Uy} 03 PIUIS SUM I8D
-20 wy “(GT 1) «PPAIOAUT R[WUPIAIPUL 3T} 0} WD FEH
-180I B ONSHl 0} jow, }4no)) PuIsI(g Fo NI3) 24} paieplo
puUB ANUWBPURW JO JTIM 2T} payseub oy ‘syuewandie Fm
“S0[0 I9}JV °SPESOUIIM 9108 a1} 88 (G T, ‘6 "T) JIPUAq umo
119Y) U0 pApIsny [[Puueol puw Iaxeg sjus(pddy (1 I)
Futprsaad wiSzeq woy, oFpnp ‘stppdeauury jo L1 4IN0)
JOUISIJ W ILGT ‘8 AdSnuB[ U0 Paly) SEM I9)yRUR AYY,

g

. o (7 V) 1A
o} 03 WInjel siy YWl PUY, “pepuBuILIND §8 AUWOP J0uU pel
3 Aym osngd mors 9Imoo ur readdw 0} pejos[d 8y ‘pres
-u] "esuooy] eFerrvwr ¥ sjus(ddde ayy ensst 0} esnjeI 0}
ponunuoo uospey 2ojjeddy. ‘eepredde uodn peaxes Apoury
S8 JUm B Yous pus ‘(g 'y) suurspuBur Jo jIIa SAIBULR)[E
ue 10] fjuno) uideuwuap]!jo 400 PLHSYL 34y 0} poyd
~dw sjueqedds ‘OL6T QT foquaasa(] UQ [PSunod yeds[ Ym
PoIMsnod syueyadde ‘asuadi] v Jo reiuap oy} 0} juenbasqng

“X9§ 9[0T A} JO 8IT H0q J9Y)
opaouod Anprar spueppdde ‘ressmoyy syumaridde amy jo xas
¥} 03 88 axnbur jou pip,asusol] a¥sirinir 8 107 woyvoydde
Io} suxro} 2y} ‘(8T ‘I ..mH *I,) wooad a1y aq O} SBM YOTYM
pue 2prxq o) °2q o0f sum yor[a uorjwordde jo sumy 9y je
Afvao pexsw oxam Asy) yJaoyry -peud ajep puw jusvord
-dv jo sanjsuldis ‘afeurrvur snomaxd jo woywmnurze) ‘evwx
‘uq jo eowid puw ojep ‘e0udpIFRl ‘aWINm :9SUEDT] oFBIX
- 8 Suluigouos PajoId aq [[IM uonvuLIojut Farsofjof
I fireo Jeyy S3IBIS BO'LIG VOIS ‘39j0381Q BIOSIUTIR

*AEUION 9T}
Bumnsst jou 10y waAld wenq IAAY, §BY U0EBAI 9ywads ou pue
‘e 01 juejeduwrodur Ly[enpraiput St Sy jwY} PIULIOJuy
udaq roan svy jue[pddu -xaqau ‘seasnory (1T L ‘T V)
Wuorrad appur omy Jo oferrrewm oayy Suyiqyoxd ojs1el
®1 juounpedmt [ede] ummmuasm_. asnwoan 080001 oduux
~4WUr O1) OUSST 0} I[BUN,, SEA O 1oxug juv[Edds peynjou
uosjap eaqedde '0L6T ‘g LY DAI8P 19))9] ® U "PONSST aq
pinoys 2susdl] aduraaBua A} J9Ujaym uluriajep o} (84 V)
fawioyyy Lyuno)) o2yy jo uojurdo  [euiioy. ¥ pajsenber uodn
<A pur woneatdde sjuspadde peydesos safpdde ‘Louto)
41y fHuno) urdouuayy 213 Jo =d1yo ay).Jo 201Apw uwodpy

¥




Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 17 of 56

L e

|

P —

M8} 3y} jo uoytuilogsa puw uondjoxd fmy 9y 03 PeIY
-ua a1w ‘9ydoad ||e eI ‘S(RNKASOWOY }IBY) SITpI[mow{oe
ougnd 8y [yun paand aq o) LpEyrun st ‘owqoyd eq 01 BPUY
qoufs ‘sjenxasoutoy jsuwredw aopulaad ‘aprs orjqud ey} uQ
oderitem £q WBI(} I9JOUB SUO 0} UOTIOAAD puw aac] eFpaid
ajdoad omy £vur i9378q Moy ‘opis [wuosied @y} uw() ‘pPoIvmL
-$SAIapuUN o jJouury $IFBIIIOWI Xes JWes JO UOTIEdYHEI
[eday yo aoueprodurn orpoquiks orpqnd pue yeuosyad oY} qloq
‘rascdrol] digsuoyB[el [ejlIBur 8y} jo uoijiufooex ede[
uo uing Apusnbary ‘sysezejur Xewplo pue ‘syydia Lqzedoxd
1enuesquy mvf 2y 3o Jde 8Y) ul PIIIBUX 3 0F JuUem
pinoa Xas awes 9y Jo suosied Am SU0SERI [BLUBISQNE

"3} JUINO 0} S[VIIPPUN JUSWBIT}Y [BUOTIOLPSTINL STYT,

‘;ysorayu puostad pue f313doad juvyizodmm aydosd
Luwgux 0} soruep fvInyer sy} ‘Jeyping -£}eLl Jo [BIUAD
% 5] sdIMUONB[RI YINS UONPUES 0} [UENFAX YT, “(1}61)
LG "HOXSJ TIVIDOZ ANV TYWEONRY ‘[ g% ‘Sjuapng 90697500
sy buowy sanonsg pun sjapeg xag ‘wdung ! (8961)
FIVP MYHAY 9HL NI 901AvAGE Tvhxag ‘asssry v “99
‘eag ‘070w 2p 9sixa sdiysuon vfeL [UJIIBUI X8R B[TUIN SNOIAWT
0N ‘seonjonad [suxesomoy jaes0 ui pafefue eamy soyeig
peytuqy a3 Jo uonyrindod jjnpe [wjo3 ay} Jo aFeyuanied juweor
-Judis B ey} Pajeapur oavY SAIpnys OIqEIPY (Se1ervos
QY0 (U 5P {{om §8) £)91908 Ino W peexdsepim st Lji[eaxes
-OUIOY[ eI} POYSTQ¥IS? TABQ S 1 498y U[ UOUTUOSUN
xou anbsajord Joyuau st peyvjduryuoen sdiqsuoneier ey,

-gaouonb
-8U02 212408 suy aspunlaid sup ‘eses enp) Jo JX9ju0D B

OIg)is pejsurum{ll 8% ‘pUy ‘s[BNX35019)9y-U0U Jsursds aarp -
-afaad yo Lyewos Ino uwo jedun Furuyuod o} jo AInsva

BuIoS YIim SN sepraoxd esmdwr emp Ry} ‘paspuy -oxivz
-1q st dwjsuoneiea pesedoad ey xouw wonsenb oyy Jayjreu

L

ANpieA 1age jou n:___u furg Camangg -

o E: NG C1aan,g paahaa jou £y 9
”uﬂ,.-g.n Blusaumilg a1y Japun 1y it pajy A m.”_nz_am_—? u—.k@m_x A.“F_.Hm
umn%..- .,_“_.50 WIS JO N4B[) "AJun0;) (iR anggp o3 o) 11108 sam
Bf_mr W 3918 Mam ® Jnaqy sipodesuuryg nog ur Auoimeian
e @ W pouem dsom- suv(pddy by ‘g saquimdag o ser
ﬁﬁ%ﬂ»ﬂ: _H_. Nw_uwcum .ﬂ_nﬂﬁsﬁw 0 PLOA BR\BIT[ 91]} padeprap,, 2y 18

1omq)ailde 21j3'03 pausst pey 2suany aSeriiem 3
WHMMW% ww:huuh.ﬂwaovﬂl Y3dvgy STy ao7 wﬁzzﬂgd‘buﬂmu Ay, .w”M
\ [ =Ny afpnpe L apqnd apew swa taxn
.M._H.. m%nﬂﬁ”_ﬂwﬂﬂv”é”ﬁhwunaaouﬂ gwm ‘patisnt -asua0(| aa_w Jagw m:.:uu_:m

] 3y} Jnuqe Lambm Lue Suieur woay se0m a1
Way sea)iquop [Puucyapy nuA By o smmu [enxasg wﬂm ;_nwaum“

g srenxesorajey au_.._m—_a.aeawitsﬂn Igadde [om
Lo dusuorywpea posodoxd alyy pue uogsenh oY} 481y 3y

‘BRI [BjUIBWL &9 b o
i ®U} Jo- memmIgYRL "0 vorBOYTIOURS eidag

[BUL10} Pasnjax aq ?mn. X9s des gy Jo arg £y asuwoaq

A@[os ‘SEupiArpI 0m7 H_oﬁa%s St nonsand asmaid oy,

[PRuEsgNg day suoneony) oypy,

. : “Mopag
e qloq £q pogoalor puw Palaprsuoy L[ssa1dxs axom
IR [BU0nMINSUOD d5agy, - (wRT “d ‘nufus ‘ddy) sjoseuntyy
10 3m0p swRadng aqy 0y pum ‘(vgf A najur -ddy) 1 n.aﬁ
.%.:d:c.m_. U0 1oy uu.ﬁhma _.bn_su_:w:mn:oﬁ 8y} axoyaq
U Ayl 1% ‘(eyr-egy cdd ‘Difur -ddy) Snuepueyy Jo
VAL PATIRUIS) Y 18T ui oy Nsuo)) sejeyy pejiug oy 0y
fRupEaRy yusagnay puw apuiy g Jﬁ.ﬂ My yo
UBBI0TA uT a10m sEmG Ay uay ‘Krgem oy mmm.un:_m 31}
0 n_s.c..nma OM) MOTB j0TU 0] S8 08 vurbmnoo M 4TC 129

dvg) ‘smnyeyg BIOSAUULYY Jr J¥Y) pepuajuoo sjusfaddy

posIey oxoq suomsany) 1v39pa 3 aq1 mopy

9




Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 18 of 56

e, g o o A A

1GEET Ut 8mo]
-[0] S® 3j01M Y UMM AJIURWUNIOD DYIJULLDS ALY JO apry}e
Jurmpeymasao jussald o3 dn powums puarg punwsig

« Buteq wewmy L1249
w §)91Xa ‘eq Awur Jt HBom MO Isjjwurl ou ‘£enxes
-man, 30 908X} ¥ )UY) 9}VOIPUl LBUL BIYJ, -B[VWI} IO
BRI JO UOWOAIIP () UL JALHD Q)UIABP AJ|BLIION UL} JO
251009 2ty w Yowym pus padojaadp sS8 10 SIOUL 91V
UOTUM S90UBPUD) [BnXesTy A[[BuidII0 9avy apdoad \[¥, 3

