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ABSTRACT 

The U.S. welfare state has evolved through several stages, and is currentiy over 

a century old. As the federal government increasingly returns policy authority and 

financial responsibility for welfare and other policies to the states, it is important to 

understand how the different state legislative environments can shape policy outcomes, 

which makes this study especially germane to the devolution and legislative studies 

literature. Most studies of social welfare policy approach this subject using a one-

dimensional perspective, a view that does not give us a complete picture of social 

welfare policy. 

My study uses a multi-dimensional institutional model to explore Temporary 

Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) as adopted by the states in 1996-1997 and the 

states' monthly cash benefit levels under TANF for Fiscal Year 1998. This study 

focuses on the strictness and cash benefit levels of state TANF programs, and uses state 

legislatures as the unit of analysis. The institutional model posits that certain 

characteristics of a state's legislature—political competition, percent Democrats, type of 

government, percent females, citizen ideology, change in the poverty level, Gross State 

Product per capita, and legislative professionalism—affect the strictness level of state 

TANF programs. In addition, I posit that these same characteristics, along with the 

strictness level, affect the monthly cash benefit level for a single parent with two 

children and no income. 



As is shown, political competition and Gross State Product per capita are the 

characteristics that best explain state monthly cash benefit levels. When it comes to the 

strictness of state TANF programs, only political competition provides an explanation 

of the variance between the states' strictness levels. From these multi-dimensional 

models, I posit two important propositions about state welfare policymaking. 

First, I posit that the states' social welfare policymaking is fragmented. Since 

the variables that affect the states' cash benefit levels (TANF Allotment Models) do not 

have the same effect upon the strictness level of state TANF programs, I assume that 

these two dimensions may be driven by other factors—factors that may not be common 

to both dimensions of state welfare policy. Granted, this is for future research to 

explore. Yet in order to provide comprehensive views of this fragmented policy, we 

must continue to use multi-dimensional models in our exploration of state policy. 

Second, since the states had such a short period of time in which to adopt this 

new policy, the "sense of urgency" may have been the determining factor in the states' 

TANF policy. The exceptions being those states that had a high level of political 

competition (Sfrictness and TANF Allotment Models) and Gross State Product per 

capita (TANF Allotment Model 2). In other words, if the states had been allowed a 

longer period of time in which to adopt the TANF program, then the other political and 

economic variables in these models may have had more of an impact on tiiis policy 

area. However, since the states only had a year in which to adopt this new welfare 

policy, then the "deadline" may have been the determining factor. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Setting the Stage 

The 1930s and 1960s can best be described as the decades that saw vast strides 

in the evolution of social welfare in the United States. Through the efforts of FDR's 

New Deal and LBJ's Great Society, Americans in financial dire straits found a 

government that was more receptive to their plight than in the previous century. By 

comparison, the 1980s and 1990s saw reduced attention to poverty and an ever-

increasing devolution of social welfare policy (Francis 1998; Rom et al. 1998; Schram 

1998; Schram and Soss 1998). 

Devolution, simply stated, is the transfer of the federal government's 

responsibility and power for dealing with societal problems to the states with the 

assumption that states have a better knowledge of how to handle their own problems. 

With the onslaught of devolution, the states have taken on more responsibility for 

handling societal problems. Based on this added responsibility, this state legislative 

study addresses the research question: what affects state policy? 

This study's unit of analysis is state legislatures. The focus of this study is on 

the characteristics of state legislatures, and what effect those characteristics have on 

social welfare policy. I concentrated specifically on how certain characteristics of state 

legislatures affect state policy regarding Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 

(TANF). 



This study links several different studies that deal with the effect of legislative 

institiitions on policymaking and applies them to TANF policies. Previous research has 

explored social welfare policy under Aid to Families with Dependent children (AFDC). 

I bring under one umbrella studies that deal with women and their role in legislatures, 

party control/partisanship, divided government and the governor, political cultiire, 

government ideology, and economic factors, in an attempt to determine if these effects 

on policy still apply to TANF. Where some studies have focused on one or two of 

these areas, I incorporate all these variables to create a model that provides us with a 

better understanding of this new welfare policy and policy in general. This is done in 

order to posit a more encompassing theory or integrated model of policymaking at the 

state level. 

The Institutional Approach 

Previous studies that have used institutional theory posit that just as individuals 

have certain characteristics that define their political behavior or participation (voting, 

letter writing, mnning for office, providing campaign support, etc.), legislatures also 

possess characteristics that define how they will operate in the policymaking arena-

particular ly the social welfare arena. People, due to their economic resources and 

socioeconomic status, display different political behavior. Legislatures also operate in 

different economic and socioeconomic environments. These economic variables thus 

become a critical part of the analysis in this comparative state legislative study, which 

focuses on social welfare policy. 



If individuals are politically socialized by elements in their environment—their 

families (Almond and Verba 1965; Easton and Dennis 1969; Jennings and Niemi 1968, 

1974, 1981; Tedin 1974), schools (Ichilov 1990; Jennings and Niemi 1974), peers 

(Noelle-Neumann 1986)—then why not political institutions? Since the institutions are 

made up of individuals, and these various individuals have characteristics that affect 

their political behavior, it should follow that the conglomeration of these characteristics 

should affect the behavior of political institutions. 

In studies of the political behavior of individuals, political scientists have 

claimed that certain characteristics seem to have an effect on the political behavior of 

individuals (political ideology, socioeconomic status and so forth, see Niemi and 

Weisberg 1993; Sniderman et al. 1991; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980; Zaller 1992). 

In other words, these characteristics are manifestations of their environment. They are 

particularly manifestations of the political culture of the state in which they exist (for a 

discussion of political subcultures in the states, see Elazar 1984). If political 

institutions take on certain characteristics that are reflective of the political cultiire, 

which I posit that they do—just like individuals, then die characteristics of tiiese 

institiitions should have an effect on the behavior of these institutions. 

In this study I posit that political institutions-legislatiires-have certain 

characteristics that are products of the political environments in which they operate. No 

one has attempted to bring togetiier under one umbrella many of the specialized stiidies 

in order to see how these studies stand up when encapsulated into one model of 

policymaking and applied to TANF using more than a one dimensional approach. It 



was then that I started to think that institutions, just like individuals, can take on 

personalities of their own—that institutions can have characteristics that affect the 

decisions that are made by these institiitions. As individuals face tasks that can be 

multidimensional, then why not legislatures? If I decide to purchase a product, I am 

not only concerned about the price but also what type of service I will receive after the 

sale. In other words, I am not only concerned about what I pay but also how I am 

treated. Both affect how I make my decisions. 

This study uses legislative characteristics (political variables) and economic 

factors in order to explore welfare policy using a two-dimensional approach. Most 

studies have attempted to explain welfare from a one-dimensional perspective, a 

perspective which provides us at best a limited view of welfare policy (explained in 

further detail in Chapter III). This study explores not only what affects the benefit 

aspect of state welfare programs, but also what affects the administration of these 

programs in order to ascertain if the same characteristics that affect benefits are also 

affecting the way welfare programs are administered. 

My study incorporates the political variables: political competition; political 

parties (percent Democrats in the legislature); type of government (an interactive 

variable that combined type of government and the institutional power of the governor); 

percentage of females in the legislatiire; citizen ideology, and legislative 

professionalism in order to ascertain what affect these characteristics have on the 

strictness (I use a liberal conservative scale) of state TANF programs, and the montiily 

cash benefits that states allocate under TANF to a single parent with two children and 



no income. In addition, I employ economic variables—change in the poverty level by 

state and Gross State Product per capita—in my models because integrated models (ones 

tiiat include political and economic variables, see Barrilleaux and Miller 1988; Chubb 

1985: Plotnick and Winters 1985) provide us, as the aforementioned research has 

demonstrated, a better perspective of policymaking. One additional economic factor is 

used in my model: cost of living. I use a cost of living index in order to norm each 

state's monthly TANF allotments (more on this later). 

As I demonstrate in Chapter III, certain legislative characteristics have been 

shown to effect welfare programs of the past (AFDC). Yet, do these characteristics 

still affect welfare policy, particularly a welfare policy that was adopted during a period 

of devolution and bipartisan cooperation in the welfare arena? Also, what effect, if 

any, do these characteristics have across the two-dunensions of welfare policy—benefits 

and program administration? It is my proposition that these characteristics will have 

different effects on these two dimensions of state welfare policy-making. The reason is 

simple—benefits are the concerns of welfare recipients and these recipients are also 

voters; therefore, members of state legislatures are going to be concerned to some 

degree with how much attention they think the voters are paying to die benefits that 

their respective state welfare program provides. The recipients are not gomg to be 

overly concerned about how a program is administered; the item they will be most 

concerned with is "how much do I get in benefits." In other words, recipients will 

probably put up with a lot of strict rules in order to get assistance. So, when it comes 

to policy-making that determines how a program is administered, who is really going to 



pay attention? The ones who administer the programs, they are who pay attention 

because the rules determine how heavy or light their case loads will be. They have a 

vested interest in the rules. Yet this should not be constmed to mean that 

administrators are only after their own interest, because they can also be the champions 

of the people they serve (see Francis 1998). So, with this in mind, I incorporate the 

strictness level of state welfare programs into the model that explores states' monthly 

TANF allotments in order to determine if strictness is related to benefits. I posit that 

strictness level is not related to monthly TANF allotments. Yet in order to explore 

state TANF allotments, I had to determine if there was enough variation among the 

states' TANF allotments that would warrant a study. 

As Table 1.1 (at the end of the chapter) clearly indicates, monthly allocations 

for TANF recipients differ from state to state (I have included only 46 states for 

reasons explained in Chapter IV). Since there are differences from state to state, there 

must be reasons for this difference. Also, based on the study by Francis (1998), states' 

TANF programs differ on their level of strictness. The next item I address is why I 

concentrate manly on state legislatures and not the bureaucracy or the executive branch. 

I concentrate on state legislatures for several reasons. Although legislatures do 

not exist in a vacuum, legislatures are the principal policymaking bodies in the states. 

This is not to diminish the influence of the executive or judicial branches. 

Policymaking is not some sort of dichotomy-the legislative makes the policy and the 

executive carries it out. It is more of a duality-policy is made by the legislative with 

input from executive or administrative officials (for an explanation of policymaking as a 



duality, see Svara 1985). However, if legislatures have the responsibility for approvmg 

budgets, as well as performing agency oversight duties, then they have a prunary 

responsibility for setting policy. Granted, other branches of government and other 

political entities have an influence on the budgetary process (Wildavsky 1984), yet it is 

still the legislative branch that decides the final budget. When it comes to budgets, 

Wildavsky (1984, 1) stated. 

In the most literal sense [emphasis added] a budget is a document, containing 
words and figures, which proposes expenditures for certain items and purposes. 
The words describe items of expenditure (salaries, equipment travel) or 
purposes (preventmg war, unproving mental health, providing low-income 
housing), and the figures are attached to each item or purpose. Presumably, 
those who make a budget intend that there will be a direct coimection between 
what is written in it and fiiture events. ...The budget thus becomes a link 
between financial resources and human behavior to accomplish policy 
objectives. 

A budget is thus an instmment of policy. A budget is where "the rubber meets 

the road" when it comes to policy. Since it is legislatures that compile and give their 

approval for budgets, it is logical to assume that studymg the characteristics of 

legislatures becomes extremely important when determining policy. We all know that 

whoever controls the purse strings has a strong influence on policy. 

The second reason for concentrating on state legislatiires is provided by Francis 

(1998), who stresses the unportance of administiative officials when it comes to welfare 

policy formulation, yet does not go so far as to completely rule out the unportance of 

legislatiires. Instead he makes it a point to "tip his hat" to the importance of state 

legislatiires, for it is the legislatiires who decide state budgets (read as setting TANF 

grant levels or giving their permission for TANF allocations to be set at a certain level) 



and perform the oversight duties of state administrative agencies. Therefore, even if a 

state legislatiire is greatly influenced by administiation officials, that legislattire is still 

responsible for deciding policy for various state programs through the appropriations 

and rule-making process. 

Third, I concentrate on state legislatures because it is a "target-rich" 

environment. Stiidies that focus on policymaking of the U.S. Congress are limited to 

one institiition. I have chosen tiie state legislatiires because I get an N greater than one, 

and I have variance among die states witii regards to their welfare policy—in both 

strictness of administration and monthly benefits. So, why did I choose welfare policy? 

I chose welfare policy for several reasons. First, welfare policy generally has 

followed party, ideology, and gender lines; yet do these variables still affect welfare 

policy under TANF? This is what I wanted to find out. If legislative characteristics 

like percent democrat, political cultiire, ideology, percent female, and type of 

government still have an effect during a period of devolution; then this is a policy area 

to which these variables should have some significant relationship. 

Second, I chose welfare policy because welfare policy has been closely 

associated with devolution (giving responsibility for handling societal programs back to 

the states). Studying legislatures and welfare policy will provide us additional 

enlightenment about the devolution process. It will also add to the devolution 

literature, particularly the devolution literature that is associated with legislative and 

executive politics and how these politics affect particular initiatives (Thompson and 

EUing 1999). 



Third, change in welfare policy under TANF occurred in the states in a short 

length of time. Previous studies of AFDC were not able, for the most part, to compare 

state welfare policy choices during a single time period. Stiidying TANF in its first 

year provides us witii a view of state policymaking that is not a result of "the natiire of 

the times." I discuss this in detail in the following section. 

The Importance of the Study 

There are several reasons why this stiidy is important. First, a stiidy is 

important if it is timely. Some may find that study mg policy of five to six years ago is 

not timely, yet in tiie scheme of things five to six years is not long. When I refer to 

timely, I also mean that this research studies a policy change that takes place in the 

states during a rather short period. My research uses the state TANF decisions as of 

October 1997 (Gallagher et al. 1998), evidenced in Table 1.2. According to Gallagher 

et al. (1998, I-l), "by October 1997 all state TANF plans had been approved and most 

states had enacted legislation in response to the new TANF block grant." 

Therefore, this study does not face the problem of comparing changes in state 

welfare programs that occur in different years. The problem with studies that compare 

changes in state welfare programs that occur at different times is that these studies do 

not take into account that the changes may be due, in a large part, to the "nature of the 

times." Having the opportunity to study states that changed their welfare policy in less 

than a year (see Table 1.2 for the dates state plans became effective) allows us to hold 



economic circumstances more constant, allowing institiitional characteristics to be more 

visible. 

Second, any work that is worth its salt must serve some importance to the 

discipline from which it derives. As I discuss in detail later, the TANF program 

became "law of tiie land" in August of 1996. With this new shift in welfare policy, 

new studies need to fill the knowledge gap in this policy arena. 