:payBys 8L Y ‘($$6T) LIT PUINL USWRE 9y} pus ourip
‘woswByvIqY ‘(I Wt ‘apdwexs 04 -1odoadun s1 Jonpuo? yous
ut SmfwSuo 10} spenprarpur ezyvued 0} AFurproode 1eTH
ura ([BULIOU,, 818 S[ATIASOWOY 39T} UoVtudooal OYIUALs
FursBo0Ur JOIITW SIPNGIYE MAU Y} JUI)XD ULTHID B OF,

«'99AY aAyonpoxd Furpeay
pue sqof remfea Surproy ‘suszn pPood eIe STENXS
-owoy Ausyy -ejnjeis ydnoxp wvoryender ofjqud 107 10al
-qng W WY} I8 [SUPIATPUL O} JO SSAUIEN] eyeatad
21} §8 9Iouwr pue AIOWI paziwdonax Juraq s ‘101ARYRq .
[enxes uswny Jo $)oadse 13130 Luwux 1M xaadol Ae 2
-nxasoutoy joaiasiy Fudaw(o aan spuin e arnd 1873 g
sowapiAe s1 1Ay ‘oourufindal Y)im SITHATIOR [B0KAS
-owoy predox 0y enunjuoo efdosd Ausw YIOWY, &

1 (g1-81 "dd) soju)s
‘66T ‘01 1900320 “WIBRH [PIUI JO IMINSU [BUOTIBN ¥
30 AJIR0XASOUIOL] U0 3I0Y NSE[, 2} JO jrodey RUL] AN
‘guypy, *Jui10)[e ST AJUNIUIOD TENXASONIOY 21} PI8MO} IPTITR
-8 aqnd 93 J8Y} 20UIPIA® V[qIru0dEdI MOuU 81 I,

“(£96T) 0% ANeIoR
pue K3Iaquy ‘e[ 4aeH H seXeubrjaue sosnwo Ajenxet

6

-owWoY 38y} JAT[aq surviunsny lossdufy oy} usy} VUSRI
o jo JurAIarop axouL ou 81 391) A31|BUXASOUI0Y JO SOT}RIID)
“BIBYD pue s280w0 3yj Jo uwondeoudo iwmdod v £q pajrod
-dns 8137 "GE-0Z 18 “pJ "eouwiowih pug awaj jo wed{sure us
£q 'S00(8} [BOXAY IAT(JO SNOLIVA 91} OI8 8 ‘PIYFLITNOU ST 3]
"Ayifenxesowoy jo mosmiﬁ.uﬁsﬂo wyor a3 03 prsdar jno
-qa emb ‘unJaq aaw Lew 41 88 ‘shuunuen |1 gy ye ‘vadns
rRIng) "M« _Em._u:mum:au Kyuy3ny 1o ‘peordopoyyed ‘qederr
‘ooqm} A[BI90S, pauUOIAl {I}S A1V RIDJBUX TBNXBN v AT(W
1A orqA £q suoniijiqoad  NINGIBY PUB SUOIIPT], ISOT}
30 9uo BT 31 -A3usoy o} jo eousjridrad 2y} Joy Suoswal
oy} uo poexde L[1wou fuom oxv sjsidoor008 puw LISV
-fsd ‘surdrro 591 J0 :oﬁ@nd—mmw aedoxdde oyy 12A9BY M

"' (gosy) IMIX TIX 'IX
9aInj8] .monunwaxm mzo&nﬁ- 70 sauRIIBA oY, ‘Sourvp AL

os[8 @98 ‘LT I® “pJ .ﬁomm uefud 19a0 Ljrorzadne [BIOUX
yan[qe)es 03 pedu T} .E?a:;& w, ‘searjoaadurn sno1dipx
0] PRI ABROP sBA, h..:?;ancchc: 0} uopisoddo ‘Aroemy
ay) 19pug) *(GO6T) 61 SPIRIL JUOMIY I0IAUYeg [¥NXISOUIOH
ypIngd A oosuoriquyoxd A saaup sannedds ey
punoiing, o} s1103y9 jo jrnd sv  saaaqayy Kjrea,, ay) Aq uap
‘piqio] Aeuidiio suwa LjT{enxagouwol juyj sjsaddns Axoatpy
Puoss ¥ "(936T) ¥8% TOPI TRIOW 9} Jo juewrdoaad(y
pus widr1Q g “oreun)sapy f CEO1IeI00S [ranj[natide puw
rrojeed ur sfudne1d Anumy s8im yo souejrodun ormou
-033 A1)} PIIDAAL 4L INM} UL ‘¥O1uI0u0dd Jo poadsy,, ur A[reur
3110 SRA JOUPUOD [BRXASOWHY 0} ALITISOY J8Y) POUTEIUTBI
LHuomns du() -spenxesourol] jsuredw eopnlead dedp e
utv[dxd 03 wesaodAly TBIAADS S|RAARL AINJBISN ISBA §

-
1

sanBimgaol fuireas prie 10 £313uspr §,euo
wmoqe saiseuend |noXUB 0] PaAIRSAL 2 03 O 39dxBd B
Jepan ydams aq 03 fﬁosﬁs_ﬁz ajEun}IoTun IO §¥alj jou
e spaxesowor el oatwared ovqud aqy s ueyy AuQ

B8



Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 19 of 56

P

v . e R o e e B o M

F————

SJyeUA( X¥) Ypesp aphour 9891} ‘'sIeyjo Fuowry) ‘s
-}9)S [e19pe] pu® vj0SeUUI [)0q ISPUN Syausy X8, 9

‘pojytmaad a1aym S9393s UL £)9I11Us-2Y)-Ag-KouUBUD) £iq
Kyxadoad uso 03 L1prqe 9y W8 ous sysuaq Lj1aderg °g

‘diqeworye(e1 1L}
103 wonnuFonal (Spunumod Ajjusnbasuocd pue) (sl F
199 Wt
AIOM SOVMYBIS UrBOIIBAI[ I9pun oms 0} AJygE YT, °§
-o8aurasw 8 03 youwpxnd » Jo 1jsep
[nySucam A} J0y sserpasx [¥A9[ 3o LJHIARTIRAR S, 7
"UOTSER09NS
9)ejsejun A I9yjoue QU0 WOIf JLIANuUL 0} ANIYB YT, ‘T
s euuoDoTy juepedde oy 03 eFvirrewr 1Yy 021ud00a1 0} [USN]
-a1 $,9y9)g o) Jo 9suwodq Lofud jouusd oy YIIM B5}99I8)
-0l yons X18 pejeiewnue Iayeq juws(edde om ‘{uixy ey
18 Awowmyysey syy uy dujsuoy¥iel [BjlIBUL PaylyBI Afreds|
oy woxj mop ‘esnep ssxvoxd onp ayy Lq pejesjoxd ospE
tgysaaoyur K31adoxd queoiprude ‘uoryippe ur {£Z61) 688 ‘SN
200 ‘vqsvaqaN A Aofiafy ¢ (ZF6T) 982 "' 018 ‘PuoyDPQ
‘A squayg $(GOGT) 6LF "STOL 18R ‘MONIIuN0D A PIOMSIAD
L(2961) 1S 88E ‘mabag A fusaog t(1L6T) T2 S0 TOF
“no1o2uu0)) A PPoG 903G JUANIPUIMY HUIDIN0Y oY) JO
sosun[ uonoetoad yenba puw ssacoxd enp ey Aq pajeejord
A[in3 “4se10jur [ejuourepuny @ FASIL 91 LxI8UI 03 18 A,

*sosnepy wonreioxd nbo pue ssa00ad onp o1l 30
uonujora uy L1zedoad puw Kaaqyy yo symepadde soArxdap
ofuraram sjuwjedde Lypouss o} weNIes 8 uspuodsay

1

AT

__ "worap) 9 ur
9)8}g Alaaw h:.wﬂﬁ}.‘ mn -sme] oferileur oy} 1PAPe PIUUA
‘a1010151) ‘UOTSWAD B,AN0D S, ,'§8B}S L3I0 Ul Poju}
“1}BUL W93 AAWY m.mw___.s¢ ‘peIy uwoRq 9B UOHOB BIYY MUIG

*#3[(noo {8nxasoIa}aY ERA[PIP ‘ardwexa J0F—pajenyis Aja9]
TR BI9YI0 01 MB[ AQ paplumT’ S)GaUa(Q SNOIAWNU PIUDP
u3dq eawvy Aay} ‘uorpuaraddp gy Jo jmser B sy Klagu
0} Wi a—pFu uw_mwﬁ ®:.J0 paaladep Jureq ere juwy
-fadde ‘eorpulead Fuipigw yo esneseg -RENXasowoy 1suisde
UOHBUIMTIOSIP 9y 10 MB| UI UOI¥IgLISUL oU ST 8xaif} eI
Wy e} &g seddns am ‘pepunaduron s eansnfur sy,

'}

i "s{Bnxasouroy 9jnnastad oy

«oonelur juaxd v, ‘pres puasg. se ‘Apurerd s1 p sepnppe,
oyqud Jurfuoyo pug aSpajmouy ay(uLTHS Jo 898y 9y} ul

"(TSGT) £8-98L Axyeryoedeg
Jo °f 'ury JOT ut pajutadsy onj A3ENLD pus eungn
® 8% {)ipenxasouwroy aynadstad 03 soysnlur yeard e st 3]
(90 ‘Wurp Bp opIsuee - ‘oRSuriegctyy ‘01BJ) WA}
Suours waut 1893801J Bif) JO [MIPAAS ‘S[RNXASONIOY UADN
AR FIUIT] UIIPONL PUT JUSWDUB JO F{UNPIATPUL B[qwIads
- Aydn Auvpy -juewdojsapp [enxas Jo jsariw Wiwy
199 ¥ £q paanpoad uoroun] [FUXIS OY} JO UOTIRLIVA B
3 0} 11 JAPISUOD am {RRIUTI UL ST PAYISSBIY 20 jOUUEDd
1! ‘uonjupuadap ou ‘901A ou ‘Jo pawBgsw 3q 03 Junjjou
91 3 nq ¢m§==>@x.o.ﬁ Afpainssu 81 Ajenxasouroyy,,

01




8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 20 of 56

JWS Document 53-

cv-00024-

Case 2:14

IR ——————— P eEER S

19)10U MU BJOSIUUTY ‘rasamar] '90v) S} UQ *(e1g-807 dd
‘prjuz “ddy) Fseuap Jo ooy 9y} ¥8 PO SB 81 ‘Luursy 8
UM udlpjiye jo Suiivaa pus uorjealooad o1y Jurajoauy
fpubun ‘Uswom B puv UWRW ¥ }O UOWUN ¥ §¥, 9FBLIABUL
7O UOYIIISUT AT, “[UILL0}SIY I0 [BUOTIUYSP 3q 03 sigadde
fanon) sutaxdug wjosaunipy o1} 03 Jurprodos ‘wrarqoxd o1,