Third, and in conjunction with the second reason above, a stiidy is important if 

it not only fills a niche in the literature, but also if provide us with an encompassing or 

general theory. Studies of policymaking are usually analyses, and even though they 

enlighten us about a particular subject, they only provide us with a small view of the 

"whole picture." Rarely do they provide us with a perspective that is more than one-

dunension. My study is a synthesis that links several different studies tiiat deal with 

legislative policymaking and does so from a multi-dimensional perspective. Therefore, 

it not only fills a niche in the legislative studies literature as well as the devolution 

literature by bringing under one-umbrella studies that not only stress political variables 

and economic variables, but it also provides us with a bigger picture of welfare 

policymaking. This is done in order to posit a more encompassing or general theory—a 

multi-dunensional institutional theory of state legislatures. The general proposition of 

this institiitional theory is simple: legislatiires, like individuals, have certain 

characteristics that define how they will operate in the policymaking arena, particularly 

the social welfare policymaking arena. 
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As I discuss later in Chapter III, studies of Congress tend, for the most part to 

focus on the individual legislator, while in state legislative studies the unit of analysis is 

the institution (Mezey 1993). In the early days of American political science (circa pre-

behavioral revolution), the preferred approach to studying Congress was the 

institutional approach. In the early days of American political science, studies of 

Congress took the form of narratives that described the institution or approached the 

study of the institution from a legal or constitutional perspective (see Farr and 

Seidelman 1993). Today, most studies of state legislatures focus on the institution, and 

some researchers refer to their models as institutional models (Gerber 1996). 

Yet most of these studies tend to posit one particular theme, usually it is either a 

political or an economic variable and they do so from only one dunension. Some 

models do incorporate both political and economic variables (these I refer to as the 

integrated models). Although most research provides us some insight, I posit that as 

state legislative studies can benefit from congressional studies then congressional 

stiidies can benefit from state legislative stiidies, particularly if those stiidies use an 

approach that is muhidimensional. Therefore, I use the institutional approach that 

incorporates an integrated model that explores welfare policy from a multi-dunensional 

perspective. 

Finally, stiidies are important when they direct futiire research efforts. It is the 

formulation of questions "that lead us to think systematically about our political 

world..." (White 1999, 1). As I demonstrate in a later chapter, tiiis stiidy serves as a 

11 



stepping stone for future research. As regards the chapters of this study, the following 

section provides the reader with a summary of the contents of subsequent chapters. 

Chapter Summaries 

Chapter II explores the development of the various social welfare paradigms that 

have existed in the United States. I have included a historical narrative for two 

reasons. First, a historical or narrative approach allows the researcher to gain a clearer 

understanding of what he or she is studying (White [1994] 1999). Furthermore, I 

demonstrate, through the use of the historical narrative, the unportance of using the 

individual states as the unit of analysis for this study. 

Chapter III presents the literature that is pertinent to this study. I start this 

chapter with a discussion of the two studies that served as the catalysts for this study. In 

this discussion, I provide a critiques of these studies. In the second part of this chapter, 

I provide the reader with the methods that are commonly used in this field of research 

(historical or narrative studies and comparative studies) and with the theoretical 

frameworks dominant in this field. With regards to the theoretical frameworks, I 

discuss seven theoretical frameworks that dominate the welfare policy arena. 

According to Soss, Schram, Vartanian, and O'Brien (2001), welfare policy is the result 

of (1) ideological conflict; (2) electoral politics; (3) a state's orientation toward 

innovation, (4) a state's attempts at social control; (5) race relations, and (6) moral 

values. To tiiese six, I add an additional perspective—economic factors influence 

welfare policy. I present tiiese methods and theoretical frameworks in order to support 

12 



my argument for a multi-dimensional approach to stiidying welfare policy, which is in 

part three of this chapter. 

Chapter IV, Methodology, provides a discussion of the methodology employed 

in the exploration of these relationships. In order to provide a succinct discussion of 

tiie methodology that I employed, I divided Chapter IV into four sections. In tiie first 

section, I present the research question, unit of analysis, and a brief discussion of the 

research design. 

The second section affords the reader with a synopsis and justification of the 

variables used in this study—the dependent (strictness of state TANF programs and 

TANF monthly benefit—in dollars—for a single parent with two children and no 

income) and independent variables (political competition, percentage of Democrats in 

the legislature, type of government, percentage of women the legislature, citizen 

ideology, change in poverty level. Gross State Product per capita, and legislative 

professionalism). The synopsis includes descriptive statistics for each of the variables 

utilized by this research. In addition, the second section offers a justification for the 

four models used in this examination of legislative policymaking. 

I use two models to explore TANF monthly allocations. One model is adjusted 

for the cost of living and the other is unadjusted for the cost of living. I include in 

these two models a measurement of the level of strictness in order to see if monthly 

benefits are related to how strictly states administer their TANF programs. In addition 

to the two TANF benefits models, I use two models to explore the relationship between 

legislative characteristics and how states administer their TANF programs. I use two 

13 



measurements of strictness. In the first model, I use the strictness model developed by 

Francis (1998). In the second model, I measure strictness using a liberal-conservative 

scale. I then use tiiis recoded variable in a multivariate analysis to explore the 

relationship between the strictness of state TANF programs and state monthly 

allocations. I wanted to ascertain if there is a relationship between how strict state 

TANF programs were and the amount of money allocated to TANF recipients. 

The third section of Chapter IV contains a presentation and thorough discussion 

of my hypotheses, including the logic behind each of these hypotheses. The 

methodology employed by this research to test the hypotheses was multivariate analysis 

usmg multiple regression employing Ordinary Least Squares (OLS). This methodology 

is discussed at length in the fourth and final section. In Chapters V and VI, I present 

findings, analysis, and conclusions. 

Chapter V, Findings and Analysis, presents a detailed account of the results of 

the measure of association (multiple regression) used to test my hypotheses. I find that 

none of my hypotheses are supported in the two models that explore the strictness of 

state TANF programs, yet political competition does show promise. The two TANF 

allotment models tell a different story. Political competition has a moderate 

relationship to the TANF allotment measure in both models. In the unadjusted TANF 

allotment model (TANF Allotment Model 2), I found that political competition and 

Gross State Product per capita were moderately related to the TANF allotment 

measure, and both of these variables are statistically significant. From these multi-
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dunensional models, I posit two important propositions about state welfare 

policymaking. 

First, I posit that tiie states' social welfare policymaking is fragmented. Since 

tiie variables tiiat affect tiie states' cash benefit levels (TANF allotment Models) do not 

have tiie same effect upon the strictness level of state TANF programs, then I assume 

that these two dunensions may be driven by other factors—factors that may not be 

common to both dimensions of state welfare policy. Granted, this is for future research 

to explore. Yet in order to provide comprehensive views of this fragmented policy, we 

must continue to use multi-dunensional models in our exploration of state policy. 

Second, since the states had such a short period of time in which to adopt this 

new policy, the "sense of urgency" may have been the determining factor ui the states' 

TANF policy. The exceptions being those states that had a high level of political 

competition (strictness and TANF allotment models) and Gross State Product per capita 

(TANF allotment Model 2). In other words, if the states had been allowed a longer 

period of time in which to adopt the TANF program, then the other political variables 

in these models may have had more of an impact on this policy area. Yet since the 

states only had a year in which to adopt this new welfare policy, then the "deadline" 

may have been the determining factor. The mindset of the state legislatures may have 

been, "We meet the deadline first, and then we can come back later to adjust the policy 

if we so desire." Chapter VI is my concluding chapter. 

Chapter VI, Conclusions, recaps this study of state social welfare policymaking. 

In this chapter, I review the purpose of the stiidy; the niche that it fills within the 
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political science literature; the research questions; unit of analysis, hypotheses, and 

methodology. In addition, I summarize my findings, and provide research questions 

and directions for future research in this policy area. Furthermore, I surmise in this 

chapter that the multi-dunensional approach provides a better perspective of state social 

welfare policymaking than one-dimensional models. 
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Table 1.1: TANF Monthly Allotment (In Dollars) By State (1998) 

State Allocation State Allocation 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean: 399.42 
Range: 803.00 
Standard Deviation: 

164 
923 
347 
204 
565 
356 
543 
338 
303 
280 
712 
276 
377 
288 
426 
429 
262 
418 
388 
565 
459 
532 
120 
292 

155.5019 

Montana 450 
Nevada 348 
New Hampshire 550 
New Jersey 424 
New Mexico 389 
New York 577 
North Carolina 272 
North Dakota 431 
Ohio 341 
Oklahoma 307 
Oregon 460 
Pennsylvania 403 
Rhode Island 554 
South Carolina 430 
South Dakota 430 
Tennessee 185 
Texas 188 
Utah 426 
Vermont 611 
Virginia 291 
Washington 546 
West Virginia 253 
Wisconsin 628 
Wyoming 340 

Median: 388.50 
Variance: 24,180.84 
n=48 

Sources: Gallagher, L. Jerome, Megan Gallagher, Kevin Perese, Susan Schreiber, and 
Keith Watson. 1998. One Year After Federal Welfare Reform: A Description 
of State Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Decisions as of 
October 1997. Washington, DC: The Urban Instittite. 

Stanley, Harold W., and Richard G. Niemi. 2000. Vital Statistics on American 
Politics 1999-2000. Washington, DC: CQ Press. 
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Table 1.2: TANF' Implementation Dates By State 

State Implementation Date*" State Implementation Date'' 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

10/1/96 
7/1/97 
10/1/96 
7/1/97 
10/9/96 
7/1/97 
10/1/96 
3/10/97 
10/1/96 
1/1/97 
7/1/97 
7/1/97 
7/1/97 
10/1/96 
1/1/97 
10/1/96 
10/18/96 
1/1/97 
11/1/96 
12/9/96 
9/30/96 
10/1/96 
7/1/97 
10/1/96 
10/1/96 

Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

2/1/97 
12/1/96 
1/1/97 
10/1/96 
10/15/96 
7/1/97 
12/2/96 
1/1/97 
7/1/97 
10/1/96 
10/1/96 
10/1/96 
3/3/97 
5/1/97 
10/1/96 
12/1/96 
10/1/96 
10/1/96 
9/30/96 
9/20/96 
2/1/97 
8/1/97 
1/11/97 
9/30/96 
1/1/97 

Source: American Public Welfare Association. 1997. State-by-State Welfare Reform 
Policy Decisions: From the Survey of the Status of States' Implementation of 
Welfare Reform. Washington, DC: American Public Welfare Association 
Welfare Reform Information Center. 

'States call their TANF programs by a variety of names. In order to sunplify 
discussions I refer to all states welfare programs as TANF. 

''The date the TANF requirements became effective in each state. 

my 
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CHAPTER II 

A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 

An era came to an end in August of 1996. The Personal Responsibility and 

Work Opportiinity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA)—H.R.3734—was passed in 

tiie House of Representatives on July 31, 1996. The next day the Senate passed the 

bill. President Clinton signed the bill on August 22, 1996, ending an era of social 

welfare that spanned 61 years. Welfare—a term that came to mean two different things 

between 1890 and 1935 (Gordon 1994)—in 1996 developed a meaner edge. 

PRWORA ended the federal cash assistance program for low-income families 

that was initiated under tiie Social Security Act of 1935. Aid to Families with 

Dependent Children (AFDC) was replaced by Temporary Assistance for Needy 

Families (TANF). Under this new program, federal aid is distributed to the states in 

the form of block grants. Recipients of TANF (often referred to as welfare recipients 

even though this is only part of U.S. welfare programs) are only allowed to receive 

assistance for a two-year period before they must return to work. The maximum tune 

of assistance anyone can receive in his or her lifetime under this program is five years, 

and there is a provision that allows states to impose shorter time limits. Under this 

program, states are monitored fairly closely and stand to lose 5 percent of their block 

grants if they do not have 50 percent of tiieir respective caseload working at least 30 

hours a week by the year 2002 (Schram 1998). Furthermore, states may reduce their 

own spending under TANF as long as their spending is equal to 75 to 80 percent of 

19 



their 1994 level (for a detailed discussion of the various provisions of TANF, see Lurie 

1997). According to Lurie (1997, 78), "If they [the states] spend below the 

maintenance-of-effort (MOE) level, the penalty is a dollar-for-dollar decrease in the 

block grant. In order to qualify for extra contingency funding in periods of high 

unemployment, states must maintain their own spending at 100 percent of the 1994 

level." Through these efforts TANF attempts to strengthen child-support efforts. 

PRWORA also reduces food-stamp assistance (for a thorough study of child support 

policy, see Josephson 1997). 

With the end of an era and the beginning of a new one, researchers must stop 

and asks themselves two basic questions. First, how did we get to where we are 

regarding social welfare policy? Second, what does this mean for social policy 

research? The answer to these questions can be ascertained from the historical 

narrative presented in this chapter. 

The narrative or historical research approach to conducting studies enables the 

researcher to gain a certain insight into what he or she is studying. According to White 

(1999, 36): 

While narrative research is not lunited to tiie stiidy of past events, those usmg it 
frequently focus on the past because the passage of tune enables them to gain 
some perspective on their questions and findings. The point is to look for a 
wide range of resources and information in order to gain as fiill an 
understanding of what actiially happened as possible. 

This chapter presents a historical perspective of social welfare; therefore, I divide this 

chapter into sections so the reader can better appreciate the nuances of each period I 

discuss. 
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Noble (1997), in his stiidy of the political history of welfare in America, divided 

his discussion of the history of welfare into three chapters—"Progressives," "The New 

Deal," and tiie "Great Society." I follow Noble's lead and divide my perspective into 

three periods. Period one deals witii the influence that Great Britain and France had on 

local communities in early America. Period two covers America's early attempts at 

assisting motiiers (up to Franklin D. Roosevelt's New Deal). The third period looks at 

social welfare from the New Deal to the present. My discussion focuses on aid given 

to mothers (can also read as aid to single parents with children); however, I will refer 

to other welfare programs for a point of comparison. The ultunate purpose here is to 

learn what possible ramifications this new era may have on social policy research. 

The British and French Influence on Aiding Mothers and 
Children in Early America 

Most laypersons have the notion that social welfare in the United States did not 

begin until Franklin D. Roosevelt's presidential administration. Skocpol (1995a, 37), 

in her historical perspective on social policy, notes: 

Most of us hold to a nostalgic image of a smaller-scale and less complicated 
American past, believing that federal and state governments in the United States 
did not become significant providers of social welfare until the middle of the 
twentieth century. This received portrait of yesteryear contains much tmth, yet 
it hardly prepares us for some startiing facts. Between 1880 and 1910, the U.S. 
federal government devoted over a quarter of it expenditures to pensions 
distributed among the populace. 

In actiiality, the notion of social welfare existed in some form prior to 1880. The Civil 

War pensions are just one example, and for a detailed account see Skocpol (1995a). 
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In 1871, Albert Pike wrote Morals and Dogma of the Ancient and Accepted 

Scottish Rite of Freemasonry. In this work. Pike ([1871] 1950, 21) states: 

In the works published for the use of the Craft we are told that the three great 
tenets of a Mason's profession, are Brotherly Love, Relief, and Tmth...and a 
generous and liberal philanthropy actuate us in regard to all [people]. To 
relieve the distressed is peculiarly the duty of Masons—a sacred duty, not to be 
omitted, neglected, or coldly or inefficiently complied with. 

Freemasons in the United States take the notion of relieving the distressed quite 

seriously. Masonic organizations, as a matter of tradition, have had a primary 

responsibility to assist widows and orphans. Masonic organizations have been 

influenced, like other parts of our culture in the United States, in part or completely by 

the nations of Great Britain and France. The Masonic organizations existing in early 

American received their patents from England and France. I mention this organization 

sunply as an example of the "nature of the times." These ideas were not tenets 

exclusive to Masonic organizations or even to Protestant religious orders. The idea of 

benevolence in assisting the poor was an idea that existed in other societies and 

religions in the 18* Century. The Catholic Church has a long history of championing 

the causes of the poor and oppressed people. These private and religious charities were 

supplemented very early on by governments. 

In order to understand how social welfare (particularly as it pertains to mothers 

and children) developed in the United States, one must look at the manner in which 

Great Britain and France aided mothers and children. First, we look at how France and 

Great Britain meet the challenge of assisting widows and orphans before the 13 British 

colonies became the United States. Valerie Polakow (1993)-one of the researchers 
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whom I draw on extensively regarding the British and French influence—demonstrates 

the importance of the imagery of children and family as they developed in Western 

Europe, especially the two countries discussed here. 

Relegating Orphaned Children and Poor Single Mothers 
with Children to the Margins of Society: 

Polakow's (1993) study focused on feminization and, what she refers to as, 

infantilization (where children and their mothers stand on the margins of democracy) of 

poverty, provides us with historical unages of childhood and family as they developed 

in Western Europe (especially France), Britain, and North America. Polakow (1993, 

7) debunks the myth of childhood, the family, and motherhood which "leads us to the 

ideology of care and the far-reaching unplications this ideology has wielded for all 

women, though it is poor, single mothers who have suffered the most pernicious public-

policy consequences." 

History shows that the concept of childhood is actually a recent phenomenon, 

and—even though a recent phenomenon—it is still basically a myth. Prior to the late 

nineteenth century, children were looked on more as miniature adults than they were 

children. Miniature adults that were exploited more for profit than for anything else. 

Polakow (1993) uses the example of exploitation of child labor that was taking place m 

Great Britain. 

To rid the streets of "stieet urchins," one method employed by the British 

government was to ship the children off to the colonies where they served a long period 
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of indentured servitiide. Even though the concept of nurturing children started to take 

hold by the late nineteenth century, children of all classes still faced abuse; yet, it is 

especially tme of those who live on the margins of society. 

Polakow (1993) notes how the concept of the family has been constmcted 

through tiieological and secular perspectives that are patriarchal in natiire. In the 

scheme of the family, Man is relegated to the "public" world. Woman, on the other 

hand, has—according to theological and secular constructs—dominion over the 

"private" world, which includes serving her husband and nurturing the children. She 

notes that the "natural" arrangement of the family includes wife, husband, and 

children. Anything outside of this arrangement is considered, by the social construct, 

to be "deviant" behavior. She clearly demonstrates that families that do not follow this 

schematic were ostracized from society. In addition, she demonstrates that poor single 

mothers with children did not follow the aforementioned schematic. Furthermore, she 

provides us with the example of how eighteenth century French women and their 

children were ostracized. 

The French Solution 

In the late eighteenth centiiry, France was facing the problem of a growing 

population, a growing illegitimacy rate, and an increase in tiie urban poor. In order to 

deal witii these problems, France's constitiition of 1791 "proclaimed the task of the 

nation was to raise abandoned children and to make usefiil citizens of them by tiaining 
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tiiem for tiie military, for agricultiire, and for populating the colonies" (Polakow 1993, 

18). In order to facilitate this endeavor, France instituted two strategies. 

The first strategy was known as the tour. In 1811, it was decreed in France that 

a tour, a revolving cylindrical box, be installed into the walls of hospitals for orphans 

and hospices (Polakow 1993). When the tour was opened, the mother's face could not 

been seen from tiie other side and she could leave her infant in the tour. When she 

closed the tour, a bell would ring signaling that an infant had been deposited. This was 

the culture of 1800 France. Single women faced a great deal of economic pressure if 

they were single and had children. They had to abandon their children because not to 

do so forced them to face the possibility of losing a job, therefore income, and it also 

meant losing any life for them and their children (Polakow 1993). So, the tour was 

designed simply to make the abandonment of children easier and less guilt-ridden. The 

second strategy used by the French was the wet nurse institution. 

According to Polakow (1993), the wet nurse institution was created not just for 

the poor, but also for use by all classes. These institutions were setup outside of the 

city, and poor women who were wet nurses were institutionalized to provide care for 

the children. The wet nurses were often abusive toward the children; however, the 

more privilege that the child enjoyed the better care he or she received from the 

institiition (Polakow 1993). Even though the actiial institiitions the French used (the 

tour and tiie wet nurse) did not catch on in America, tiie fear tiiat was instilled in 

women about the kind of life tiiey would lead if tiiey found tiiemselves single and with 

children did have a profound influence on the colonies. 
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The lessons from history seem to point to one unavoidable conclusion: the 

phenomenon of relegating single mothers, especially "poor single" mothers, to the 

margins of society is not a new concept that was developed in the twentieth century. 

The relegating of poor single mothers to the margins of society was an attempt to 

promote the concept of the family, but not solely for the purpose of nurtiiring. It was 

also for economic reasons, economic reasons that the British wanted to exploit. 

The British Influence: The Concept of Families 
in the Colonies 

Some women were part of the first exploring parties that reached America's 

shores in 1616 (Abramovitz 1988). The number would eventually grow due to Great 

Britain's desire to keep men in the colonies. In order to keep men in the Colonies, the 

British government promoted marriage, the family, and the community. Eventually, as 

a matter to promote economic well being of property owners, indentured servitude and 

"full blown" slavery were introduced to keep the colonies as a viable economic asset 

for Great Britain. Slavery was mainly reserved for Blacks and Native Americans. 

Abramovitz (1988, 51) notes "that the English enslaved Native Americans and Africans 

but never their white captives suggests that racism was deeply ingrained [emphasis 

added] in America prior to slavery." Also, regarding the promotion of communities, 

English statiites—Elizabethan Artificiers of 1592 and Poor Laws of 1601 (for a more 

in-depth discussion see Abramovitz 1988, 78)—influenced the creation of poor laws in 

tiie colonies. These statiites not only promoted the acceptance of poverty in tiie 
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community, but also encouraged the community to aid the impoverished (I discuss the 

poor laws in greater detail later in this chapter). 

Abramovitz (1988, 52) points out very clearly that the colonial household was 

tiie basic unit of economic production and that, "the natiire and meaning of women's 

productive and reproductive labor in colonial society was governed by gender, race, 

marital statiis, and degrees of servitiide, and by the colonial family ethic, that is, the 

prevailing ideology of women's roles." Yet, even though the British promoted the 

family tiiey only did so for white families. With the unportation of slaves as a form of 

cheap labor, the British—even though they were against the enslavement of Blacks who 

were baptized (Abramovitz 1988)—had no reluctance in separating Black families for 

economic reasons. People who purchased slaves were just that, they were in the 

market for a certain number of slaves and not for a family of slaves. So what do we 

know so far about the ways Great Britain and France influenced the colonies? 

First, the family was promoted as a means of economic production. Second, 

poor single mothers with children, as well as orphaned children, were relegated to the 

margins of society as "undesirables" and thus subsequently exploited by society. 

Third, women and children—even when existing withm a conventional family unit 

(father, mother, and child)—were relegated to a subservient position to men. In other 

words, the colonies were patriarchal societies. So what happened to mothers and their 

children when there was no longer a male at the "head of the household?" What 

assistance was available, if any, to single women and their children? In the sections 

that follow, I examine how American society assisted or tiled to assist poor single 
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motiiers with children. I first look at the assistance given to poor single mothers prior 

to 1935, and then I follow with a discussion of assistance that was given to poor single 

motiiers from 1935 to the present. 

America's Early Attempts at Assisting 
Single Mothers with Children 

In tills section, I explore America's early attempts (prior to 1935) to assist poor 

single motiiers with children. In this section, I divide attempts at assisting poor single 

mothers into two subcategories: the postcolonial period—which existed from America's 

independence from Great Britain until the industrial revolution—and the manufacturing 

period (industrial revolution until 1935). The separating of the two periods reflects 

Abramovitz (1988), who contends that two households existed during these periods. 

The colonial household was the unit of economic production, and, as such, it 

encouraged families to stay together. The second household is referred to as the 

manufacturing household. This manufacturing household was a result of the 

manufacturing economy of the late nineteenth century. According to Abramovitz 

(1988), this new manufacturing economy separated the household activities from 

market activities, yet it still promoted the family unit. Men in this second household 

were encouraged to find work outside of the home, and women were encouraged to 

stay in tiie home and nurtiire the children. This separation of the two spheres ahered 

tiie role of women from one of production—tiie changing of raw materials into finished 

goods—to one of reproduction and the nurtiiring of children (Abramovitz 1988). 
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Assistance to Poor Single Mothers: 
Prior to the Industrial Revolution 

As I mentioned earlier, the colonies did have poor laws— these were laws that 

were based on English statutes, as well as religion—that governed the stipulations of 

relief (Abramovitz 1988). These laws that affected the poor were settlement laws, 

slave codes, and indoor (poor houses) and outdoor (temporary aid whereby people 

remained in tiieir own homes) relief (Abramovitz 1988; Trattner 1994). Abramovitz 

(1988, 77) notes that "influenced by English statiites, religious doctrine, and Old World 

tradition, the earliest colonial leaders accepted both the presence of poverty and the 

obligation of the family and community to aid the poor." This, on the surface, appears 

to be somewhat humane, yet many of the laws that were aimed at the poor were not 

friendly toward the poor. 

In order that a town may protect its sense of community, settlement laws were 

enacted that gave communities the right to determine who was able to settle into their 

community. Vagabonds or any other type of undesirables—basically any person who 

might become a burden on the community—were discouraged from settiing into the 

community. Statutory residency requirements were instituted whereby people who 

wanted to settle in the conununity had to show proof that tiiey could support themselves 

and not be a burden on society. Most towns, cities, and villages had a sense of 

community; however, that sense of community was not readily available to everyone. 

Where settiement laws restiicted the residence of undesirables, slave codes took 

freedom from Blacks. These codes not only restiicted the freedom of Blacks, but they 
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also provided guidelines on what assistance could not be provided to the slaves. Slaves 

could not be taught to read or marry under white law; the condition of Black children 

followed tiiat of their mothers and not their fathers. In other words, a child born of a 

white father and a black motiier who was a slave remained a slave. Yet, for white 

members of the community, assistance was available if they deserved and needed it. 

This assistance came in two forms-indoor and outdoor relief. The type of relief that a 

poor person received depended entirely on whether that person was "deservmg" or 

"undeserving." 

The deserving and undeserving were distinguished by the norms of the tune. 

According to Abramovitz (1988), the deserving poor included widows, women who 

involuntarily lacked a male breadwinner, wives of the sick and disabled, mothers of 

young children who were unable to work or even take care of themselves, and the aged, 

sick or disabled women. These women must first look to their family for assistance. If 

they could not get assistance from their families, then the community would provide for 

them. This assistance was normally provided in the form of outdoor relief. Outdoor 

relief enabled the qualified person to remain in their home or in the home of a 

neighbor. The person receiving the aid would get "clothes, firewood, bread, medical 

care, or possibly a small weekly cash payment" (Abramovitz 1988, 85). Indoor relief 

was reserved for the undeserving poor. 

The undeserving poor were those that did not fit the categories listed above. 

Indoor relief came in the several forms. However, regardless of the form it took, 

indoor relief meant that the person would not be receiving assistance that allowed them 

30 



to stay in tiieir home (for a detailed description indoor relief, see Trattner 1994). Poor 

undeserving women were farmed out to the town's lowest bidder, sent to a poorhouse, 

or sent to work in a textile mill (Abramovitz 1988; Trattner 1994). The trend towards 

tiie late 1800s was away from outdoor relief and towards indoor relief (Nelson 1990). 

However, things would eventiially change with tiie onslaught of the Industrial 

Revolution. 

Assistance to Poor Single Mothers: During the 
Industrial Revolution (Prior to 1935) 

As the nineteenth century wound down, America saw the rise of 

mdustrialization and the beginning of a new era of capitalism. America was moving 

from basically an agrarian society to one that included an ever-increasing amount of 

manufacturing. American society was facing problems that the market could not 

address (a declining labor pool was one primary problem). The Progressive movement 

began its rise during this period. The people involved in this movement (mainly the 

middle class) called upon the state to become more involved in handling society's 

problems, especially the problems that the market was not addressing—particularly 

child labor laws, workmen's compensation, and mothers' pensions (also referred to as 

Motiiers' Aid). There is disagreement among scholars over what prompted the advent 

of Mother's Pensions. Some posit that mothers' pensions were the result of the 

influence that was exerted by powerfiil federations of women's voluntary groups (Ladd-

Taylor 1994; Skocpol 1992, 1995b; Skocpol et al. 1993). Others contend tiiat tiie 
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pensions were the results of women's suffrage pressure which suggests that "women's 

votes—actual and potential—played a major role in leading some states to adopt 

mothers' pensions earlier than their normal patierns of legislative change would 

predict" (Sparks and Walniuk 1995, 710). Regardless of the cause, around 1910 

mothers' pensions started to make headway in the states. 

Mothers' pensions, mother's aid, or widow's pensions were enacted by 40 states 

by 1920 (Skocpol 1992). These pensions gave local government authorities the power 

to "make regular payments directly to impoverished mothers (and occasionally other 

caretakers) of dependent children" (Skocpol 1992, 424). The pensions were designed 

to enable mothers to raise their children in their home instead of placing them into 

foster homes or orphanages during tunes of hardship. As noble as these pensions 

seemed to be, they were given out based on qualifications that were similar to colonial 

poor laws times—"deserving" and "undeserving." According to Mink (1995, 37), 

From the beginning, eligibility criteria for mothers' allowances distinguished 
deserving from undeserving mothers. But in the maternalistic pomt of view, 
even deserving mothers required continuous direction and oversight. Mothers' 
pensions were designed not for angels, but for needy women of reasonable 
sturdy character [emphasis added] who could be molded into mothers of good 
citizens.. .The education of mothers—the reform of motherhood—was a process 
tiiat required application of stringent home standards, regular home visits, and 
incentives to full-time domesticity. 