119130 [oBa LIIBUX 0} HI99
Koy woym juejedurodu autoddq A3y) 0P ‘usy} ‘Aum vadns
‘pmabag ‘A Pwaorg aredwo) g0°LIS-BOLIS e paus ‘go° LIS
BUOIj0Rg BN}y Rj0SOUUIJY Ul payreads suorjeagenb oy}
1opun Krxewx 0} Jusjedmod st ju(@dds yogd ‘feyeradag
quBut ejuamepuny B SIPRAUT A[URNIGIB ‘9I0F0I0Y}
‘worpoun §1] ~dIGSUOERE TBjIABWL oy AJrjoues o0} Fuisuyer
103 ‘ouo Sugedutod € sse] YW ‘UOFEAT AU UMOUE joU
sey 97838 o1} ‘o0 By Ut ‘sucijou seevord enp Sukddy

*(1L61) 922 PEP? 1
08 ‘1S3 1D 'S 86 ‘Peay ‘A paay P ‘wadns ‘muoyvyQ
‘a anwwg ¢ (PY6T) FBL 'S 626 WPHONT A uyybnoTOR
!padns ‘varbaig A Huraor] 20 Guowntndie sy jo juauod
-u10o uo1pajoxd [euba o3 03 PIRTAI WITA "Didns ‘VYSVLQIN
A safiapy 4 (suonmide Apaolsw ay) [[8) vadns nodauno))
‘A plomseeg vains ‘gnoypaunor) ‘A appog eds ‘uanoduron
ssasoad enp 37} 03 PIeSel LA\ UCTIBUWILIOSIP FOOTPIA
-uy 0} Joalqne Suteq oxv saferuvur X9 o(durs ur eFedud
01 ySta oA §TOSII( JO SSB[ M} puw ‘me[ jo ssenoad enp
oA potuep A[L1Bajlqas 318 ALIBUL 0} YA Oym BuOS
-xod a1y o S Kyradoxd pue pBuosaad juerodur 4sa19)
-wr quatuisA08 9jyrmiIda] aw0s JAYMMY 0} UMOYS &q uw
fyrpoues 03 [WSNJAI 9YY SSA[) ‘sasnep s8Inoxd onp puv
uoyoajoxd [enbe juswpuaury yusajanoy oMy £q peyrqryord
81 18y} 1ONPU0d LI0JVANILIISTP A[SNOIPTAUL puUE AIBajIqas
30 pury o1y Ljestaad 81 xey awes Ay Jo arxe diysworysil

¢1

oy} 03 serjred 1joq mmﬁ.dmoa Afp[os e¥wirinw @ AJ1pouss 0}
[eengey -edieur o} @:3. a3y} ‘Ioavmoy ‘asmO SIY} UL BUSST
18 £31[1qusp jusuwiasod jo pury Ay 03 patjdds e1e Layy
8y “S9urjoop uoiajesd [snba -pum -sseord anp yloq Jo
Surcru v s3a[oaur 2131 pajussard mmmm?ﬁu ay} ‘osuas B Uy

(0961) 9T¢ 'S'0 19¢ “Ya0y Av7 Jo finr) “a sapog 3 raden
~yeut iqrgoxd Jo yjum arayiajul Lrwt -1 eroyeq ‘Surjadwoo
81 UM }8219)U1 BUNYUTPIOGNS € JRIISUOWDP JENUL JF)S
a “ydu meurny ?Em:iﬁcnm ¥ 51 adriia8m 9snwIIq ‘087
uy psdns ‘DySDAQIN A 4RI ‘Fup -esodind eyws oy
-fide puw jusjiodurr duids 0} UOIYH[AI B[QVUOTHAI B JS¥O] )8
MO(IA 10 ENOTPIAUT X0 £18I)10I8 S (OIMA UOIIOV JUBUIUID
=08 £q “sarayur orqnd ey Sunosjoxd jo ssmF oy aspun
‘i poxajrejur oq jou-Keur Yonm ‘sjserspur pue sjydu o
ejpunn ® esaspaduwion edvurrBur EwIT, . "pidns TYSDIIN A
2RIy ‘Didns ‘DuioyDIy () A Souuryg-fvidns noyoauu0D) “A
pomsiay ‘osdns ‘Dutbang A Hwao ‘vidns ‘monpauno))
‘4 ;ppog “S2 ‘9ag “TeIuatiepun; peuresp 81w ‘eSerrinut
v w ‘fqradoid pum ﬁ.m.:on..aa ‘5180197101 B [UNPIATPUT Y,

‘190 o} jsursde sauapras oAld 0} paviof aq 10 A1l
jouuso gsnods aue ‘dfSEONB[OT |BJIIBUI [BWLIO] B ST 2191}
maym ‘Apeury digsuorjupa [ejuvm ¢ uo uing L[juenbaxy
Suisnoy oriqud 03 sjyBryy "sIyeuwy. suvaejaa Lusmr Jo ‘eydure
*X2 X0y ‘anay st srqy, ‘sesnods Juiarains o} puw sssnods
0} Kjuo 2[gB[IBAB 218 Sjyouaq Jusutuiaaod Luspy ‘suos
<13 PaLIIBTIUN UBRMAIRQ EIIR [RIXY NQ{01d SME[ [RUINILL
g8 aurog  sasodind AAURUBNYT 10} pAEY 9q [[IM 089
jo ae) 8 &uQ drysuorye(ea [ejrivm oy wr A[uo pouted sq
uw 38} sadYjuvApy [BH9] 1aY]0 O] RIGUINUUT DIB I,

' (*opo)).XuJ, awoauy [vIe
P PISTABI 81} IIPUN UIA—SJYoU] X8] SWODUT PUB

44




8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 21 of 56

cv-00024-JWS Document 53-

Case 2:14-

TTRST LT L

e —— L o

A[jua)sisuod AW M fovurerdng e}y TIEJUIBUL O}
paudisep sainsend sv uoyjsaynsal umo xisy wo puule
1SNUL SUO1JBIYISIV]D [BI0X A} JVY[) SAIBIFUOWAP SUOS
-19d ampa Guiajoaur §FBIIIBUL [RIBIIUL Lo sqiq
-oxd BrurIr 19U) 19€F AT, “UOWBIYISSH[D SU) SayysTl
oI UOTJBUIWLLIISIP [BIOBI SROIPIAUT JO yaapuadapuy
esodand Suiprilsao 9jewyIds ou Appuejed SU 2I3YJ,

: Suifes 03n)8)S 9} UMOP
¥ONI}s a0 o), TRUOTIITISUOIUN §BM MBI IR0 fus
pus 29891 uvBIFEINBY Y} JO guosiadl weamiaq sefuirasw Juy
-yiquiead ‘ojnye)s UOT)BUAFADSTNI-TIUE g, Bratda A I9Y)oqa Sek
980 (W[} UY JA007) 8y} B103A ANV ], (1961) T 'S'0
ggg ‘vrmbfmg A Hurao7] ur punog St ASRY S uo 8183
2 g® sumjoop uorgoajoxd jenba 213 Jo AU0IEYENO} ST,

“}5a107U1 [BjueIUIoA0T Kuw 0} pajR[ax K¢
-UOTJRI 3 0} UAOYS weq Jou sei Ajduus uoyjdtiasord 8,8)08
-uuijy °00} 3531 16V} ISPUn PIfreEy VY oojjedde oy1 ja}
juaqos syusadds ‘Sjqeuoseaiun Jo Lsnoprded ‘fureiyqae
poejoB S8 VIOSOUUMT IIAum jo suoyyganb L{uo SOAJOAUL
sgaooxd onp spuayo uorilixesoxd ewjosewaly @Y} Iayjetum
auruwiajep 0} pardds aq 03 183] 313 JL UMD ‘puy -sadvriivul
¥os 91dus equrasoad o) woyy Puo st I3[ I ‘jgex03ur 9}
21nn98 0} Panoy aq Ued SUBHL AAIITIIS STAT OU R} Furped
-I109 08 ST IP|A ]5IFUT JUBUIUIAAOST ojuumide] © aqLI089p
qouuna ea(pEddw a1y 1M ‘310je1Al) JTWANS gjunieddy
‘sjusted
antpdope ag 01 2[QIBI[3 AU0IAQ IART saosxed o[fuis udAd
'919] JO CUAIPIIYY UMO IR} 9AT10WOD 0} ejquum Aq{euoy
-owe xo Krenishyd ore srouwpred o) OT{M UT §IXIS epsoddo
jo suosiad UeAM}0q SAFBILIBNL AURW 9ALBAIOOId S19pUA
Apwaape 17 uoyrasooxd jo urroy ajqwidenoe A[[BLO0S ® Ljawep

a1

epnb ey uondopy -Hutreal puys pue uoywsrsord sepupaid
1Ry} sederLseul Xas apduis jo aanjdu arpy ur Junpjouw st easy,
“(0961) 88% ‘6L¥ 'S’ ¥9¢ “ssyong A wopyg esodind
o158q ewres oY) JuTARIYDE,IG] SURMU I[}SBIP S8 JO P{FT 23
Ur pomdlA 9y jsnul, JuRwSpLIGY dATRISIIR] JO IPeRIq By,
"PARTYOR AJMOLIBY 210U B U8 PUF 31} UITA S21}I9(1[ [BUOS
-1ad pejuswiBpUn m:m_m._ Apeorg yeyy sueawr £q ponsind aqg
Jouuss asodand yeyy ferjuestng pus sysunypidey oq asodand
musuntiasod o) o1 waagr),, ‘[BUONIYSULIUN DY [[198
Plom sefurizenr xoR-dFure o uk 9YN[OSYY S,PIOSVUTIN

‘wpsppe esrex a3, pus ejsatnoad o0} Lyiqe puw ssaulur

-ja aaeupaed eSBlarew oy wo wawy AIqeeSvLIIvUL AU
A|[BUO[NY1}8UOD P[NOY -JUBNILIAA0E J8Y} TFururasse UaAG]

"(696T)
0L 'S BEE Y4OT., MmaN A 2048 C1L6T) 6T 'S E0P
‘musofiy A wayop) fvadns ‘vaafarg A bwao] “Ta ‘Geg
‘Aeunia) Iow FunBUIPIOGNR JOU “[BN)UBISUS IAipeU 8q
pInoa eaTjowr [BjusWILILA0S ® 1pug -o[qsueyerdex Aj[ewo0s
3q 0y uonyeiudod no Jo jusuFas adre ® £q paiapisuod a1e
L)} ammwoaq m_mﬁ‘.f aq Auwin safluirrew xas o(fuis yey Sur
-3803808 aq ucnqno.a.ﬂ.ﬂco enm.ulng ejosauury 9 Aloang,.