Even with these standards, support for this program had a different type of constitiiency 

backing it than workmen's compensation, and this backing fell along gender lines. 

According to Nelson (1990), workmen's compensation— a program that was 

developed for the white working men of the North who were involved mostly in heavy 
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industry, enjoyed the backing of the working class leaders. Mothers' aid or pensions 

were promoted by "middle-class women in sympathy with working-class and poor 

women" (Nelson 1990, 139). By 1935, 11 Southern states, 11 Western states, 13 

Midwestern states, 11 Eastern states had enacted mothers' pensions (Skocpol 1992, 

457). After 1935 only two more states—both Southern (Georgia and South Carolina)— 

enacted motiiers' pensions (Skocpol 1992, 457). Even though mothers' pensions were 

a benefit to poor single mothers, there were three other significant events that took 

place during this period that benefited women in America. 

In 1912, the U.S. Children's Bureau was created and this single event marked 

the entry of maternalists into government (Ladd-Taylor 1994). The individuals who 

provided the catalyst for the creation of this bureau were Lillian Wald (a nurse) and 

Florence Kelley, who was the National Consumers' League director. This agency was 

tasked to coordinate the activities of women's volunteer organizations in an effort to 

promote maternal and child welfare. It also gave women a stake in politics for the first 

tune (Ladd-Taylor 1994). Two major projects that the Children's Bureau undertook 

were the promotion of infant health and child labor law reform. It was successfiil at 

instituting a grassroots movement among women that called for better health care of 

children. However, it was slightly unsuccessful in promoting its second goal, because 

"many mothers found the [labor] law intrusive because it ignored economic realities 

and operated from alien ideas about family life" (Ladd-Taylor 1994, 76). Anotiier 

unportant event during this time frame was the creation of the Women's Bureau. 
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The Women's Bureau—made permanent by legislation in 1920—was the direct 

descendant of the Women in Industry Service, a temporary wartime agency that was 

created in 1918. Even though this organization did not directiy address the plight of 

poor single mothers, it did aid women in gaining employment protection. This bureau 

amassed data on the working conditions that women faced, which, in tiirn, was used to 

advance protective labor legislation for women. Even though this aided woman in the 

employment arena, it still did not provide direct relief to poor single mothers. That 

awaited the Sheppard-Towner Act. 

The Federal Act for the Promotion of the Welfare and Hygiene of Maternity and 

Infancy—commonly known as the Sheppard-Towner Act—was passed in 1921. This 

legislation provided the Children's Bureau fiinds for a five year period (later extended 

two years) which it could distribute to the states. During the administration of the 

Sheppard-Towner Act the Children's Bureau was able to conduct over 183,000 health 

conferences; it was able to create 2,978 prenatal centers; and it conducted over three 

million home visits (Skocpol 1992). However, the idea of women being in charge of 

prenatal care riled the American Medical Association (AM A), and with the AM A 

leadmg tiie way, fiinding under The Sheppard-Towner Act ended on June 30, 1929. In 

addition, during tiiat same year, an event took place that would signal the beginning of 

a new era. 

This event was the Great Depression and the new era would come to fruition in 

1935 under Franklin D. Rooseveh's New Deal campaign. America by 1935 was 

entering a new phase of social welfare, especially for poor single mothers. However, 
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as tiie discussion in tiie next session will bear witness, the name of the assistance may 

have changed, but tiie face of social welfare for poor mothers would look pretty much 

the same. 

Assistance to Poor Single Mothers 
From 1935 to the Present 

In 1935, a new era dawned in social welfare for poor single mothers. The 

Social Security Act of 1935 included provisions for creating the Aid to Dependent 

Children (ADC) program—a program that the Children's Bureau made an unsuccessful 

bid to bring under its control (Mettler 1998; Mink 1995). Originally, this program was 

designed as a short-term fix to assist financially needy children. It was hoped that the 

program would eventually become obsolete as families became qualified for social 

insurance programs that were part of the Social Security Act (DiNitto 1995). This 

program, in 1962, became known as Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

(AFDC). This program would remain in effect until its demise in August of 1996 with 

the passage of PRWORA. 

ADC, a means-tested program that was a joint venture of tiie federal and state 

governments, was designed to see to the needs of dependent children only. A 

dependent child was defined as a child whose parents or guardians did not have the 

financial means to provide for the child's well being. In 1950, the needs of the parent 

would also become a consideration, and they in tiirn would become eligible for 

assistance under this program. However, noble as it was, the program was fraught 
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witii opponents and mismanaged by the states. Some even accused the program of 

encouraging fatiiers to desert their families (DiNitto 1995; Mink 1998). 

For the last thirty years of AFDC, opponents leveled accusations against poor 

single motiiers who required welfare assistance. We have heard of the "welfare queen" 

who rode around in her new car courtesy of the taxpayer. Also, the public was 

bombarded by allegations that welfare is the cause of poor unmarried mothers and 

mothers to be; yet, for the most part, these are myths (for a study that debunks the 

welfare myths, see Blank 1997). 

During the years of its existence, states took drastic steps to lunit the number of 

theu: citizens that were eligible to receive relief under this program. Mink (1998, 35-

36) provides us with a vivid example when she writes: 

Policy makers during the 1940s and '50s devised moral means test as 
mechanisms for transferring mothers' dependency from government to men. By 
1960, half the states lunited assistance to "morally fit" mothers of children in 
"suitable homes." In some states applicants were required to pledge "not to 
have any male callers coming into my home nor meeting elsewhere under 
unproper conditions...and to not knowmgly contribute or be a contributing 
factor to (my children) being shamed for my conduct. I understand tiiat should I 
violate this agreement, the children will be taken from me." 

Mink (1998) further notes that Georgia had a law in the early 1950s that directed 

welfare workers to scrutinize homes of non-marital children for suitability. Mississippi 

and Louisiana unposed even more outlandish requirements. These two states had laws 

that subjected non-marital mothers to criminal penalties that include a fine or 

incarceration for "having borne children outside of marriage" (Mink 1998, 36). At one 

tune or another, most states and their welfare agencies had the authority to end non-
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marital motiierhood among their recipients by having them sterilized. States would do 

whatever they could to control the number of people on their welfare roles until a 

Supreme Court decision put a halt to tiiese moralistic requirements. 

In King v. Smith (1968), the Supreme Court unanimously declared Alabama's 

substitiite father rule as unconstitiitional. This Alabama rule disqualified approxunate 

16,000 children—90 percent were African-American children—from receiving AFDC 

(Mink 1998). This law "defined any able-bodied man with whom a needy mother was 

intunately associated as the de facto father of and presumptive provider for her 

children" (Mink 1998, 50). The Court reasoned that the goal of AFDC was the 

economic protection of children; therefore, AFDC programs "could not deny aid to any 

mothers and children eligible by need unless the federal law specifically authorized 

them to do so" (Mink 1998, 50). Even though the states attempted to cut back on their 

welfare rolls, AFDC continued to grow during the 1960 under President Johnson's 

Great Society. 

In 1962, social service amendments—referred to by DiNitto (1995) as 

rehabilitation for work—were added to the Social Security Act. They were auned at 

reducing poverty by treatmg personal and social problems that were hindering financial 

independence. Services included programs for counseling, training in child 

management, family planning, as well as legal services (DiNitto 1995). States found 

they could increase tiie size of their coffers if they provided these services to tiie poor. 

For every dollar a state spent on providing these services, the federal government 

would match it with three dollars (DiNitto 1995). In 1967, tiie Work Incentive Now 
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program (WIN) was created in order to train AFDC recipient for work and to help 

them find employment. Even with these incentive programs, which were designed to 

encourage AFDC recipients to leave the welfare rolls, opponents still lambasted the 

entire welfare program. 

Debates raged over welfare reform because of social, political, and economic 

factors. As my historical narrative suggested, several factors were at play, and still 

are, in social welfare administration. Our society formed, in part, based on Judeo-

Christian ethics and the concept of individualism. Cammisa (1998) refers to our society 

as one that is torn between individualism and community. 

The individualism side of our society stresses the importance of the individual 

and the individual being responsible for his or herself. The community side stresses 

that the community has responsibility to take care of its own—charity not only begms at 

home but also begins in the community. Those who are more fortunate have an 

obligation to take care of the less fortiinate (the concept of noblesse oblige). 

When the welfare programs of the 1930s were introduced, a large portion of the 

American public was out of work, and for many it was not their fault. The American 

public considered government relief during this period a temporary sitiiation. The 

welfare programs of the 1960s were looked at in a different light. The concept of 

individualism promotes the idea that people who are able to work should work. Yet, 

people during the 1960s who stayed on welfare were looked down on, and poor smgle 

women with children who stayed on welfare for a long time were called "Welfare 

Queens." This denotes that society attached a stigma to this later period tiiat was not 
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present to a large degree during the Great Depression. Besides the social issues, there 

are also political and economic issues to consider. 

According to Cammisa (1998), there existed the idea that the government could 

produce a balanced budget if it ever devised a method that effectively assisted the poor. 

Yet, one side argued that taking care of the poor by providing them with cash assistance 

not only drained the budget, but also made the poor more dependent upon government 

assistance. These debates split along ideological/party lines. Democrats were more 

prone to support subsistence to the poor while the Republicans were less inclined to do 

so. By the 1990s, Democrats and Republicans found common ground for welfare 

reform. This was sunply because the public's attitude had changed. Due to media 

coverage of the welfare myths (Blank 1997), Americans took a harder look at the 

welfare rolls and decided that the tune had come to stop the welfare gravy train. 

When President Clinton was elected, he vowed that he would end welfare as we 

know it, and on August 22, 1996, that promise was fulfilled when he signed the 

Personal Responsibility and Work Opportiinity Reconciliation Act. This now brings us 

full cfrcle. This historical perspective has accomplished its first goal, which was to 

provide us with an overview of how our welfare state developed. Yet, what about our 

second goal: what does tiiis new twist mean for research on welfare? That issue is 

addressed in the next section. 
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Research Issues for Social Policy 

With the passage of the PRWORA, the provision of assistance to poor single 

mothers entered an era of devolution (for a more detailed discussion of the 

ramifications of devolution, see Francis 1998; Piven 1998; Rom et al. 1998; Schram 

1998; Schram and Soss 1998). Devolution, simply stated, is the transfer of the federal 

government's responsibility and power for dealing with societal problems to the states 

with the assumption that the states have a better knowledge of how to handle their own 

problems. With this transfer of power back to the states, state legislatures increase 

their importance as well as making them a "target rich environment" for future 

research. However, what should be the focus of our research? 

Mink (1998, 12) provides us with an important clue as to where our research 

focus should be when she writes, "Most social rights, however, derive not from the 

Constitution but from claims endorsed by political majorities through the legislative 

process [emphasis added]. Though they cannot be denied so long as majorities support 

tiiem, social rights are hostage to shifting political winds." One can easily deduce from 

Mink's statement that not only are legislatiires an unportant arena for study, but that tiie 

focus should be aimed at the characteristics of state legislatiires, particularly with 

regards to majorities present in legislatiires. This would include political party 

majorities and their relationship to minorities in the state legislatiires. Furthermore, 

since states have been given more responsibility in managing TANF, and since each 

state has a different capacity for handling the problems associated with TANF, the 
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degree of professionalism in state legislatiires should be a matter of concern for 

researchers. 

Conclusion 

This chapter used a historical perspective in order to determine how our welfare 

state evolved. This chapter also attempted to answer tiie question: What does this 

period of devolution mean for social policy research? This historical perspective has 

focused on welfare primarily as it pertains to aid to poor single mothers, yet it made 

comparisons of this aid to other forms of social welfare to demonstrate the unportance 

of gender in welfare issues. I divided the historical perspective into three sections. 

In the first section, I discussed the influence that Great Britain and France had 

on the local communities in early America. We learned that a great unportance was 

placed on the family since it was the basic economic unit in early America. We also, 

learned that early colonial poor laws were based on English statutes. In the two 

sections that followed, I explored the assistance rendered to poor single mothers prior 

to 1935 and the assistance provided from 1935 to the present. 

In the second section, which covered America's early attempts at assisting poor 

single mothers, we learn that assistance to the poor was based on the notion that the 

poor fell into two classes when it came receiving relief—the deserving and the 

undeserving. Relief for the deserving was provided for in the form of outdoor relief, 

which allowed the poor to remain in their homes. The undeserving poor found 

assistance through indoor relief that included farming them out to the town's lowest 

41 



bidder, placing them in a poorhouse, or sending them to work in a textile mill, known 

as a manufactory. This notion of relief soon gave way to the Progressive Era's 

movement to promote a wider range of social welfare programs. 

One of the most promising programs during this period was "mothers' 

pensions," a program that allowed deserving mothers to stay in their homes and raise 

their children while receiving assistance. Other programs that were developed during 

the onslaught of the industrial revolution that either directiy or indirectly had an effect 

on the lives of poor mothers were the U.S. Children's Bureau, the U.S. Women's 

Bureau, and the Sheppard-Towner Act. 

The Children's Bureau task was to coordinate the activities of women's 

volunteer organizations in an effort to promote maternal and child welfare. To achieve 

this goal, the Women's Bureau aided women in gaining employment protection. This 

bureau amassed data on the working conditions that women faced, which, in turn, was 

used to advance protective labor legislation for women. The Sheppard-Towner Act, on 

the other hand, benefited poor single mothers. 

The Sheppard-Towner Act was passed in 1921. This legislation gave the 

Children's Bureau funds for a five-year period (later extended two years) to distribute 

to states. During the administration of the Sheppard-Towner act the Children's Bureau 

was able to conduct over 183,000 health conferences, it was able to create 2,978 

prenatal centers, and it conducted over three million home visits (Skocpol 1992). In the 

third section, I reviewed the evolution of assistance to poor single mothers from 1935 

to the present. 

42 



During this period, we saw the enactment of the Social Security Act of 1935 

which included a provision for the Aid to Dependent Children, which became Aid to 

Families with Dependent Children in 1962. In addition, we see the development of a 

joint venture between the states and the federal government in providing assistance to 

the poor, including efforts to promote work (programs like WIN and Rehabilitation for 

Work). Furthermore, we witness attempts by the states to lunit the number of welfare 

recipients. However, some of the more egregious attempts (Alabama's substitute father 

rule) were overturned with the decision of King v. Smith in 1968. The debate over 

what should be done about the growing number of welfare recipients contmued to 

escalate during this period. 