_ nidns
‘monppauno) A promsrsy “AURUOTIVAL [BIIIVMW B[} Jo KoBA
-ud 9l) PUPRAUL L[[RUOTINGIIFUOOUN 1 38y} PUnoIS B} uo
UMOP T JOILIPS 307 FN[} 9X0§aq TNJUdD B L[18IU JO] §HoO(
NIV} 81 UO UAI( PBI[ SANAAP.-]OIIUOD YIITq UO UOTOLIISIL
ranonpaune) Surpadwon pue Surpsurproqus st drysnorngal
S48 21} FUTIDUINDUD 1T JSITAJUT &,91818 B[} J8Y] 9JLISUO
‘Wap ‘[BUOTIPPE Huralum Jnoyita Gou sa0p pur ‘Kjieuonng
15002 §}1 uo FurLteaq ou SB[ AUIERIAD UOTYATIISET B Jo LjTa
byue oy ‘saountaipag uonyep sy sorduy Jou sayeys

4




8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 22 of 56

JWS Document 53-

-00024-

-CVv

Case 2:14

maa—

T TR TR

o o o e N e

I ————— et R f

oY) yorym uodn punoad ayj 0} dujsuorje[aa [erjueisqus pue
areJ Aug 189Q JOT 0P uoyB(SIFa] () 10§ PAqLIVSE a18 sj00f
-0 19A9YBYM ‘PHUDYY "S}IN0D BIOSIUUL a) Ay penijsuod
wolB|S1Fa] 3} 30 Jual(0 B} UTYIINST O} J{ROYTP ST 35 98I
*IDJRNUL [BAONFIIFUOD geud JOUNBY UOTIRIYISEB[O BIOFIUUTH
21y ‘plupue)s judfiuLN}8 S FUf) £q pedpnl uaysm UeAR]
eI
poyeeyy oq jsnun Koyy ‘seseo 9180y DPUB Pady oWy Ieput
‘smyyf, "s9[dnod [BNXIS0I9OY SEJPINYP 03 ([PROWBELNOIID
Aprepuars,, a8 ‘ejdurexe 10} ‘sopduod Xes aures SSIPTID

“(0g61) §T% ‘31% "' 8§98
‘pnabaag “a c0) ouvng 493sfioy ANIE PAITRLG 20 [[BYS
paIuRBUNDIR  A[18] (WIS suosied [ gjey} 0% ‘uoyyB(
-g1991 a1 0 108[4(0 91} 0} UOKIBIAY [RLJUTSUNS PUB 118}
v Swiamy eoworayp jo punoid ewos uodn 3sal ISNUL
pue ‘A1B1}1qIB J0U ‘FVUOSEIL 9Q ST, UOTIBIYLSHV
¥ 'ajnjuEls ey JO 9Arjoalqo g 0) pIjeRIU £nom
BUB)1ID JO SISV( A} UO SIRSBI? JUDISIIP 0FUT 2UIEYS B
Aq peoerd suosaad o} papaoaIwr 8( JuUatm}eal] JUIIRPTIP
yei ayw(Eide] 0 aemod oy seyeIg 03 Auasp ‘Iaremoq
'Sa0p JUAWIpULIY JBY} JO °SUB) U001 Tenby
aiy, [‘pepmwo suonui)] ‘glum juerogip ul suosiad
JO S0SSY[D JUDIAYIP 1B} O} 1amod a9} seyelg 03 Auap
10U $O0P JUBUIPUAINE JUIRLITNOH] 3T} 1B} pezugooax
AUS)SISUOY SM[ JANO]) STYY VSNW[ JUH} Surkydde uy

: (625 78 PE'Pe T 0E) PYES Jnod oty ooy,
Y UAMMpUATY T[jUe9Ino ] A} JO 8B woppajoxd Tenbd
ay} J0 BATIRIOIA S ‘S3[BUIAY 0} pediagaad ay jsnur sa[ew
§078}89 I9)STUTUIPR 0} paunenb Anenba swosiad weemisq
sw e papiaoad M ‘eanmis oiep] uv 3B PIOY YITYM

AT

“(1L6T) 922 PZP® T 0 ‘167 ") S 46 P29y "A Paayl W UOISTO
9P JuadeI sano)) ¥y} st predar suf) ur juworudis A[pe
-odsyf "Jopuaf jo 2u0 ST 98WI S|} Ul UOLIBUIMILIISIP 91|,

WY ST UDTEOYISSBD BJOSIUUT o)
‘sprepuwys | jsorejuy &m:w:%.&.ﬁ_:w: pur joadsns A(jwuory
-03118U09,, JuaduLi}s w.&E.ai Aq-padpnl aq 0y jou st 0sBY
BUf} UT ONSSY B UOLEPYISSB[D A1 JBY} dWINSST BM JI UBAG[

"PoqLIOgY B8Q WV IO "UIB(- SV UQIIRIYISSV]D SIY) I0J UOSYDI
Junsuipaoqus B 1ou 2juutyiFa| € LOPU payRaTpUT ApRSI[Y
nuq om sy “(6961) '8T9 SN F68 "wosdwoy A omdyg
Buyedwon s1 3w %M.w_..aaﬁ. -Auyyeurproqus 9jnuwiyide) ®
Huyeysuousp jo uwepan.oy) jusuinidavd uo sedwd Ty
prepusys 3y) £q padpul aq puoys jeruap ) ‘UoiFBIyYISSRED
awos £q dnosd v 0y pouap s—oefvftiow se Pus—ypyIu
(MUumpuny ¥ uM Je} PIYWAPUL SBY }IN0) UL ‘IdAl
o “((T261) 932 PEP? 102 ‘163 30 S 46 P2y A pany
28) xa8 uodn possq SUOLBIYISSR[D 0} pepueyxs ussq jof
ou g8y ‘(vidns ‘Dpunyl. s wulinvgopy fvidns Vb
' fwaog 39 ‘995) "eo8r uodn PAgEY SUOYIBIYISSBP O}
pudds jamon sty yorga 3893 joadsns AQjualeyuy oy 30y
mg s1 9] (vgg d Dafur “ddy) nm_wm.w T 30UIIBYIP [ejuot
-apuny oy} uodn PasTH AUO PUR IV wodn A[a1aw peswq Uoyy

-ILRAI [B)IIBUL B UIBMID U011DUISIP T8I ¥ ST 3I3Y[),, Oy -

punos3 ayj uo.2s80 Jusjsur ) 0} gpqestddeut sr worswep
bwiaoT oyp y8yl pefnl 1ano)) ewxdng ¥JOSIUAIK oY,

BUILAB 'S 888 ‘vumbag
B0y egnel) wonwojoay [enhip ) Jo Furuesw [BI)
X33 JM[} BI)VIOIA SUOTYRIISSRD [RINVI. JO ISNLIIQ A[2[08
{1rew 0} wopadiy 913 BuyPlyser ey jqnop ow aq
U9l BIAYJ, 098I JO JUNOAIR. UO EuAZIND Jo SPILT S
PHISET YOTUYM SAINSBOML JO L[[RUOTIN]TISUOD 31} PoTuUBP

91




8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 23 of 56

00024-JWS Document 53-

Cv-

Case 2:14

s e e e e S g i 8 5 e

o s b

e — e 8 R A

syopaddy 40f shauiony

090G wposouuty ‘stodeautiy
anueAy Fred 69T
WARISY) '§ MNA]

eT$Gq Wiosaumiyy ‘syjodeouuiiy
anueny urdeuuey 188 ETET

wOTU[) SNISQYT AL BIOSIUUIN

ALEUARTAN, TAVHOIIL ¥
‘poyyruqus jmpjoedsay

"patow 9q praoys
uonpsranf ojquqoxd ‘esoqu Y110} 138 suossal 2yl 104

NOIS(TONOD

oadns ‘o
“goaun0)) A plomsup “Fa ) ‘810 X68 rgnonydaed Lue I0.
n.‘u.n xas ur afeFus 03 purjuy serjasd w1y IAEYM SUIMINP
0} SSAWIENG §,218)8 9 31 BT AON "joU I0 sy8aI001d 0} pusjul
diysuoTIe[ex Y} 0} S{BNPIATPUL I} 1OAYM SE9UIST] $,97818
a_,m 30 auou s7 31 ‘AU suolTBIaL AR 03 £yxed B w01y voT)BIIAUL
ws 10 ‘ysarejup Surjedwioo jo Suimoys ¥ JUSSqY -drifsuon}
gL U} O FAwvukp [RUIAUL AL} SZWUNUIE 0} 1dwsyye
0} 91ejs 9} 103 digsuorje(dl [BjIXEWM By} JO Kowatad ou
JO VO[SBAUL TRIUSULBPUNY 3JSOUT ALY St 31 ‘poapuy *(1261)
11E ‘SO T0p “mowoouno) A a1ppog ¥ f(L961) T SN
agg ‘maabazg A Bwiao fpadng ‘yn0yoauucY A plomsisp
29Q "SIUIMPUANTY T[FUeeINd [ pue Uiy oy} jo ety 0
poatasax foeatid 0y puw Luem o3 S ayy Jo [BlUSD ®

61

"vadns ‘opracl A wipyinooy
foadns ‘i s Musioq foudns ‘poegp A pusyy s9y anssl (0L
TTUIRUOD Y] 1] JUBAR[AIIL KL JDI|JAA0) R ABRIIBUL WOT} palsng jou
3% a3BLIIRW XOF dWeY PAllsIp Ay ) waridud By eyl 108y A, ,

st sjuwoydds ey} o xas o1y jo esuwoeq A[ereut afvriiewt
Suepadde aqy aysuejidal 03 [esugal ¢9joseumyy ‘Ajduipzon
v "(0L61 180 "@'N) g8F "dduy 1 ZI¢ ‘wmssuumoy) 991
-aag Py SIS Pagre A papuipy ‘osie 298 ¢ (Fuiinuoo
“f ‘313qpL0D) Z6F-16P 6LV 'S TRE 1mA09uN0)) A PlomsiiD

*IOAS0S}RI[M J03[1D.0U 1 9A13 -0} pU¥ JUBWpTAULY
Uiy eyj eloudr 03 .m_..ﬂ TOTNIRUOD 9]} 0} S)UBMIpUSUIR
148 jsag o3 Aq'.spros Ausur 08 ur pajusivng jou
9 W 3wy esuwanq pefuriyuraq Lewr eFurrreur ut
Koeanad 3o Wdu oy s® £301m08 100 uy pajoor-dasp os
PU® [FjuUdBPWIY PUR DISYY 08 AL ' R PIOY OF,

“Kowatzd 1rony ui Furppawr Angavepum puw jydu
o1Eeq §1Y) wey) Juldep st .2y8)s By ‘saferirvur @1 JO
LrwumBe; oy syueedde Juimops jou Ag -esne}d sse0oxd
Mp JUBUIpUITILY E:nﬁh.mrm Y. 58 Jom sw JEMUIp U Y

CquIN ey} Aq pegoejoad syjydtx pwnueisqns eaw  Kowaud

[9ieut pus a3vlIIR)] ‘08 - 0p 03 uosesx Suipdwod v ST
A wym Lluo xqmniaus Jo Luep Kewd 9118 o1y 1pIYM
pu0 ‘aregu [euosiad B st suosied omy usamiaq advirrely
, .
.-nﬂﬂaﬁﬁﬂﬂn.ﬂ. -.—.—,:U@__..:-Q.W Pue quuiy 2191 JOo monujors
uy hnvd}._..-_ﬂ ey jo ﬂn-mm“u?:._ PRIUEBLIBAUN OF 931MN5U0d
shvlavmr sjuepedde iemmder 01 (menjax s 2oyaddy

03 .

A L

o 8adur1I9w
X998 JURIBffIP PUB XAS QUIES UIIM|AQ UMRBRID ST 9IUIILINP

8T




Case 2:14-cv-00024-JWS Document 53-8 Filed 06/10/14 Page 24 of 56

EXHIBIT 69



Journal of Marriage and Family

JULIEN O. TEITLER

NANCY E. REICHMAN

LENNA NEPOMNYASCHY

IRWIN GARFINKEL

Columbia University
Robert Wood Johnson Medical School*
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey™*

Columbia University***

Effects of Welfare Participation on Marriage

We investigcated the widely held premise
that welfare participation causes women to
refrain from marriage. Using dara from the
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study
(N =3,219), we emploved an event history
approach to study transitions to marriage among
mothers who have had a nonmarital birth. We
found that welfare participation reduces the
likelihood of transitioning to marriage (hazard
ratio is 0.67, p <.01), but only while the mother
is receiving benefits. Once the mother leaves
welfare, past receipt has little effect on marriage.
We infer that the negative association between
welfare participation and subsequent marriage
reflects temporary economic disincentives rather
than an erosion of values.

Columbia University School of Social Work, 1255
Amsterdam Avenue, New York, NY 10027
(jot8(@columbia.edu).

*Department of Pediatrics, Robert Wood Johnson Medical
School, 97 Paterson St., Room 435, New Brunswick, NJ
08903.

**School of Social Work, Rutgers, The State University of
New Jersey, 536 George St., Room 205, New Brunswick,
NJ 08901,

**%Columbia University School of Social Work, 1255
Amsterdam Avenue, New York, NY 10027.

This article was edited by Jay Teachman.

Key Words: marriage, welfare, welfare reform.

The Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996,
often referred to as welfare reform, ended enti-
tlement to welfare benefits under Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) and replaced
AFDC with Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) block grants to states. The
broad goal of the PRWORA was to reduce
dependence on government benefits by promot-
ing work, encouraging marriage, and reducing
nonmarital childbearing. The legislation repre-
sented a convergence of dissatisfaction with the
welfare system on both sides of the political
spectrum. Welfare participation was viewed by
many as a cause of dependence, rather than a
consequence of disadvantage, and part ofa *“tan-
gle of pathologies’” (to borrow from Moynihan,
1965) alongside nonmarital childbearing. The
new legislation required mothers to work in
exchange for cash benefits, imposed lifetime lim-
its, and encouraged marriage—all with the goal
of breaking the cycle of dependence and bring-
ing an increasingly marginalized underclass to
the mainstream.

In terms of reducing caseloads, welfare
reform has been a clear success; welfare rolls
have declined by over 50% since their peak
in 1994, and at least one third of the caseload
decline can be explained by welfare reform.
At the same time, employment rates of low-
skilled mothers rose dramatically (Ziliak, 2006),
and at least some of that increase was a
result of welfare reform (Schoeni & Blank,

878 Journal of Marriage and Family 71 (November 2009): 878 -891
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2000). The effects on family structure have
been less clear. A large literature on the
effects of welfare reform on marriage and
a smaller one on cohabitation have yielded
mixed findings, and the literature on nonmarital
childbearing and female headship indicates
slightly negative but inconsistent effects of
welfare reform (Blank, 2002; Gennetian &
Knox, 2003; Grogger & Karoly, 2005; Moffitt,
1998; Peters, Plotnick, & Jeong, 2001; Ratcliffe,
McKernan, & Rosenberg, 2002).

That there were large reductions in welfare
caseloads and increases in employment, with
little accompanying change in marriage and
nonmarital fertility, casts doubt on the existence
of a tight pathological knot involving those
behaviors—a premise that has been taken as
a given by policymakers and researchers alike.
According to Blank (2007) in a recent synthesis
article on the effects of welfare reform, ‘“There
is continuing grist for the research mill of social
scientists in all disciplines to understand both
why one set of behaviors [work, earnings] was so
responsive [to welfare reform] in the past decade,
while other behaviors [marriage, nonmarital
fertility] have been relatively unchanged”
(p. 32).

The two causal mechanisms most commonly
assumed to operate are that welfare participation
compromises values and that there are economic
disincentives to marrying while on welfare. In
terms of the former, one of the very vocal
arguments in favor of welfare reform focused
on the value of work (Katz, 2001). The idea
was that work builds character and positively
affects attitudes toward family, whereas welfare
reliance erodes family values (Mead, 1989). In
terms of the latter, critics of AFDC pointed to
the perverse financial incentives of the program.
The logic was that AFDC discouraged marriage
because benefits were more easily obtained
by one-parent families, making women more
likely to have children outside of marriage
and remain unmarried. PRWORA eliminated
some of the disincentives to marriage, but
because the income of a cohabiting partner or
spouse is factored into eligibility for TANF,
disincentives to co-residing or marrying may
still exist—particularly when [amily structure is
difficult to conceal, as in the case of marriage
(e.g., see Burstein, 2007, for a good discussion
of eligibility rules for two-parent families under
AFDC and TANF).

879

Direct links between welfare participation
and marriage have rarely been explored—either
under AFDC or TANF. The literature on
effects of welfare policy on marriage does not
directly test or further our understanding of
how participation in the welfare system might
discourage the formation of marital unions.
Moreover, welfare participation could have
small effects on marriage that become apparent
only over a long period of time (longer than the
time frame considered in most policy analyses)
or it may delay marriage temporarily but have
little effect on the likelihood of an individual
ever marrying.

By design, most participants in TANF and
its predecessor AFDC have been unmarried
women, and the two behaviors (welfare par-
ticipation and marriage) are therefore strongly
associated. It is not clear, however, that wel-
fare causes nonmarriage. Marriage could make
women ineligible for welfare (reverse causal-
ity) or differences in marriage behavior between
participants and nonparticipants could reflect
(relatively stable) cultural or socioeconomic
characteristics or (transitory) changes in cir-
cumstances. Studies that have used welfare
participation as a control variable in analyses
focusing on other determinants of marriage have
generally found weak or insignificant associa-
tions with marriage (e.g., Brien, 1997; Lichter,
McLaughlin, Kephart, & Landry, 1992; Smock
& Manning, 1997).

As far as we know, only two studies have
explicitly investigated the effects of welfare
participation on marriage. Both report findings
based primarily on AFDC, so their results may
not be applicable to TANF participation in the
post-1996 environment. The first used data from
the Panel Study of Income Dynamics to esti-
mate the effects of AFDC participation on being
married 10, 15, and 20 years later (Vartanian &
McNamara, 2004). The authors found a negative
association between participation in AFDC for
more than 2 years and being married 15 years
later, a positive association between AFDC par-
ticipation for less than 2 years and being married
20 years later, and no other significant associ-
ations. The inconsistent results, small sample
sizes, and possible selection issues make it dif-
ficult to draw inferences from the study about
the long-term effects of AFDC participation on
marriage.

Using 1989 to 2000 data from the Survey of
Income and Program Participation, Fitzgerald
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and Ribar (2004) found sizable negative effects
of current welfare participation (AFDC or
TANF) on exits from female headship (the most
common pathway being through marriage) in
simultaneous models of welfare participation
and hcadship. Their estimated effect sizes are
larger than the associations found in other
studies, perhaps reflecting their focus on the
effect of being on welfare rather than having
been on welfare at some point in the recent past.

Overall, a very small literature indicates that
there are short-term (contemporaneous) negative
effects of welfare participation on marriage but
that the effects in the longer term are unclear. To
comprehensively explore the effects of welfare
participation on marriage and to understand what
underlies those potential effects, it is necessary to
consider both short- and long-term effects, which
requires that the two be modeled simultaneously,
or at least consistently (using the same data,
control variables, and model specifications).
Potential long-term effects are of particular
interest to us, as they are more relevant to claims
about a self-perpetuating culture of poverty.

We use post-welfare-reform data to test
the widely held premise that participation in
welfare discourages marriage. We employ an
event history approach to estimate the effects
of TANF participation on the likelihood and
timing of marriage among mothers who have
had a nonmarital birth, a group at high risk
for welfare dependence. We estimate effects
that are concurrent with TANF receipt and
those that persist after spells on TANF have
ended and project effects over the life course.
Specifically, we address the following questions:
Is TANF participation associated with long-
term changes in marital behavior? Is TANF
participation associated with marriage in the
short term (while a participant is receiving
benefits)? What are potential mechanisms? What
is the role of selection? How large would the sum
of long-term and short-term effects be over the
life course if the effects remained constant over
time?

METHOD

The Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing
Study follows a cohort of parents and their
newborn children in 20 U.S. cities (located
in 15 states). Mothers were interviewed in
the hospital at the time of their child’s
birth (baseline) and over the telephone 1, 3,

Journal of Marriage and Family

and 5 years later. Baseline interviews were
conducted with a probability sample of 3,711
unmarried mothers and a comparison group of
1,196 married mothers from 1998 to 2000 (see
Reichman, Teitler, Garfinkel, & McLanahan,
2001, for dctails of the rescarch design).
Response rates of unmarried mothers were
87% at baseline, 89% (of baseline completed
interviews) at the 1-year follow-up, 87% (of
baseline completed interviews) at 3 years, and
84% (of baseline completed interviews) at
5 years (Bendheim-Thoman Center for Research
on Child Wellbeing, 2008).

Of the 3,293 mothers who reported that
they were unmarried at baseline and who
completed follow-up interviews at 1 year, 39
(approximately 1%) were excluded from the
analysis because of inconsistent or missing
reports of marriage dates, 5 (<1%) were
excluded because of missing TANF participation
dates, and 30 (approximately 1%) were excluded
because of missing data on other covariates.
The remaining 3,219 cases formed the analysis
sample. A comparison of the mothers in our
analysis sample to the baseline unmarried
mothers not in our analysis sample (primarily
because they did not complete 1-year follow-up
interviews) revealed the two groups to be very
similar in terms of race/ethnicity, education,
and baseline cohabitation status. Mothers who
remained in the sample were more likely than
those who were lost to follow-up to be less than
20 years old at the time of birth (23% vs. 16%)
and to be U.S. born (88% vs. 79%).