After Bill Clmton was elected president, we get the first hmt that a new era was 

about to dawn regarding social welfare. One of the promises that he made was the he would 

end welfare as we knew it. On August 1996, he signed die Personal Responsibility and 

Work Opportunity Act. 

It is clear from fliis perspective tiiat devolution is tiie new buzzword. States are 

acceptmg more responsibility for handling tiieu own problems, smce tiiey can no longer rely 

on tiie level of federal government assistance tiiey once enjoyed. Therefore, more focus 

should be placed on states as tiie unit of analysis, especially state legislatiires. In tiie tiurd 

chapter, I present tiie literatiire tiiat has addressed the formulation of state policy 

(particularly state welfare policy), as well as tiie literatiire tiiat is tiie lynchpm for tius sttidy. 
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CHAPTER III 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

There are numerous theories in the legislative studies and social welfare 

literature that attempt to describe and explain social welfare policy in the states. These 

studies have taken several forms over the years. The purpose of this chapter is to 

familiarize the reader with an overview of the social welfare and legislative literature 

that provides explanations for legislative policymaking in the social welfare arena. This 

is done in order to advance the argument for a multi-dimensional approach to studying 

welfare policymaking. 

This presentation of the literature proceeds in three parts. In the first part, I 

present the two studies that served as the catalyst for this study. This presentation 

includes a critique of these two studies. In the second part, I present not only the 

methods used in studying state social welfare policymaking, but also the theoretical 

frameworks of legislative social welfare policymaking. In addition, in part two I 

present a critique of these theories and methods. In part three, I present my conclusion 

in which I propose a multi-dimension approach to stiidying state social welfare policy 

using an integrated model. Before proceeding, I provide the reader with a caveat. The 

reader is advised that this extensive coverage of the literature should not to be 

considered all-inclusive of legislative stiidies. However, this literatiire review fiirnishes 

the reader with a comprehensive overview of this particular field of research. 
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The Research Catalysts 

Two studies served as the catalysts for my research. The prunary catalyst was 

tiie study done by Richard M. Francis (1998). The second catalyst for my research was 

a study done by Soss, Schram, Vartanian, and O'Brien (2001). Both of these studies 

addressed state social welfare policymaking by studying the strictness of state TANF 

programs. Francis (1998) focused on the unidunensional aspect of strictness whereas 

Soss et al. (2001) extended Francis's research by studying the multi-dunensional 

aspects of the strictness of state TANF programs. These two studies inspired me to 

research state TANF programs using a multi-dimensional approach for the reasons that 

I address later in this chapter. The multi-dunensional approach focuses not only on the 

strictness of state TANF programs, but also the cash allotments that states allowed 

TANF clients in the first year of this new approach to social welfare. 

The Francis (1998) Stiidy 

Francis (1998) examined state welfare choices that were a result of the Personal 

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. His research 

examined welfare reform in six states: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, 

Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut. He found that diversity ratiier 

uniformity characterized the states' response to devolution. He posited that previous 

research that used political and economic variables missed one key component to tiie 

policymaking process—tiie actions of state administrative officials. 
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In his stiidy, he examined the strictness of these six states' TANF programs. 

Francis (1998, 148) chose these six states because of the "(1) proximity of the states, 

and (2) their political and fiscal variation." These states also contained a mixtiire of 

unified and divided government, different levels of legislative professionalism, and the 

fact that these states approached welfare reform differently (this region had states that 

were among the first to experiment with waivers and the last to submit their TANF 

plans). 

He focused on the strictness of these state TANF programs. Using the results of 

the Survey of the Status of States' Implementation of Welfare Reform, a survey 

administered by the American Public Welfare Association (APWA), Francis ranked 

these six states on the 13 questions asked in the survey. States could score high as +13 

(less strict or more liberal) or as low as -13 (most strict or most conservative). States 

were award +1 point for a liberal response and a -1 for a conservative response. He 

determined a state's strictness score by adding the liberal and conservatives responses. 

As way of demonstration, Minnesota answered eight questions with a liberal response 

( + 8) and five questions with a conservative response (-5). Adding these scores 

together gave Minnesota a strictness score of +3 (8+-5 = 3). The higher the score, 

the more liberal a state is in administering its TANF program. The results of his 

findings are as follows: Rhode Island +11; Maine +1; Vermont +8; New Hampshire 

+3; Connecticut +1; and Massachusetts -5. 

In order to promote his argument, he tested whether or not there were any 

political and economic factors affecting the strictness of these states' TANF programs. 
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Using political and economic variables (percentage Democrat and Index of State 

Momentiim—which ranks states according to economic growth), Francis (1998) 

determined these variables had no relationship to the stiictness of state TANF 

programs. He then proceeded to provide evidence to support the proposition that these 

policies are a direct result of state administrators. 

He found that welfare administrators in the four states with the most generous 

programs had created Welfare Reform Advisory Groups (WRAGs). According to 

Francis (1998, 156), the formulation of these groups assisted the efforts of the state 

welfare advocates, and these groups existed in states "with very different political 

envfronments." The administrators in the states with the strictest programs provided 

the least assistance to welfare supporters, and these officials, for the most part, allowed 

policy to play out in the formal channels (legislative hearings). Therefore, his 

proposition that administrators are key players depends on the actions these 

administrators take in policy formulation, particularly the level of involvement these 

administrator had with welfare policy advocates. Based on his findings, Francis 

concluded that state policy decisions require us to pay closer attention to the actors who 

are not usually included in studies of policy variation, in this case state administrators. 

Francis provided evidence, even though anecdotal for the most part, which 

demonstrates the unportance of including state administrators in the decision-making 

process since he determined that tiiose administrators involved in grassroots lobbying 

were successful in influencing their state to adopt more liberal TANF programs. One 
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additional item should be noted about Francis's stiidy. The fact that he used these six 

states is reminiscent of Lockard's (1959) regional stiidy of New England. 

Lockard tested Key's (1949) assumption that political organization was essential 

to adopt policies tiiat were beneficial to the "have-nots" of our society, and found 

support for Key's argument. Lockard classified three of the states as one-party states 

(Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont) and three as two-party states (Massachusetts, 

Rhode Island, and Connecticut). Lockard found that two-party states have more 

progressive tax systems than did the one-party states; furthermore, two-party states 

spent more money on programs like AFDC. 

Francis (1998) found slightly different results in his study. Granted, these 

studies are of slightiy different programs and cover different time frames. Francis 

(1998) found that Massachusetts and Connecticut were the strictest of the six, whereas 

Lockard's findings would indicate that these two states should have been less strict. 

Even though Francis (1998) does provide us with a convincing argument for the 

inclusion of administrators in our models of policymaking, his study does have a few 

minor drawbacks. 

I believe that Francis's methodological approach was rather admirable; 

however, I have a few recommendations that may unprove his and any future studies in 

tills area. First, even though he provided adequate reasons for choosing the six states 

that he did, he could have strengthened his argument if he had randomly selected the 

states or had used all of the states (allowing for the exclusion of Nebraska since it has a 

unicameral legislature and its 49 legislators are elected in nonpartisan elections). 
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Second, he noted that other studies have employed political and economic variables like 

percentage of Democrats in the legislatiire, level of professionalism, tax capacities, 

partisanship, population demographics, and state fiscal conditions. Yet he did not 

explore all of these aspects to any great detail. As an example, he strongly emphasized 

tiiat state legislatures that have a higher percentage of Democrats and a greater degree 

of professionalism tend to have policies more liberal. He could have explored this 

proposition in further detail by exploring the coimection between professionalism and 

the percentage of Democrats in the legislatures. The third recommendation specifically 

regards the role of the legislature. 

Legislatures, even though they may listen to the recommendations of 

administrators, still have the final say when it comes to legislating policy. 

Policymaking does not exist in dichotomous environment (legislatures make the policy 

and the bureaucracy enforces), rather it is an environment characterized as a duality 

(the bureaucracy has input to legislative policymaking). This is the point he was trying 

to stress, yet legislative studies do not dismiss the importance of the bureaucracy, rather 

they often narrow their focus on the legislature in order to enlighten us to the particular 

characteristics of the legislature that are unportant to policymaking. In addition, he 

mostly uses anecdotal evidence to dismiss the unportance of a major governmental 

institution—the legislatiire. As I have alluded to already, his stiidy would have been 

better served if he had employed a more rigorous empirical approach in his stiidy. 

Which brings me to the fourth recommendation. 
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By mainly examining two variables—tiie Index of State Momentiim and 

percentage of Democratic State Legislators—with a passing mention of party of the 

governor, divided government, and legislative professionalism—he dismissed these 

variables as contributing to the strictness of TANF. The use of additional quantitative 

tools, and the addition of another dimension of welfare (benefits) would have aided his 

argument. 

My fourth recommendation centers on the focus of his study. By focusing only 

on the strictness of the states' TANF programs, he provides us with a narrower view of 

state welfare policymaking. However, this is not to say that the study is not 

informative. In fact, he provides us with an extremely plausible explanation about the 

strictness of state TANF programs. Yet, if he had expanded the scope of the study, 

Francis would have provided us with a better explanation of welfare policymaking. He 

could have considered an additional question: Is the strictness of TANF programs 

related to monthly TANF allocations? 

If administrators are influential in the welfare policymaking process, as he 

demonstrated they are in determining the strictness level of their programs, finding 

evidence that there is a relationship between strictness and monthly allocations may 

provide additional evidence to support his argument, or at least a reason to explore the 

role of adminisfrators in ftirtiier detail. If there is a stiong relationship between tiie 

level of stiictness and monthly allocations, then this may indicate a need to explore the 

extent of administrative influence on welfare policy, particularly as to how influential 

administrators are in determining the amount of cash assistance that is provided to 
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TANF recipients on a monthly basis. Furtiiermore, if we find that there is no 

statistically significant relationship between stiictness and TANF monthly cash 

allotinents may be evidence that lays the groundwork for stiidies that address whether 

or not tiie state legislatiires acquiesce in how a program is administered, but are less 

inclined to acquiesce when it comes to how much funds they allocate on a monthly 

basis for TANF recipients. My fifth recommendation deals with his measurement of 

strictness. 

As I mentioned earlier, Francis measured each state's response to the survey as 

either +1 for a liberal response or -1 for a conservative response. If a state responded 

to a question with an "undecided" response then that response was not used in 

computing his sfrictness measure. Even though there is nothing wrong with his method 

of measurement, I feel that Francis's study could gain by measuring strictness on a 

liberal-conservative scale that allows for more variation among the states. Minnesota's 

+ 3 strictness measurement could be converted to score of 62 on a liberal conservative 

scale by dividing the number of liberal responses by the total number of liberal-

conservative responses. In addition, measuring strictness on a conventional liberal-

conservative scale (0-100 where 100 indicates the most liberal and 0 equals the most 

conservative), allows us to compare strictness with other variables (government or 

citizen ideology) that are measured using a liberal-conservative scale. 

Since the APWA survey responses were crucial to Francis's study, I acquired 

the survey, and reviewed each state's responses. I computed the strictness score in the 

same manner as Francis (see Appendix A for the APWA survey questions and 
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Appendix B for each states number of liberal, conservative, and undecided responses). 

I found some discrepancies with what Francis reported in the table that depicts the 

strictness level of each state's program (the table in his article depicting that 

information shows two listings for Virginia). Granted, data reported in the article does 

not necessarily mean that he entered any of this data into a database incorrectly or 

wrongly reported the findings in his article. I now tiirn our attention to the second 

study that served as a catalyst for my study. 

The Soss et al. (2001) Stiidy 

Soss et al. (2001) also studied state TANF policy from the strictness 

perspective. They investigated various factors that prompted states to adopt more 

restrictive programs following the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work 

Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA). Their study focused on testing 

six theoretical explanations that explain the variation of states' TANF policy. Soss et 

al. (2001, 378) classified the six theoretical frameworks they explored as "theories that 

identify welfare policy as a site of ideological conflict, as an outcome of electoral 

politics, as a domain of policy innovation, as an instmment of social control, as an 

outiet for racial resentments, and as an expression of moral values." 

Soss et al. (2001) used the same survey that was administered to tiie stiites by 

the APWA that Francis (1998) used in his stiidy. Soss and his cohorts explore welfare 

policy of forty-nine states by using a multi-dimensional approach toward one dimension 

of welfare—tiie sfrictness of state programs. They explored the sfrength of sanctions, 
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stricter work requirements, stricter time limits, and family caps. Francis only explored 

the overall strictness of six states. The variables they included in their model were as 

follows: the unmarried birth rate, caseload-to-population ration, government ideology, 

inter-party competition, low-income voter turnout, unemployment rate, change in 

incarceration rate, percent Latino, percent African-American, and welfare innovation. 

They found that states that had less political competition, a more conservative 

ideology, a higher proportion of clients who were African-American, and, to some 

extent, had higher birthrates among unmarried women were more likely to adopt 

stricter sanctions under TANF (Soss et al. 2001). However, these factors did not 

appear important across the dimensions they explored. 

When it came to adopting stricter tune limits, the factors that seemed to affect 

this policy area centered on issues of race and ethnicity. The factors of race and 

ethnicity also seemed to affect whether or not states adopt a family caps, as well as 

stronger sanctions. However, when it came to state adoptmg strong sanctions, race and 

etimicity were not the only factors affecting state policy. Government ideology, 

interparty competition, the unmarried birthrate, caseload-to-population ratio, and 

AFDC waiver innovation were also unportant factors. The percent African-American 

and government ideology variables were the best indication of whether or not a state 

would adopt all resfrictive policies. The outcome of theu research indicates that gender 

and racial issues are still important variables to consider in welfare policy research. 

Their multi-dimensional approach to one aspect of TANF (sfrictness) was ingenious in 
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its design because it provides an in-depth view of this one area of welfare policy. 

However, this stiidy, like tiie Francis (1998) stiidy, has a few minor drawbacks. 

Soss et al. (2001, 391) note, much to their credit, that their stiidy "casts only a 

sliver of light on what we should know about policy choices under the TANF system." 

Expanding then stiidy to include TANF benefits would have aided their stiidy in 

providing more light on this issue. In addition, their stiidy may have benefited by 

including a measure of citizen ideology. 

They included a measure of government ideology, yet according to Erikson et 

al. (1993), legislators are ideologically different from theu constitiiency m that 

Democrats are to the left of the public and Republicans are to the right. Of course, this 

does not mean that legislatures will refrain from moving toward the middle because of 

the public's opinion on a particular policy issue, especially when it appears as if the 

public is paying a lot of attention to that policy (Arnold 1990). In an effort to tap into 

the "mind of the public," Soss et al. (2001) may have benefited from using citizen 

ideology as a surrogate measure for the public's opinion (the Berry et al. 1998 study 

included a measurement for state citizen ideology). 