We focused on whether, to what extent,
and how TANF participation affects entry into
marriage among mothers who had nonmarital
births. We used time-varying measures of
marriage and welfare participation. All other
analysis variables were measured at baseline
and were non-time-varying. The outcome of
interest was marriage, either to the baby’s father
or to someone else. At each wave of the survey,
mothers provided exact dates of marriage (when
applicable), which were used to ascertain their
marital status at each month of the observation
period. The 527 observations for which there was
no completed 3- or 5-year follow-up interview
were right censored at the time of the mother’s
last interview.

Dates and numbers of months of welfare
participation were asked about in each follow-
up wave. Specifically, respondents were asked
whether they were currently on TANF, whether
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they had received TANF in the past 12 months,
and whether they had ever received TANF. They
were also asked for how many months and
when they last received TANF. We used those
reports to construct monthly welfare histories
from 1997 until the focal child was 5 ycars
old (2003 to 2005, depending on the year the
children were born). The TANF participation
dates were used to construct two time-varying
measures of TANF participation, allowing us to
estimate short- and long-term effects. The first
was a measure of current TANF participation,
which was coded 1 for months in which the
respondent was on TANF and 0 for months
in which she was not on TANF. The second
was a measure of past TANF participation,
which was coded 1 for any given month if
the respondent had been on TANF at any time
since 1997 but was not currently on TANF
and coded 0 otherwise. By considering welfare
participation only since 1997, we excluded
previous AFDC participation from our measure
of past participation. It is therefore possible that
a mother who relied on AFDC but not on TANF
was coded as not having relied on TANF in the
past. We tested for sensitivity of the results to
this restriction, as described later. When exact
TANF participation dates were missing at any
point during the mother’s observation period,
we imputed dates on the basis of information
provided by the mother at all available survey
waves and assessed the sensitivity of our findings
to those imputations.

Table 1 shows the combinations of TANF
statuses experienced by individual sample
members. Over half (57%, Groups B—F) of the
mothers received TANF at some point during
or before the observation period; of those, 84%
(Groups B, C, F) experienced between one and
six transitions onto or off of TANF (we were
able to observe up to three separate TANF spells
for a given mother) and most (70%, groups B,
C) were included in the reference group (never
on TANF) for at least some of their exposure
time.

We incorporated the following control vari-
ables (all measured at baseline) that past
research indicates are associated with both wel-
fare participation and transitions to marriage:
mother’s race/ethnicity (non-Hispanic White,
non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic, and other non-
White), mother’s educational attainment (less
than high school, high school or equivalent,
or more than high school), mother’s nativity
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Table 1. Observed TANF Status Transitions (N = 3,219)

Observed TANF Status

Never
(reference
group)

Description Current Past  »

A Never received TANF X 1,373
in past or during
observation period

B First transitioned to X X 199
TANF during
observation period
and remained on
throughout

C First transitioned to X X X L100
TANF during
observation period
and left TANF
during observation
period

D On TANF throughout X 37
entire observation
period

E On TANF only prior X 252
to observation
period

F On TANF when or X X 258
before observation
period began and
left TANF during
observation period

Total number of 2,671

mothers ever

2967 1,610

observed in each
status

(U.S. born vs. foreign born), whether the mother
was cohabiting with the baby’s father, parity
(whether the birth of the focal child was the
mother’s first birth), the mother’s age (whether
she was at least 20 years old), whether the birth
was covered by Medicaid, whether the mother
lived with both of her biological parents at age
15, the mother’s health (excellent, very good,
or good, compared to fair or poor), and whether
the mother attended religious services at least
several times per month.

We also included city indicators to control
for state policies and other characteristics of
mothers’ cities and states (such as labor and
marriage markets) that may be associated with
both TANF participation and marriage. The city
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indicators also controlled for the amount of time
mothers were exposed to the post-1996 welfare
environment since, in each city, births were
sampled within a short period of time (births
in Oakland and Austin occurred in 1998; those
in Philadelphia, Baltimore, Detroit, Richmond,
and Newark occurred in 1999; and those in the
remaining 13 cities occurred in 2000).

RESULTS
Descriptive Analysis

As shown in Figure I, marriage rates were
relatively low and declined slightly over
the observation period. Approximately 9%
of the sample married within 12 months
after the birth of the child. The percentages
marrying each subsequent year were 5%,
4%, 4%, and 3%, respectively (from life
table estimates). After 5 years, 75% of the
mothers remained unmarried. Applying national
race-specific marriage rates for mothers with
nonmarital births, from Graefe and Lichter
(2002), to the racial distribution of our sample,
the percent marrying within 5 years of the
birth would have been approximately 30%. Our
slightly lower observed rate (25%) could reflect
the fact that our sample is more recent and
exclusively urban.
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Marriage rates during the observation period
differed considerably by TANF participation
status. Of those in the sample who received
TANF at some point between 1997 and when
they were last interviewed, only 16% married
within 5 years, compared to more than twice as
many (37%) among those who were never on
TANF. As explained earlier, these differences
could reflect marriage delays associated with
current TANF participation, delays resulting
from having been on TANF in the past, or
characteristics (observed or unobserved) of
mothers that are associated both with TANF
participation and marriage.

Characteristics of mothers by whether they
ever participated in TANF between 1997 and
their last interview are presented in Table 2.
Overall, a large proportion of this sample of
urban unmarried mothers was poor or nearly
poor (40% of mothers had less than a high
school education, and 76% had births covered
by Medicaid). There were notable differences,
however, between TANF participants and
nonparticipants. Participants were less likely
than nonparticipants to be non-Hispanic White,
to have high educational attainment levels, to
be foreign born, to have been cohabiting with
the infant’s father at the time of the birth, and to
have lived with both parents atage 15. They were

FIGURE |, KAPLAN-MEIER UNMARRIED SURVIVAL ESTIMATES.
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Table 2. Sample Characteristics by TANF Participation
Status

Everon Neveron All
TANF TANF  Mothers
Married father or partner 15 34 24
by 5 year or last
interview
Baseline characterics
Non-Hispanic White 11 20 15
Non-Hispanic Black 67 40 55
Hispanic 20 37 27
Other non-White 2 3 3
Less than high school 46 31 40
High school graduate 34 33 34
More than high school 19 36 26
Born in U.S. 94 79 88
Cohabiting with father 40 59 48
of child
First birth 32 51 40
Age =20 years 76 79 77
Medicaid birth 84 65 76
Lived with both 29 45 36
biological parents at
age 15
Good, very good, or 90 93 91
excellent health
N 1,846 1,373 3,219

Note: Figures are percentages.

more likely to be having a second- or higher-
order birth and to have relied on Medicaid to
pay for the birth,

Fifty-seven percent of the sample (1,846
out of 3,219 mothers) relied on TANF at
any time between 1997 and when they were
last interviewed (between 2003 and 2005 for
most mothers in the study). For this group,
the average length of the first TANF spell that
occurred between the focal child’s birth and
the mother’s last interview was 10.8 months;
the median was 7.3 months (figures not shown
in table). Six percent of participants were still
on their first TANF spell when they were last
interviewed (not shown in table). As would be
expected given the time-limited nature of cash
assistance since the PRWORA legislation, the
TANF spells in our sample were substantially
shorter than typical AFDC spells in the early
1990s; the latter had a median duration of about
2 years (U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, 1998).
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Multivariate Analysis

We employed event history analysis to model
the effect of TANF participation on the
likelihood and timing of marriage. Specifically,
we estimated Cox proportional hazard models
in which duration was measured in months from
the child’s birth. All baseline unmarried mothers
who completed 1-year follow-up interviews
were included, whether or not they completed
subsequent interviews. Individuals who did not
marry during the observation period were right-
censored at the time of their last interview.
Because the outcome of interest was marriage,
mothers were included in the amalyses only
until the month they married. We employed the
commonly used Breslow approximation method
to handle ties (multiple marriages occurring in
the same observation month), a technique that is
appropriate when events are rare relative to the
size of the at-risk sample.

Using an event history framework had several
advantages over standard regression techniques.
First, by incorporating time varying measures
of both welfare participation and marriage,
we were able to establish the sequencing of
the two. Second, we did not have to choose
an arbitrary time point at which to assess
marital status and could determine the extent
to which TANF participation was associated
with delays in marriage. Finally, we could make
use of observations even when mothers did not
complete all follow-up interviews.

We first estimated effects of current and
past welfare participation on the likelihood
and timing of marriage. By including both
welfare statuses in our models, we were able
to disentangle associations between TANF
participation and marriage that were short-term
(i.e., confined to the recipiency period) and those
that persisted beyond the period of welfare
participation. The two potential mechanisms
of interest, changes in values and responses
to eligibility criteria, would predict effects of
different duration. If welfare participation erodes
family values, negative effects on marriage
should persist beyond the recipiency period
(i.e., we should find evidence of past TANF
participation effects). If economic disincentives
related to eligibility deterred marriage, these
should operate primarily during the recipiency
period, leading to much stronger effects of
current than of past TANF participation.

Next, we estimated an extensive set of auxil-
iary models. We assessed the sensitivity of the
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estimates to the coding of TANF participation,
explored potential reverse causality, estimated
effects for subpopulations at high risk of rely-
ing on welfare, examined the extent to which
the effects varied by cumulative time spent on
TANF, and asscssed the sensitivity of the esti-
mates to how we coded marriage and to the
inclusion of additional covariates.

Third, we explored potential selection expla-
nations. We distinguished between two poten-
tial sources of selection—that on the basis of
relatively fixed individual characteristics such
as unobserved cultural or sociodemographic
attributes, and that on the basis of transient fac-
tors such as relationship breakups. The former
would produce associations between past TANF
participation and marriage similar to what would
be expected on the basis of the erosion of values
hypothesis. The latter would produce positive
associations between current TANF participa-
tion and marriage and weak or no associations
between past TANF and marriage as would be
expected on the basis of the hypothesized TANF
eligibility mechanism. We conducted analyses
with stratified samples to explore the extent to
which our findings appeared to reflect selection
versus hypothesized causal effects.