Using a measure of state public opinion and employing regression and LISREL 

(Joreskog and Sorbom 1984) in their analysis, Wright et al. (1987, 980) demonstrate 

"that state public opinion is a major determinant of state policy." In a follow-up study, 

Erikson, Wright, and Mclver (1993, 244) agam noted that public opinion is the 

"dominant influence on policy making in the American states." Soss et al. (2001) 

could have made a comparison between the states' government ideology scores and the 
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states' citizen ideology scores in order to ascertain how closely these two ideologies 

affected the outcome of state welfare policy. I now focus on the methods and the 

theoretical frameworks of social welfare studies. 

Methods and Theoretical Frameworks 

In this section I present the reader with an overview of the methods and 

theoretical frameworks employed in social welfare studies. The purpose of any 

literature review is twofold. First, a literature review is designed to familiarize the 

reader with the basic tools and theories that are utilized in the particular area under 

discussion. Second, a literature review is used to set the stage for the study that is 

being presented to the student. I start with an overview of the methods employed in 

welfare studies, followed by a discussion of the theoretical frameworks of social 

welfare policy. 

Methodologies 

There are two basic approaches that are usually used in stiidying state social 

welfare policymaking. First, there are historical and narrative stiidies that bruig us a 

clearer understanding of social welfare policy by analyzing how our system of welfare 

evolved (Sparks and Walniuk 1995; Skocpol, Abend-Wein, Howard, and Lehmann 

1993; Skocpol 1995a; 1995b). Other narrative stiidies have been undertaken in an 

attempt to debunk tiie mytiis, as well as provide harsh insights into the reahn of social 
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welfare, in order to posit normative statements as solutions to our problematic welfare 

state (Blank 1997; Fraser 1997; Rank 1994; Polakow 1993; Zucchino 1997). 

A second popular method employed in studying social policy is the use of the 

comparative approach (Hicks and Misra 1993; Hicks and Swank 1992; Huber, Ragin, 

and Stephens 1993; Mahler and Katz 1988; Myles and Pierson 1997; Smith 1987). 

These studies examine several different aspects of the welfare system and utilize either 

a quantitative or qualitative approach. First, they attempt to explain how social welfare 

expenditures in capitalists societies are determined by the varying roles of democratic 

politics as well as the importance of political institutions (Hicks and Misra 1993; Hicks 

and Swank 1992). The Hicks and Swank (1992) study provides a good example of this 

approach. Hicks and Swank (1992, 658) claim, in their study of 19 capitalist 

democracies, that 

[E]lectoral tumout, as well as left and center governments increase welfare effort; 
that the welfare efforts of governments led by particular types of parties show 
significant differences and vary notably with the stiength of the opposition (and 
junior coalition) parties; and that relatively neocorportist, centialized, and 
ttaditionalistic polities are high on welfare effort. Overall our findings suggest that 
conttary to many claims, both partisan and nonpartisan facets of democratic politics 
and political institutions shape contemporary effort. 

Second, comparative approaches are used in an attempt to explain the changes in 

welfare state politics. These explanations come in the form of economic factors and the 

impact that redistribution of income has on social personal behavior (Mahler and Katz 

1988), while others explore attitiides of the citizenry with regards to the welfare state 

(Smith 1987). Still other stiidies note that economic and political factors are important 

determinants of the welfare state, but so are the types of democracy, especially when 

56 



these democracies are classified as Christian democracy and social democracy (Huber 

et al. 1993). 

As I mentioned earlier, these comparative studies oftentimes tend to focus on 

institutional factors. Mezey (1993, 335), divides his discussion of legislative research 

(mainly Congress) into five main areas: (1) legislators' behavior outside of the 

institution; (2) legislators' behavior within the institiition; (3) the effect that the 

legislative structure has on the behavior of legislators; (4) performance of the 

legislature; and (5) the effect that the reputation or status of the legislature has on the 

larger political arena. He notes that state legislative studies (including welfare studies) 

generally take a different tack than do congressional studies. Mezey (1993, 335) makes 

the following observation. 

[CJomparative legislative studies usually begin with the legislature as the unit of 
analysis. Questions of institutional performance and the relationship between 
the legislature and other political institutions are at the heart of the inquiry, and 
structural and behavioral issues tend to be explained in institutional rather than 
individual terms. 

These approaches provide us with means to pursue our studies, yet, and more 

unportantly, we need to have a working knowledge of the theoretical frameworks of 

social welfare policy. 

Theoretical Frameworks 

Soss et al. (2001) provides us with six basic theoretical frameworks for social 

welfare policymaking. These six theoretical frameworks, according to Soss et al. 

(2001, 381) "offer confrasting (but not mutiially exclusive) unages of welfare 
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policy...." According to Soss et al. (2001), welfare policy is the result of (1) 

ideological conflict; (2) electoral politics; (3) a state's orientation toward innovation, (4) 

a state's attempts at social control; (5) race relations; and (6) moral values. To these 

six, I add an additional perspective—economic factors influence welfare policy. It 

should be noted that social policy research can, and often does, use a mixture of these 

theories. In addition, these theoretical frameworks can be subdivided by narrowly 

focusing on a particular aspect of these aforementioned theories. For the purpose of 

this literature review, I relegate my discussion to the larger picture of these theoretical 

frameworks. 

Ideological Conflict 

States vary significantly in their government ideology (Berry, Ringquist, 

Fordmg, and Hanson 1998), and this theoretical framework posits that the difference in 

state social welfare policy is tiie result of ideological conflicts. Several studies note the 

unportance of ideology as a determinant of social welfare policy (Barrileaux and Miller 

1988; Shaw and Lieberman 1996; Soss et al. 2001; Tschoepe 1992; Zundel 1995). 

Soss et al. (2001) noted that 

Differing beliefs about government's proper role m ensuring social well-bemg 
define an important cleavage in welfare politics. Relative to conservatives, 
liberals have historically favored a larger government role in securing protection 
for the market, and hence, have supported more generous benefits and more 
inclusive eligibility standards in public assistance programs. (Rom 1999, 357) 
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Stiidies in the legislative policymaking arena note the unportance that ideology plays in 

policymaking, particularly the ideology of legislators, but citizen ideology is also 

unportant, particularly as it enables us to tap into public opinion. 

As I mentioned earlier, legislators are ideologically different from their 

constituency (Erikson et al. 1993). Those who serve in the state legislatures are 

different from their constituency in that Democrats are to the left of the public, and 

Republicans are to the right. Granted, this does not mean that legislatures will refrain 

from moving toward the middle because of public opinion on a particular policy issue, 

especially when it appears as if the public is paying a lot of attention to that policy 

(Arnold 1990). Therefore, not only is government ideology unportant, but so is citizen 

ideology and these two can differ in a state (Berry et al. 1998). Therefore, the ideology 

of the public alone can have an effect on state policies, and thus citizen ideology may 

be an indicator of what direction public opinion may take with regards to social policy. 

Using a measure of state public opinion and employing regression and LISREL 

(Joreskog and Sorbom 1984) in their analysis, Wright et al. (1987, 980) demonstrate 

"that state public opinion is a major determinant of state policy." In a follow-up stiidy, 

Erikson, Wright, and Mclver (1993, 244) again noted that public opinion is the 

"dominant influence on policy making in the American states." Accordmg to Erikson 

et al. (1993, 119), it is public opinion that is important, especially as it relates to 

ideologies of the parties' elites. 

...Ideologies represented by the state party elites are a reflection of state 
opinion. Democratic elites are to the public's left, and Republican elites are to 
tiie public's right. But within each party, the degree of liberalism among the 
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leadership is correlated witii the degree of liberalism of the state public...Party 
activists are drawn from the public at large, with liberals moving into the 
Democratic elite and conservatives into the Republican elite. Each party's elite 
electoral elite must respond not only to activist sentunent but also to tiie views 
of the electorate. 

Therefore, public opinion, along with citizen ideology, are important factors to 

consider in stiidying social policymaking. Closely tied to ideological conflicts is the 

electoral politics theoretical framework. 

Electoral Politics 

Welfare policy is influenced to an extent by the electoral arena (Brace and 

Jewett 1995; Hicks and Swank 1992; Hill and Leighley 1992, Hill, Leighley, and 

Hinton-Andersson 1995; Holbrook and Van Dunk 1993; Key 1949; Soss et al. 2001) . 

May hew (1974) notes that members of a legislature are tied to the electorate, and that 

their electoral fortunes or misfortunes are a result of how well they pay attention to 

their constituency. Political competition is another unportant factor that drives welfare 

policy. 

V.O. Key (1949), in one of the early attempts to explain social welfare, noted 

that party organization is unportant in order to adopt policy that benefits the less 

fortunate m our society. Key found that the states where strong competition existed 

between the two major parties had a tendency to allocate a larger portion of state 

revenue toward programs that benefited the poor than did states with poorly organized 

parties. Even states that had a well organized one party provided better benefits for the 

poor than did one-party states whose one party was loosely organized. Some 
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researchers have dismissed the importance of political competition (Boyne 1985; 

Dawson and Robinson 1963), yet more recent research has reiterated and substantiated 

the importance of political competition (Brace and Jewett 1995; Holbrook and Van 

Dunk; Soss et al. 2001). Party identification and other political and electoral factors 

influence welfare policy. 

Bratton and Haynie (1999) found that a legislator's party identification 

determines policy agendas. According to Sharkansky and Hofferbert (1969), 

competition and voter turnout impacts social policy. With regards to voter turnout, 

Piven and Cloward (1988) posit that an increase in voter turnout by lower-income 

voters will influence legislators to be more responsive to the needs of poor. This notion 

is supported by other researchers who have noted that states which have a higher low-

income voter turnout tend to pass more liberal welfare policies (Hicks and Swank 1992: 

Hill et al 1995). Another factor in the electoral politics theoretical framework deals 

with demographics of the legislature. 

Researchers have employed the use of demographics to study the relationship 

between constituency and legislature (Grofinan and Handley 1989; MacRae 1958), and 

previous studies have explored the relationship between demographics of the legislators 

or legislatiires and public policy (Button and Hedge 1993). In addition, stiidies have 

found that gender, race, and ethnicity are unportant factors that influence legislative 

policymaking and behavior (Bratton and Barnello 2002; Bratton and Haynie 1999: 

Carey, Niemi, and Powell 1998; Carroll 2002; Dodson and Carroll 1991; Frankovic 

1977; Johnson and Carroll 1978; Leader 1977; Lichter 1985; Meier and England 1984; 
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Mezey 1994; Saint-Germain 1989; Soss et al. 2001; Stanwick and Kleeman 1983; 

Thomas 1991, 1994; Thomas and Welch 1991; Welch 1985). 

These studies have tended to support the notion that women pursue policy 

agendas that are slightly different from their male counterparts in the legislature. Race 

seems to also have an effect on policy issues, yet Bratton and Haynie (1999, 660), 

citing other studies, note: 

As the number of black elected officials has increased, scholars have begun 
to address the competing explanations of the behavior of black elected 
officials. The majority of the work has focused on policymaking [emphasis 
added] in local goveriunent and roll call behavior in Congress. Generally, 
research on local government policy has concluded that black representation 
is associated with more equitable policy; however, when constituency 
controls are instituted, the relationship is weakened and disappears (Meier 
and England 1984; Mladenka 1989). In her study of the responsiveness of 
members of the U.S. Congress to black interests, Swain (1993) argues that 
while there is value to descriptive representation, it is constituency that 
motivates the behavior of legislator. Conversely, Whitby (1997) argues that 
both race and constituency play a role in several sessions, [emphasis added] 

Indeed, with the increase in the number of women empowering themselves politically— 

not only through the vote but also through political careers—gender is one variable that 

seems almost essential to any model discussing political behavior (Rinehart 1992). 

When it comes to making policy, women's interest is slightly different from 

their male counterparts m the legislatiires. This may be due to a large degree to the 

socialization process, in that women are socialized to be more nurturing than men are 

(for a discussion of socialization, see Gilmore 1990). Bratton and Haynie (1999, 661) 

noted, "As the number of women in the state legislatiires has grown, numerous scholars 

have concluded tiiat women do represent differently than men." Bratton and Haynie 
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(1999, 658) find that race is a powerfiil indicator on the introduction of legislation 

(particularly black interests bills) and that women are more apt to introduce legislation 

in support of women's interests. In addition to legislative demographics, the 

relationship between the legislature and the executive branches has been explored in the 

general policymaking literature, and deserves a brief nod since it serves as a foundation 

for most welfare policymaking studies. 

The relationship between the executive and legislative branches particularly as to 

which party controls these branches has been explored as a possible determinant of 

policy (Fiorina 1996). There are spatial theories that posit that the policy status quo is 

maintained or shifted to either the left or right by the position of the median voter in 

each legislative chamber (Brady and Volden 1998). Another key factor in the 

relationship between the executive and legislative relationship centers on the governor. 

Numerous studies detail the role of the governor and the effect this office has on 

policy as well as the relationship between the executive and legislative branches (Abney 

and Lauth 1998; Beyle 1995, 1996, 1999; Bowlmg, Ferguson, and Wright 2002; 

Rosentiial 1990; Sabato 1983). One of the factors to consider is the constitiitional 

power of the governor (which include veto powers, tenure of office, appointive powers, 

budget-making powers, etc., see Luttbeg 2001). Where governors have a moderate to 

strong powers and exert tiiose powers, tiiey can be as influential as the legislatiire, and 

in some instances even more influential (Luttbeg 2001). I now tiirn my attention to the 

policy innovation theoretical framework. 
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States and Policy Innovation 

Soss et al. (2001, 382) note that welfare policy choices "might be best 

understood as examples of policy innovation. A long tradition of research in political 

science suggest that states are characterized by general orientations toward innovation, 

witii some tending to be leaders and other laggards." Studies that focus on welfare 

reform note the unportance that policy innovation has on state welfare programs 

(Arsneault 1995; Peterson and Rom 1990; Rochefort 1986). 

Rochefort (1986) notes that social welfare policy innovation is the result of 

several factors. Rochefort (in Arsneault 1995, 6) notes that policy innovation is the 

result of 

Alterations in the size, distribution or composition of demographics; 
professional dynamics, where professional conflict acts to stunulate changing 
images of different problems and solutions; scientific developments; historical 
event, like the Great Depression; [and] changes in intellectual and political 
current, i.e., social philosophy. 

Peterson and Rom (1990) note that for significant policy innovation to take place in the 

states, several things must occur. First, opposition to reform must subside. Rochefort 

(1986) provides insight to what may cause opposition to reform to wane in the states 

(demographics, change in the image of the problem in need of reform, and historical 

events to name just a few). Second, the size of the problem under consideration for 

reform must increase in unportance before resistance to reform subsides. Third, viable 

solutions to tiie problem must exist before any significant innovation takes place. 

Fourtii, tiie innovation must be affordable. Finally, the innovation must receive 

political support, especially support from the political leaders of the state. 
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These studies of innovation tend to indicate that states do not approach welfare 

policy witii a "which ever way the wind blows" attitiide. Gray (1973) notes that state 

attitudes and responses to public policy choices are more than likely to represent a basic 

and rather stable inclination towards policy innovation. The fourth theoretical 

framework deals with states' attempts at social control. 

Social Control 

Social research has noted that social order is tantamount to ensuring the safety 

and longevity of complex societies (Soss et al. 2001). Particularly unportant to these 

societies is managing those groups who are at the margin of society (Herbst 1994; 

Mizrachi 1983; Suttles and Zald 1985). Piven and Cloward (1993) note that during 

times of economic depression and civil unrest, our society will extend relief to the poor 

in order to pacify this portion of society, which, in turn, returns equilibrium to society, 

thereby promoting tiie legitunacy of the state (Soss et al. 2001). Social control by the 

state will also mcorporate a mix of formal and informal controls of the family, and 

local communities (Rose and Clear 1998). The issue of social control has at its 

foundation tiie issue of race and ethnic relations, tiie fifth theoretical framework. 

Race and Ethnic Relations 

As I mentioned in Chapter II, race, as well as ethnicity, has been one of the 

factors that has influenced welfare policy in the United States. State-level research 

notes that race was not only a factor in determining welfare policy of the early days of 

65 



welfare policy (Orr 1976; Wright 1976), but it also continues as major factor for 

welfare policy during the 1990s (Howard 1999). Public opinion on welfare policy can 

also be link to race and ethnicity issues. 

Americans' racial attitudes can be important determinants of welfare policy 

(Kinder and Sanders 1996; Sears, Sidanius, and Bobo 2000; Soss et al. 2001). 

According to Soss et al. (2001, 384) and based on the research of Kinder and Sanders 

(1996), feelings of racial resentment are a key determinant of "white attitudes toward 

public assistance." This resentment is in part perpetuated by the media stories that 

focus more on the welfare assistance provided to the black poor rather than focusing on 

all welfare recipients. This media attention tends to promote welfare myths, which, in 

turn, promotes resentment between the races (Blank 1997; Gilens 1999). The 

promotions of welfare myths, and the tensions between the races have resulted in a shift 

towards stricter welfare policies (Soss et al. 2001). Ethnicity is also unportant factor in 

welfare policymaking. According to Gilens (1999), as the Hispanic population grows, 

the perception of Hispanics and welfare may match the perceptions of African-

Americans and welfare. Closely related to the issue of race and ethnicity is the concept 

of moral values. 

Moral Values 

One of the key components to the freatment of the poor has been the issue of the 

morality of the poor (Handler and Hasenfeld 1991). Welfare opponents in the 1980s 

and 1990s focused on welfare policies as confributors to social irresponsibility (Murray 
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1984), and argued that a shift in welfare policy would unprove responsibility among the 

poor and provide tiie poor with a sense of dignity (Katz 1995). Scholars have noted 

that the intent of welfare policies seems to follow two key components. 

First, welfare policy should be aimed at punishing the poor or at least those 

people who "ride" the welfare rolls (Gans 1995; Handler 1995). The promotion of this 

notion is fueled in part by racial attitudes, which are influenced in whole are part by the 

media's promotion of the welfare myths. The second component of welfare policy is 

auned at changing the behavior of welfare recipients. 

Political officials, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, perceived AFDC as a 

policy that promoted behavior that was not conducive to mamtaining social order or that 

caused much needed funds to be diverted to a cause that promoted unacceptable social 

behavior. Politicians, prompted by the concerns of the public, thought that AFDC 

promoted the concepts of the single-parent family, childbirth among unmarried women 

(especially teens), and dependency upon welfare (Bryner 1998; Gans 1995; Luker 

1996). An influential factor that affects atiitudes of the public as well as elected 

officials, especially toward issues of morality, is political culture. Granted, political 

culture also affects the other frameworks discussed in this chapter, yet since this 

framework centers on moral issues and opinions about moral issues, I thought this was 

the best place to briefly discuss political culture. 

Erikson et al. (1987, 797) note tiiat political cultiire is a better predictor of 

ideology and partisanship and "dominates state demography as a source of state-to-state 

differences of opinion." Elazar (1984), in developing a system for applying tiie 
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concept of political culture to the states, found that there are three distinct political 

cultiires in the United States. These are the moralistic, traditionalistic and 

individualistic political cultures. He noted that some states' political structiire was a 

combination of two of these political cultiires (Individualistic/Moralistic; 

Individualistic/Traditionalistic; Traditionalistic/Moralistic; Moralistic Individualistic; 

and Traditionalistic/Individualistic). 

A state with a moralistic political culture considers politics and government to 

be noble pursuits because the goal of politics is to search for the good society. Of 

course, "good" is defined by that society. A moralistic political culture looks to 

government as a tool for instituting change that will benefit society; therefore, it is the 

responsibility for all citizens to be involved in government in some form or fashion. 

Government has a solemn duty to intervene or interfere with the lives of its citizens in 

promoting the welfare of society. It is not uncommon for this type of political culture 

to engage m activities aimed at dictating or even legislating morality. 

A traditionalistic political culture is one that promotes the rule of the elite and 

discourages participation to any great extent by the masses. The prunary directive of 

government influenced by this type of culture is to promote and maintain the current 

political order and the elites of that society run that political order. Participation in 

government is kept to a minimum because government is kept to a minimum, thereby 

providing fewer venues in which that participation can take place. This type of society 

does not promote too much government intrusion into the lives of its citizens. Any 
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adoption of new policy or changing of policy is done at the will and pleasure of the 

elite, not the public. 

An individualistic culture is one that places emphasis on democracy in the sense 

that it is a market place. Government exists solely for utilitarian purposes (for a 

discussion of utility and the "Greatest Happmess Principle," see Mill 1987). 

Government under this political culture is not overly concerned with creatmg a "good 

society." Government interference in this society, like the traditionalistic, is kept to 

a minimum. Government work is for those who do not mind dirtying their hands, and 

government is not considered a noble calling or profession. 

Therefore, if states have different cultures, then we expect to find a variation m 

the states' policies, especially welfare policy. Yet, how would we expect this to be 

different? In other words, what differences in policy would we expect to find in these 

types of political cultures, especially social welfare policy? 

We would expect to find that these uniquely distinct political cultiires would 

produce slightiy different policies, particularly social welfare policies. I would expect 

tiiat a purely moralistic cultiire, one that looks to promote a good society and is noble in 

its pursuits of policy, would be more generous to the needs of its citizens (Elazar 1970; 

Johnson 1976). A purely individualistic cultiire, one that is more utilitarian and 

market-based, would be less generous in providing assistance to the poor when 

compared to a moralistic society; however, it would be more prone to do so than a 

ttaditionalistic one. An individualistic political cultiire may provide assistance, yet only 

if tiiat society's citizens demand it (supply and demand concept). A purely 
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traditionalistic culture would be least generous of the three in its few awards of benefits 

to tiiose in need sunply because of the atiitude that help does not need to come from 

government. There are nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) in society that could 

fulfill that role (nonprofit groups or religious-based assistance). Based on these 

assumptions, we would expect to find a relationship between political cultiire and social 

welfare (the more moralistic a society is the more prone it is to assisting the poor), 

which seems to be supported in part by research (Johnson 1976). Another important 

theoretical framework that shapes welfare studies is centered on economic issues. 

Economic Issues 

According to Barrilleaux and Miller (1988, 1090), studies have noted that the 

supply of "policy outputs is determined in part by wealth." Several studies have 

focused on the economy of public policy and have determined that public spending is 

related to the wealth of government (Aronson and Hilley 1986). One study notes that 

economic development places additional welfare functions on the nation-state and at the 

same tune generates greater feelings of altruism, resources that aid in expandmg a 

nation-state's welfare program (Wilensky 1975). 

Hicks and Swank (1992, 663) note that certain economic factors contiibute to 

expanding nation-state welfare programs; "the relative size of the aged population, the 

unemployment rate, price levels, and economic development will all increase social 

welfare spending." Unemployment rates, coupled with wage rates, has been 

demonsfrated to influence social policy, especially Medicaid policy (Albin and Stein 
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1977; Bluestone and Sumrall 1977; Cromwell, Hurdle, Wedig 1986; Peden and Brooks 

1981). Equally important is the issue of government's ability to handle social issues. 

Therefore factors that determine government size are important factors to consider. 

Krejci (1995), in a study of 310 metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), found 

government employment (a surrogate measure for size of government) was not related 

to economic growth. Particularly, growth in the retail, construction, transportation, 

finance, and services industries was not related to an increase in government. 

However, growth in manufacturing displayed a moderate relationship with increase in 

government size. Related to growth of these industries are wages and unemployment 

(as these industries prosper, unemployment should go down), which, in turn, affect 

states' ability to handle social welfare problems. In the next section I provide a critique 

of the methodologies and theoretical frameworks of social welfare policy studies. 

A Critique of Social Welfare Method and Theories 

The methodologies and theoretical frameworks of social welfare policy studies 

have provided us with an understanding of how states develop social policy, and 

reasons for tiie variation of welfare policy across the states. Numerous welfare policy 

stiidies utilize several of the theoretical frameworks mentioned in this chapter to 

provide us with explanatory models. All of these stiidies use appropriate 

metiiodological approaches in determining social welfare policy outcomes, yet there is 

room for improvement. 
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My primary recommendation is that stiidies of social welfare policy need to take 

a multi-dimensional approach. Granted some stiidies have used a multi-dunensional 

approach, yet their focus has generally been on one aspect of welfare (see Soss et al. 

2001). In addition, we need to use integrated models that tap into the political and 

economic factors that drive policy. 

Proponents of the integrated model note the value that these models bring to the 

field of empirical political economy research (Barrilleaux and Miller 1988; Chubb 

1985: Plotnick and Winters 1985). The premise is, according to Barrilleaux and Miller 

(1988, 1089), "neither wholly political nor wholly economic explanations are adequate 

for some policy outputs. Better explanations are gained by blending each of these 

elements." However, these proponents do not portray the integrated models as the 

panacea for legislative studies. Each approach, as I mentioned earlier, is fraught with 

shortcomings, and the integrated models are no exceptions. However, the integrated 

models do provide us with a broader perspective of public policymaking. 

Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have provided the reader with an overview of the social 

welfare policy literature. This was done in order to familiarize the stiident of social 

policy witii the methods and theoretical frameworks of this area of stiidy, and to 

promote the use of a muhi-dimensional approach to stiidying state welfare policies. 

I noted that research can utilize several methods—historical narratives and 

comparative stiidies seem to the two dominant approaches utilized in welfare policy 
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research. Using the Soss et al. (2001) study as a guidepost, I presented seven 

theoretical frameworks that are the focal points of social welfare research: ideological 

conflict; electoral politics; state orientation towards innovation; social control; race 

relations; moral values; and economic issues. Furthermore, I noted that some studies 

incorporate several of these frameworks, and those that do provide us with a better 

perspective of social policy. 

In Chapter IV, I present my research questions, variables, hypotheses, models, 

and the methodology that I use to test my hypotheses. In that chapter, I promote the 

use of an institutional model from a multi-dimensional perspective in order to provide a 

better explanatory model of social welfare policy under TANF. Chapter V contains 

findings and an analysis of my findings. In Chapter VI, I present my conclusions, 

which include questions and directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER IV 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

Research that addresses legislative policymaking, including welfare policy 

(AFDC), has used a variety of models to explain legislative policymaking. The models 

are classified by some researchers as political, economic, and integrated models 

(Barrilleaux and Miller 1988; Chubb 1996; Plotnick and Winters 1985). Yet most of 

the models explore welfare from a one-dimensional aspect—either the amount of 

welfare benefits or expenditures or the administration of state welfare programs (see 

Francis 1998). Yet, looking at welfare from at least two dimensions—benefits and 

program administration—can enhance welfare studies. This study explores the 

relationship between the characteristics of state legislatures and policymaking, 

particularly social welfare policy, using a two-dunensional institutional approach 

(benefits and TANF program administration). I divide this chapter into four sections. 

In the first section, I present the research question, unit of analysis, and a brief 

discussion of the research design. The second section contains a synopsis of the 

dependent and independent variables utilized in this research project, and descriptive 

statistics for each of these variables. In addition, justification for the variables and the 

four models used in this stiidy is provided in tiiis section, as well as a discussion of tiie 

advantages and disadvantages of my models. The third section contains my hypotheses. 
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I discuss the metiiodology employed to test these hypotheses in the fourth and final 

section. 

Research Question, Unit of Analysis, 
and the Research Design 

This is a comparative state legislative study that addresses the research 

question—what affects state welfare policy? The focus of this study is individual states' 

welfare policy (benefits and program administration); therefore, the unit of analysis is 

state legislatures. Yet, the questions only begin here. I am also concerned as to 

whether or not there are distinct differences within a particular policy area and what 

can account for those differences. I focused on welfare policy because it is an area that 

has undergone recent changes, and these changes provide more flexibility for states to 

explore their own policy agendas. I am especially interested if there is a difference 

between how a program is administered and the types of benefits that citizens receive 

from that program. 

In order accomplish this, I explore the relationship between certam 

characteristics of state legislatures and the monthly benefits allotted to state TANF 

recipients (operationalized as a single parent with two children and no income) and the 

strictness of the state TANF programs. For the sfrictness of state TANF programs, I 

used measure of strictness employed by Francis (1998) and a variation of his 

measurement. Instead of a scale that ranged from -13 to +13,1 used a liberal-

conservative scale that is measured from 0-100 which is commensurate with other 

stiidies that use a liberal-conservative scale, and which are used in this stiidy (Berry et 
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al 1998; Holbrook and Van Dunk 1993). I discuss the actual computations of these 

measures later in the chapter. 

Francis (1998) used a survey that was conducted by the American Public 

Welfare Association (APWA) in September 1997, and is entitled State-by-State Welfare 

Reform Policy Decisions: From the Survey of the Status of the States' Implementation 

of Welfare Reform, in order to calculate his measurement of strictness (see Appendix A 

for survey questions and coding, and Appendix B for the each state's total number of 

liberal, conservative, and "undecided" responses). The snapshot date for the survey, 

and for common reference for each state completing the survey, was July 1, 1997, 

which is the date by which all states had implemented TANF. In order to explore the 

relationship between the dependent and the independent variables, I employed the 

correlational analysis nonexperimental design (multivariate analysis employing multiple 

regression utilizing Ordinary Least Squares—OLS). 