Estimated effects of TANF participation on
marriage. Table 3 shows estimates from an
unadjusted model of the effects of current
and past TANF participation on marriage, a
model that adds city indicators, and a model
that includes city indicators plus all of the
covariates listed in Table 2. The hazard ratios
in Model 1 (0.68 and 0.45 for past and current
TANF participation, respectively) indicate that
both TANF statuses reduced the likelihood of
marriage (hazard ratios are significant and less
than 1). The estimates changed little when
controlling for city (Model 2), indicating that
policies or other characteristics of cities or states
did not explain observed associations between
TANF participation and marriage. When we also
controlled for the individual level covariates
(Model 3), the hazard of marrying while on
TANF was two thirds that of marrying while
not on TANF (hazard ratio was 0.67 and
highly significant) and the effect of past TANF
participation was close to 0 (hazard ratio was
0.94, p = .52).

We tested the proportionality assumption for
all covariates using the Schoenfeld residual test.
The test indicated that the effects of all but one
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Table 3. Effects of Past and Current TANF Participation
on Hazard of Marriage (N = 3,219)

Model 1 ~ Model 2 Model 3
Received TANF in 0.68%** 0.74%** 0.94
past (.00) (.00) (.52)
Currently on TANF 0.45%4* 0.48%=* 0.67***
(.00) (.00) (.00)
Non-Hispanic Black 0.50%**
(.00)
Hispanic 0.72**
(.01)
Other non-White 0.76
(22)
High school graduate 1.16
(.12)
More than high school 1.55%**
(.00)
Born in U.S. 0.73**
(01
Cohabiting with 2.06%**
father of child (.00)
First birth 0.95
(.56)
Age =20 years 0.94
(:52)
Medicaid birth 0.95
(.55)
Lived with both 1.02
biological parents (.84)
at age 15
Good, very good, or 1.12
excellent health (.44)
Attends religious 128
services several (.00)
times/month
City indicators No Yes Yes
Log likelihood -5,922 - 5,881 ~-5,791
LR chi-square 61.22 143.36 322.29
(.00) (.00) (.00)

Note: Figures are proportional hazard ratios (and p values).
p < .05 **p < 01

variable (whether parents cohabited at baseline)
were conslant over time. Eliminating this vari-
able from the model did not affect the estimate or
significance of the TANF participation variables.
For past and current TANF participation, our
main analysis variables, the p values from the
Schoenfeld test were .25 and .42, respectively.

Alternative model specifications. Estimates from
several additional model specifications are
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shown in Table 4. First, we estimated mod-
els in which only past TANF participation was
included and in which only current TANF par-
ticipation was included. The estimated effect
of past TANF when included alone (hazard
ratio = 1.04, p = .63) was similar to the cor-
responding estimate from Model 3 in Table 3,
as was that of current TANF participation alone
(hazard ratio = 0.69, p <.01), indicating that
the estimates of past and current TANF partic-
ipation were not biased because of collinearity
between the two. Next, we show estimates from
models that restricted the sample to cases for
which we had complete information on TANF
participation. We found that the estimates were
insensitive to these sample restrictions and there-
fore to our imputations of TANF participation
dates. This was not surprising given that the vast
majority of imputations were made within very
short time intervals. We also estimated models
that dropped only the person months affected by
the imputation (not shown) and the results were
similar.

Next, we estimated models to investigate
two potential types of reverse causality—the
possibility that a mother left TANF because
she became ineligible for benefits as a result of
marrying and the possibility that she left TANF
because she planned to marry. In terms of the
former, our coding of both TANF participation
and marriage was based on monthly rather than
daily reports, so if a mother left TANF and
married within a 1-month period, we could not
be certain which came first. Three mothers in
our analysis sample had TANF exit and marriage
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dates that were within 1 month of one another,
and excluding those cases from the analyses
barely changed the results (the hazard ratios in
Model 3 were 0.92 and 0.67 for past and current
TANF participation, respectively; not shown
in table). In terms of the latter, it is possible
that a mother left TANF because she planned
to marry, perhaps to avoid stigma associated
with being on welfare when one married. If this
were the case, marriage intentions would have
affected TANF participation and our models
would have overestimated the negative effects
of current TANF participation on marriage and
underestimated the effects of past participation.
To address this issue, we estimated models
in which TANF exits were coded as having
occurred 1 month later and, separately, 3 months
later than reported. That is, we coded mothers
who went off TANF 1 or 3 months prior
to marrying as still on TANF when they
married. The estimates of current and past TANF
participation in this set of models were almost
identical to those in Table 3, alleviating concerns
about potential reverse causality to the extent
that a 3-month lead time fully accounts for
the anticipatory effect of marriage on TANF
departures. With a 1-month lag (not shown),
the Model 3 estimates were 0.95 (p = .56) and
0.65 (p < .01), respectively, for past and current
TANF participation, and, with a 3-month lag, the
corresponding estimates were 1.01 (p = .93)
and 0.69 (p < .01), respectively (Table 4).

In the bottom panel of Table 4, we present
estimates from models that restricted the sample
to women at relatively high risk of welfare

Table 4. Effects of Past and Current TANF Participation on Hazard of Marriage: Alternative Model Specifications
and High Risk Subgroups

Sample Size  Received TANF in Past  Currently on TANF

Alternative specifications

Past TANF only 3.219 1.04 (.63) na

Current TANF only 3,219 na 0.69**(,00)

Nonimputed TANF dates 1,998 1.00 (.99) 0.64** (.01)

TANF exit lagged 3 months 3219 1.01 (.93) 0,697+ (.00)
Populations at relatively high risk of TANF participation

U.S.-born mothers 2,819 0.87 (.18) 0.64%* (.01)

Mothers eligible for TANF 1,299 1.05 (.79) 081  (.27)

Medicaid births 2438 0.93 (.49) 0.70"*(.01)

Mothers with high school education or less 2,370 0.92 (.48) 0.72* (.02)

Note: All models include the same set of covariates as in Model 3 of Table 3. Figures are proportional hazard ratios (and

p values).
*p<.05."p < 0L
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participation—native born mothers, mothers
who were eligible for TANF during the year
after their child’s birth, mothers who had births
covered by Medicaid, and mothers who had at
most a high school education (see Reichman,
Teitler, Garfinkel, & Garcia, 2004, for details on
the TANF eligibility imputation method). For
each of these subsamples, the hazard ratio for
having been on TANF in the past was close to 1
and not statistically significant, and, for all but
the sample of women eligible for TANF, the
effect of currently being on TANF was negative
(hazard ratio <1) and statistically significant.

In additional analyses (results not shown),
we further confirmed the finding of no effect
of past TANF participation on marriage by
examining whether the effects varied according
to cumulative time spent on TANF. Past research
has identified the existence of a small group of
chronic welfare participants whose behaviors
differed distinctly from those of occasional
users (Bane & Ellwood, 1983). Thus, although
there may have been no effects of past TANF
participation on average, there could have been
effects for this particular group. Specifically, we
interacted past TANF participation with a time-
varying measure of the cumulative number of
months the mother was on TANF and, in separate
models, with a time-varying categorical variable
indicating whether the mother had participated
in TANF for at least 24 months. We found that
the effect of past TANF participation did not
increase with longer exposures to TANF (i.e.,
the hazard ratios of the interaction terms were
close to | and not at all statistically significant).
We also found no interactive effects between
current TANF participation and time spent on
TANF.

We further assessed the sensitivity of the
estimates to how we coded current and
past TANF participation (results not shown).
Specifically, we estimated models with an
alternative measure of past TANF participation
that was coded as 1 when a mother was
currently on TANF but had another completed
welfare spell in the past and models that
counted participation in AFDC (pre-1997) as
past welfare participation. In both cases, the
estimates were virtually unchanged. We also
estimated models in which only one time-
varying measure of TANF participation (ever
on TANF) was included. The hazard ratio for
the measure of ever on TANF was significant
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and approximately half that for the estimate of
currently on TANF in Table 3.

Finally, we estimated models that predicted
marriage to the biological father of the focal
child (as opposed to anyone) and models that
included additional covariates—more detailed
baseline relationship status measures, whether
the mother had any children with another father,
maternal employment, mother’s intentions to
marry, maternal mental health problem, sexu-
ally transmitted disease during pregnancy, unin-
tended pregnancy, whether the father was ever
incarcerated, and whether the child’s father was
physically or verbally abusive. In all cases, the
results were substantively unchanged (results
not shown).

Mechanisms. The very robust finding that there
was no effect of past TANF participation is
inconsistent with the hypothesis that welfare
participation erodes family values. This null
finding also suggests that selection on the basis
of fixed social, cultural, or demographic factors
is not at play. The finding of a significant
effect of current TANF participation suggests
that either TANF discourages marriage through
immediate financial disincentives (eligibility)
or that selection on the basis of transient
circumstances (as opposed to that based on
fixed characteristics) underlies the observed
association between TANF participation and
marriage.

To further explore the role of eligibility,
we reestimated Model 3 of Table 3, separately,
for mothers whose partners (the fathers of the
focal children) had very low earnings potential
at the time of the baseline interview (as a
proxy for future income because time-varying
monthly income is not available) and for those
whose partners had higher earmings potential.
In the former group, we included mothers with
partners who had a disability that prevented
them from working, were not employed or in
school during the week preceding the birth of
the child, or had ever been incarcerated. The
latter group consisted of mothers whose partners
were employed or in school and had never been
incarcerated. These analyses were restricted
to couples who were romantically involved
throughout the study period. We hypothesized
that financial disincentives to marrying while on
TANF would be smaller (and therefore that the
current TANF participation effects on marriage
would be smaller) for the mothers whose
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partners had low earnings potential, because
their financial eligibility for TANT should be
less affected by marriage. We found this to
be the case, as there was no effect of current
TANF participation for mothers whose partners
had low carnings potential (hazard ratio = 1.17,
p = .55) but a strong effect for women whose
partners were more likely to contribute income
to the household (hazard ratio = 0.51, p = .03).
These results, which are presented in the top
panel of Table 5, are consistent with the weak
effects among TANF eligible mothers (from
Table 4), almost none of whom could have had
partners with significant income.

We also estimated models for mothers
whose relationship with the child’s father ended
between the baseline and 1-year follow-up
interviews and for those who remained involved
with the child’s father throughout that period.
Relationship dissolution is an example of a
change in circumstance that could immediately
decrease the likelihood of marrying and increase
the likelihood of having to rely on TANF.
As such, it could potentially explain some
of the estimated effect of current TANF
participation on marriage. We found that it did
not. Whether we defined being in a relationship
as living together or being romantically involved

Table 5. Effects of Past and Current TANF Participation
on Hazard of Marriage, According to Partner’s Earnings
Potential and According to Relationship Dissolution

Received
Sample TANF in Currently
Size Past on TANF
Partner with low
earnings potential®
Yes 451 1.03 (.90) 1.17 (.55)
No 700 1.01(.97) 0.51"(.03)
Relationship
dissolution between
baseline and 1 year
follow-up®
Yes 396 1.37(.40) 0.71 (.41)
No 1,148 0.96(.74) 0.66**(.03)

Note: All models include the same set of covariates as in
Model 3 of Table 3. Figures are proportional hazard ratios
(and p values).

“Among couples romantically involved throughout
observation period. ? Among baseline cohabitors.

**p < .05,
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regardless of cohabitation status (results from
the former are shown in the bottom panel
of Table 5), estimates for the mothers who
remained in a relationship with the father were
as strong as those for both the full sample and
for mothers whose relationship with the father
ended.

Although neither of the above tests is
definitive, the patterns of findings are consistent
with a causal explanation that eligibility is
driving the association between current TANF
participation and marriage through financial
disincentives.

Assessing the Magnitude of Effects

We used the results from Table 3 to project the
effects of TANF participation on the probability
of marriage and on the average delay in marriage
over an 18-year period (the period of time before
the focal child would reach majority age). The
value of this exercise was to provide a sense of
the magnitude of the effects, projected over the
life course, rather than to predict long-term rates
of marriage in the cohort of women we observed
for 5 years.

We applied the estimated participation effects
to the expected number of years (out of the first
18 years of the focal child’s life) mothers would
spend on TANF. This calculation required that
we make some assumptions about the proportion
of mothers who would eventually marry, the
proportion who would ever participate in the
TANF program, and the average length of
TANF spells. The calculations also assumed that
effects remain constant over the 18-year period.
The assumptions and calculations are detailed
in the Appendix. Given our assumptions, we
project that TANF participation would decrease
marriage rates by, at most, 3.7 to 4.9 percentage
points over 18 years. That is, 61%—62% of
mothers who will have spent any time on
TANF would marry within 18 years of the
birth compared to 66% of those who will not
have participated in TANF. We also project that
TANF participation would result in an average
delay in marriage of 12 to 16 months over the
18-year period.

DISCUSSION

We investigated the extent to which welfare par-
ticipation is associated with the likelihood and
timing of marriage among mothers with young
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children born out of wedlock—a population of
substantial policy interest. We did not address
the much-studied question of whether welfare
policies affect marriage (and if so, by how
much); rather, we focused on the less explored
but important question of how participation in
TANF affects transitions to marriage. We tested
two theories that have been central to the debates
surrounding welfare reform and PRWORA reau-
thorization—that welfare participation erodes
family values (a culture of poverty argument)
and that there are financial disincentives to mar-
rying while on welfare (as would be predicted
by economic theory).

We found evidence that TANF participation
had a negative effect on the probability of
marriage, but the effect appeared to be confined
to the period of participation and would translate
to only minor delays in marriage over the long
run, assuming effects remained constant over
time. Our estimated effects of current TANF
participation were very similar in magnitude to
those obtained by Fitzgerald and Ribar (2004),
which combined participation in AFDC and
TANF. Whether delays in marriage are harmful
to mothers and their children is not clear. On
the one hand, marriage is an important route out
of poverty for many unwed mothers (Lichter,
Graefe, & Brown, 2003), and delays may
therefore have detrimental effects on mothers’
and children’s economic well-being. On the
other hand, marriage delays could have favorable
effects on family stability by leading to more
selective searches for mates, which could result
in higher quality or longer term relationships.

The lack of evidence of effects of past TANF
participation on marriage is a new finding and
has important implications for theory and policy.
Not only can we rule out the proposition that
welfare participation, at least in the post-welfare-
reform era, has toxic effects on morality and
values that discourage marriage, we can also
rule out the classic culture of poverty argument
that reliance on government assistance and
rejection of the institution of marriage are two
aspects of a culturally embedded set of poverty
norms that is transmitted across generations or
communities. The reality is that once mothers
leave welfare, their prospect of marriage reverts
to that of mothers with similar socioeconomic
characteristics who never were on welfare. In
other words, poor women who have relied on
welfare in the past are not less likely to marry
than those who never relied on welfare. We
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cannot ascertain with our data whether this was
the case under AIFDC, but under the TANF
program disincentives to marriage are at most
very short-lived.

The mechanisms behind the observed nega-
tive associations between current TANF partic-
ipation and marriage are less clear-cut but point
to financial disincentives vis-a-vis eligibility as
an underlying cause. We assessed the plausi-
bility of eligibility and selection as drivers of
those associations by comparing estimates of
current TANF participation from stratified anal-
yses. In doing so, we found more support for the
eligibility theory than for selection. The effect
of current TANF participation was smaller for
women whose partners had low earnings poten-
tial (and who would therefore have less to lose
in terms of eligibility by marrying) than for
mothers with partners who were more likely to
contribute to household income, suggesting that
eligibility incentives play a role. In contrast, the
effects of current TANF participation were sim-
ilar for mothers whose romantic relationships
with the father ended and those who maintained
romantic relationships, suggesting that selection
on the basis of transient circumstances does not
underlie the negative association between cur-
rent TANF participation and marriage. These
tests, however, are not conclusive and do not
rule out other plausible explanations that are not
testable with our data. For example, the stigma-
tization of welfare participation (e.g., Klugel
& Smith, 1986; Rainwater, 1982) could deter
potential marriage partners. Welfare participa-
tion may alter participants’ perceptions of their
own marriage worthiness (Stuber & Schlesinger,
2006), which could lead to difficulties in find-
ing partners and maintaining relationships. The
negative association between current TANF par-
ticipation and marriage could also reflect a
tendency for poor couples to delay marriage
until they achieve self-imposed levels of eco-
nomic self-sufficiency (Edin & Kafalas, 2005;
Gibson, Edin, & McLanahan, 2005). Any of
these explanations is consistent with short-term
effects of TANF participation.

We offer several caveats. First, we focused
primarily on post-1996 experiences, as only a
subset of women in our sample would have
been eligible for benefits prior to the welfare
reform legislation in 1996. It is possible that
there were larger past and current participation
effects on marriage under AFDC than under
the contemporary regime. That said, TANF is
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more relevant than AFDC for welfare debates
moving forward. Second, TANF participation
was self-reported. Although self-reports of
program participation do not appear to have
systematic bias (Bound, Brown, & Mathiowetz,
2001), imprecision in the measurement of its
timing could lead to underestimated effects of
TANF participation. Third, we cannot generalize
our findings to women in nonurban areas.
Finally, our projections of the effects of TANF
participation over the life course are limited
by the 5-year observation window. They are
also based on a number of assumptions, one of
which is that there has been little change since
PRWORA in the average amount of time spent
on welfare. If substantially less time is spent
on welfare under the restrictive new regime
(which is likely, because of lifetime limits and
the shorter length of TANF spells as compared to
AFDC), then our projections likely overestimate
the cumulative effects of participation.

The findings from this study inform ongoing
welfare policy debates and have two key policy
implications. First, TANF participation has only
a short-term effect on marriage and appears
inconsequential for women’s marriage prospects
in the long run. Even if it were possible to
eliminate the effect entirely, doing so would
result in negligible increases in marriage among
low income parents. Second, the short-term
effects, if they are in fact because of TANF
eligibility rules, could potentially be reduced by
implementing a grace period during which the
earnings of a new spouse would be disregarded
in participants’ eligibility determinations.
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APPENDIX: PROJECTIONS OF TANF
PARTICIPATION EFFECTS ON MARRIAGE OVER
18 YEARS

Assumptions About Marriage Rates

We computed an expected marriage rate for
our sample over an 18-year period by applying
race/ethnic-specific marriage rates of women
with nonmarital births (from Graefe & Lichter,
2002, which used the National Survey of Family
Growth) to the composition of our sample.
Graefe and Lichter estimated that 82% of
Whites, 62% of Hispanics, and 59% of Black
women with out-of-wedlock births will marry.
Our sample was 15% White, 28% Hispanic, and
54% Black. We therefore obtained an estimated
marriage rate of 62% over an 18-year period or
an average marriage rate of 3.5% per year.

Assumptions About Amount of Time Spent
on TANF

Using data from the National Longitudinal
Survey of Youth from 1979 to 1996, Moffitt
(2002) found that welfare recipients received
AFDC for an average of 39 months over a 10-
year period. The average amount of time on
TANF is likely to be somewhat lower than what
it was on AFDC because of the time limits
and other restrictions under PRWORA.. Because
Moffitt’s figures cover a shorter time period,
however, we assumed 3 years (36 months) as
a lower bound and 4 years (48 months) as an
upper bound figure for average amount of time
on TANF over an 18-year period.

Using the proportion of baseline unmarried
mothers in our sample who were ever on TANF
by the 5S-year follow-up interview (.59) as a
guide, we assumed 60% as a lower bound
estimate of the percentage that will ever be
on TANF over an 18-year period and 75% as
an upper bound estimate. This translated into
an average of 10% — 17% of baseline unmarried
mothers being on TANF in any given year.
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Annual Marriage Rates of Participants
and Nonparticipants

From our assumptions above (on average, 3.5%
would marry each year over the 18-year period;
10%—-17% would be on TANF in a given
year) and from the estimated effect of current
TANTF participation on marriage from Model 3
in Table 3 (.67), we estimated the proportion of
TANF nonparticipants and TANF participants
who will marry each year; we call these My,
and M, respectively. Our estimate of the annual
proportion of TANF nonparticipants who marry
(M) on the basis of the assumption of 10% of
mothers on TANF each year was calculated as
follows:

035 = .67TMy * .10 + My ™ .90M;, = .0362
(D

Our estimate of the annual marriage rate of
TANF nonparticipants (My;) on the basis of the
assumption of 17% of mothers on TANF each
year was calculated as follows:

035 = .67My * 17+ My * .83My = .0371
(2)

Since the .0362 and .0371 figures are so close,
we used the midpoint, .0366, to derive the annual
proportion of women on TANF who marry, as
follows:

M, = .0366 * .67 = .0245 (3)
We assumed that the effect of past TANF

participation is 0 because in our main and
supplementary models the estimates of past

891

TANF were highly insignificant and the hazard
ratios were very close to 0.

Cumulative Effect of TANF Participation Over
18 Years

We calculated the expected marriage rate (within
18 years) of mothers who will never be on TANF
(Cyy) as follows:

Cnt = My * 18 = .659 4)

and the expected marriage rate of mothers who
will have been on TANF at some point (C;) as
follows:

Co=(M*3)+ My * 15) = 622  (5a)

(assuming that women who participate in TANF
will do so for an average of 3 years in total), or

Ci=(M*4)+ (My*14) = .610 (5b)

(assuming that women who participate in TANF
will do so for an average of 4 years in
total).

Cumulative Effect of TANF Participation
on Marriage Delay

To estimate the average delay in marriage,
we divided (C,; — C,) by the percent of non-
TANEF recipients who marry each year (M,,).
We obtained an estimate of marriage delay
ranging from 1.01 to 1.34 years, or 12 to
16 months.
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A renowned sociologist surveys four decades of divorce trends throughout the world
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