The correlational analysis nonexperunental design is used to determine if a 

relationship exists between two or more variables when the classical experunental 

designs are not practical (see White [1994] 1999). In the classical experunental design, 

researchers analyze two groups—an experimental group and a control group—in order 

to see if the groups are different by manipulating the independent variable of one group 

(tiie experimental group) and not the other (the contiol group). This is done in order to 

ascertain if the groups differ, and, if they differ, to explain that difference. In addition, 

the classical experunental design allows the researcher to demonstiate—tiu-ough the 

manipulation of the independent variable—that the independent variable preceded the 
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dependent variable. By proceeding in this manner, researchers using the classical 

experimental design provide evidence of causality that is considered to be of a higher 

caliber than the nonexperimental design. 

There are five requirements for determining causality: (1) a change in the 

independent variable must be related to a change in the dependent variable; (2) a change 

in tiie independent variable must take place before changes in the dependent variable; 

(3) tiie connection between the variables must be logical; (4) the relationship between 

the variables must be consistent witii other evidence, and (5) there must be reasonable 

certainty that the independent variable caused the change and not some other variable 

(White [1994] 1999). Since the classical experunental design is able to address these 

requfrements to a higher standard than the nonexperunental design, it is preferred over 

the nonexperimental design. 

Correlational analysis nonexperimental design is used to establish causality, yet 

not to the same degree that we accept from the classical experunental design. As long 

as we can determine, with some fair amount of certainty, that our approach meets all 

five requirements, then we can—to some degree—establish a "possible" causal 

relationship using correlational analysis nonexperimental design. In this study, it is not 

possible to go back after the fact, and take away certain characteristics of some 

legislatures and not others in an attempt to establish an experunental group and a 

control group. Therefore, since the classical experimental design is not possible with 

this stiidy, the use of the correlational analysis nonexperimental design is appropriate. 
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Synopsis and Justification of the Variables: The Models 

In tills section, I discuss the variables (dependent and independent) used in this 

stiidy. In this discussion, I provide an operational definition for each variable, the 

method used to measure the variables, and fifteen tables depicting descriptive statistics 

(where appropriate) of each variable. In addition, I provide justification for the 

inclusion of these variables into the three models used in this study. Finally, I present 

each of the three models employed in this study and the advantages and disadvantages 

of these models. 

Dependent Variables 

Devolution of welfare policy has placed a good portion of the decision-making 

and financial responsibility back onto the states, and in some cases, into the hands of 

local government. The two items that I am attempting to explain in this study is what 

affects state welfare policy, particularly how states administer their TANF programs 

(what rules does a state operate under) and what benefits do the states provide for their 

residents that need assistance. In order to study the relationship between the 

characteristics of state legislatiires and the states' TANF programs, I utilized four 

dependent variables (which are variations of two variables—sfrictness level and TANF 

monthly cash allotment) in order to explore welfare policy from a muUi-dunensional 

perspective. 

Welfare policy is not a one-dimensional policy. According to Hill, Leighley, 

and Hinton-Andersson (1995, 77), "it is widely acknowledged tiiat welfare generosity 
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has multiple components or dimensions." Even though they do not state explicitiy what 

tiiese dimensions are, one of their variables is the mean AFDC grant which states 

provide their clients in a given year, and the second variable is the equity of AFDC 

payments—total of mean AFDC benefits. Therefore, it appears that they were 

exploring not only benefits, but also the fairness of those benefits. It is apparent that to 

explore welfare, one needs to employ at least a two-dimensional approach when 

stiidying welfare policy. With the variables used in my study, I tap into two 

dunensions of state welfare policy—administration of tiie states' TANF programs and 

the financial responsibility that the state has to its less fortiinate citizens. I do this in 

order to determine what effect institutional characteristics of state legislatures have on 

two dunensions of welfare policy. 

Studying the rules or strictness of each state's program and the monthly benefits 

afforded me the opportunity to explore the benefit and equity issues of TANF and the 

relationship between them and institutional characteristics of legislatures, but it also 

allowed me the opportunity to compare the rales that states use in administermg their 

programs to the amount of benefits they provided. This provided evidence, at least to 

some degree, as to whether or not there was a difference between how states 

administered their programs and the benefits they allocated. In addition, lunitmg this 

study to only one dimension would have diminished its importance. 

If I had limited this study (as other studies have done) to just one aspect of 

TANF—tiie strictness of tiie state program or just to welfare benefits, then I would 

provide an incomplete pictiire regarding these states' welfare programs. Furthermore, 
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if Francis (1998) had included the amount of monthly allocations to TANF recipients, 

then it might have strengthened his argument about the importance of including 

administrators in the equation when determining state welfare policy. He could have 

considered an additional question: Is the strictness of the programs related to monthly 

TANF allocations? 

Assume for the moment that Francis's conclusions that state administrators are 

influential in the welfare policy-making process holds trae for all states. Then we need 

to ask the question—how influential are these welfare administrators across the various 

dimensions of welfare policy? Finding evidence that there is a relationship between 

strictness and monthly allocations may provide reason to explore the administrator 

question, yet in further detail and across multi-dunensions. 

If there is a weak or no statistically significant relationship between the level of 

strictness and monthly allocations, then this may indicate that research needs to explore 

tiie possibility that administrators are influential in the policymaking process, but only 

as far as it relates directly with the administration of their respective welfare programs. 

In addition, a weak relationship between the strictness of states' welfare programs and 

monthly TANF allocations may suggest that state legislatiires acquiesce to 

administrators on issues of program administration, but are less inclined to acquiesce 

when it comes to how much fiinds they allocate for TANF recipients on a montiily 

basis. Yet this is only a small aspect of this stiidy. The primary goal is to explain state 

welfare policy in an institiitional context, particularly the legislative institiitions. In the 
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next two portions of tiiis section, I discuss in detail the four dependent variables used in 

this study. 

Strictness Measures 

For the first dependent variable—the strictness of each state's TANF plan, I 

used the strictness variable that Francis (1998) used in his regional study (New 

England) that ranks each state based on 13 criteria. He derived this variable from a 

survey developed by the American Public Welfare Association (APWA) and published 

in September 1997. For the purposes of my stiidy, I used the data for 48 states. I 

excluded Louisiana because I did not have a measure for one of my independent 

variables for this state—political competition. I used the Holbrook and Van Dunk 

(1993) measure of political competition which they computed using district-level 

election results and they did not provide a political competition measure for Louisiana 

because returns for Louisiana general elections were not available for the time period 

they used in their analysis. I excluded Nebraska since it has a unicameral legislature, 

and its 49 legislators are elected in nonpartisan elections. 

Francis (1998, 149) ranked the strictness level of state TANF programs. He 

used the thirteen questions from the APWA survey. States could responded with a 

"yes", "no" or "undecided." States were award 1 point for a liberal response (e.g., 

not having a TANF lunit shorter than 60 months). States were reduced 1 point for a 

conservative or more restrictive response (e.g., denying TANF to legal noncitizens). 

The "undecided" responses were not computed in his strictness measure. The states 
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could score as high as +13 or as low as -13. In other words, every liberal response 

counted as +1 and every conservative response counted - 1 . Therefore, you arrive at a 

strictness ranking for a state by adding the liberal and conservative responses in order 

to come up with a state's strictness ranking. A state that responded with 8 liberal 

responses and five conservative response would have a strictness ranking of 3 (8 + -5 

= 3). The higher the score the more liberal (less strict) a state's TANF program. 

Instead of completely relying upon the data reported in the study done by Francis 

(1998), I used the actual source document developed by the APWA to recheck the data 

simply because some of the data depicted in his article appeared to be incorrect. 

Virginia is listed twice in the table depicting the states' strictness measurements. 

I, like Francis (1998), rated the survey questions that the APWA asked each 

state. I gave each state +1 point if it chose a more liberal option, and awarded a state 

a -1 if it chose the more restrictive option. I recalculated each state's strictness level, 

and I depict this measure in Table 4.1 at the end of the chapter (all Chapter IV Tables 

are located at the end of the chapter). I then incorporated a second strictness measure. 

I used another measurement for strictness in order to provide a better picture of the 

sttictness of state TANF programs. There are two reasons that I used Uiis second 

measurement. First, I wanted a measurement that was more robust. Califomia answered 

six out of the thirteen questions—four were liberal responses and two were conservative 

responses, which gave Califomia a sttictness ranking of +2. Texas, on the otiier hand, had 

a ranking of +7. Most people would assume tiiat Texas would be more conservative than 

Califomia. Therefore, I recomputed tiie sttictness measure using a liberal-conservative 
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scale. I took tiie total number of liberal answers and divided tiiat number by total number of 

liberal and conservative answers (undecided responses were not used in this computation) 

and changed tiie percent into a whole number. Califomia's stiictiiess rating of +2, tiie new 

measurement gives Califomia a liberal-conservative rating of 67. 

The second reason I used the liberal-conservative measurement was because of 

conceptual reasons. I measure other variables on a liberal-conservative scale (citizen 

ideology), and I thought it best to measure the adimnistiation of state TANF programs usmg 

the same scale. This is not to argue that Francis (1998) used an incorrect measurement. I 

felt it was a more robust approach to measure as many of the variables in tiie model using 

the same scale. I present this new sfrictness measure ui Table 4.2. 

There are two reasons I used Francis' sfrictness measurement. Fust, I wanted to 

verify how his sfrictness measurement held up when compared to characteristics of a state 

legislature. In other words, does his conclusion about legislative characteristics hold up 

usmg correlational analysis? In addition, I wanted to determine if his findings still hold 

when you used 48 states instead of six states. 

TANF Montiily AUocations 

The second dependent variable that I used is the states' monthly benefit for 

TANF recipients (defined as the monthly benefit for a single parent with two children 

and no income). I use two models here—in the first model I adjust the states' monthly 

TANF allotment by the states' cost of living allowances and in tiie second model of 
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TANF allotinents I use the monthly cash allotment that is depicted in Table 1.1. There 

are two reasons that I used these measures. 

First, as I mentioned in Chapter I, the states vary considerably on the amount of 

montiily benefits they provide to TANF recipients. The reason for this may simply be 

due to economic factors—the variation of the cost of living across the states is a prime 

example. Since states may vary because of the cost of living, I felt it necessary to 

recompute each state's monthly TANF allotment in a way that considered the cost of 

living in each state. Since the Bureau of Labor Statistics does not provide this by state, 

I had to look elsewhere for a cost of living index estimates for the states. 

I arrived at an adjusted TANF measurement using the Cost of Living Estimates 

(COL) depicted by Ralph J. Brown in a 1999 report entitied Prepared for Governor's 

Wage Study Task Force: Measures of Geographical Differences in the Cost of Living. 

This report was prepared for the Governor of South Dakota in August of 1999. 

Brown's source was Friar and Leonard (1998). According to Brown (1999, 4-5), 

The approach [Friar and Leonard 1998] used ui [tiieir] sttidy involves updatmg 
the 1981 BLS [Bureau of Labor Statistics] Comparative fridex study witii 
Consumer Price index data collected for each mefropolitan area. The growtii 
rates in prices for each MSA were applied to the family budget bases and tiien 
computed for each state based on a population weighting MSA and 
nonmefropolitan population by state. Indexes were tiien calculated for each state. 
State cost of living mdexes are available for tiie years 1981-1997. 

I used this data to recompute each state's TANF allocations by that states' cost of living 

index reported in Brown (1999) since this data was from 1997 and I was using monthly 

allotments for Fiscal Year 1998, which began in October 1997. Granted this lag time 

may be less than what legislators consider, since other data reflecting cost of living 
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were not available, I decided to use this measurement. I arrived at the adjusted TANF 

monthly allocation by first converting the Cost of Living Index Estimate (COL) for a 

state provided by Brown (1999) to a decunal form (for the Cost of Living Index see 

Table 4.3). Once I converted a state's COL to decimal form, I then divided the 

monthly TANF allotment by the COL and this provided me with the adjusted TANF 

allotment. The formula used for this computation appears below. 

ADTANF= TANF / COL (percentage converted to decunal form) 

Where: 

ADTANF = Each State's Adjusted TANF Measurement, 

TANF = Each state's monthly benefit for a single parent with two children and 
no income, 

COL = Each state's cost of living index estimates. 

The way this works is sunple. If the suggested retail price of item X is 

$100.00 and a state had a cost of living index of 125, then product X would cost people 

in that state $125.00. To adjust the monthly TANF allotment by the cost of living 

index, you convert the cost of living index to a decunal form (125 becomes 1.25). 

Based on the aforementioned example, anything that retails for $1.00 would sell for 

$1.25 in a state where the cost of living is 1.25. I then divided the monthly allocation 

by the cost of living (decimal form) to arrive at the adjusted benefit. A prune example 

of the how the cost of living index estunates affects the monthly allocations is the case 

of Massachusetts and Michigan. 

On the surface, it appears that a single person with two children and no income 

who lives in Massachusetts received a larger benefit compared to a person of sunilar 
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circumstances who lived in Michigan. Massachusetts paid a monthly TANF allotment 

of $565.00 while Michigan paid $459.00 for a difference of $106.00. Yet, when you 

consider the cost of living for each state, and adjust the monthly allotment based on the 

cost of living, tiien the Massachusetts allotment is $497.36 and Michigan's is $485.20. 

This is a difference of only $12.16. Comparing the differences from the unadjusted 

and adjusted monthly allotments, this is a decrease in the differences between the two 

states of $93.84. Therefore, the adjusted TANF measurement is better measurement 

that the original monthly allocation measure simply because it includes a way to norm 

the states' monthly TANF allocations, and it does so by considering the variation in 

state economic conditions. The adjusted TANF monthly allotment by states appears in 

Table 4.4. 

The second reason I used two measures of monthly TANF allocation was 

because the legislatures may have considered the cost of livmg when they made their 

decision as to how much funding would be allotted to TANF recipients. The logic here 

is that legislatures are concerned with the economic condition of their state and base 

policy decisions in part on economic conditions (Barrilleaux and Miller 1998; Grogan 

1994; Reutzel 1989), particularly on the economic conditions prevalent in their 

respective states (for a detailed discussion of state economic conditions and social 

welfare policy, see Tweed 1994). Granted, state legislatiires may also be concerned 

witii sheer budgets dollars, yet program fiinding and the budget in general depends 

upon revenue, and economic conditions affect that revenue. If a state legislatiire is 

concerned about budget dollars and program funding, due in part to the electoral 
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connection, tiien economic conditions will play some part in legislative decision 

making. Therefore, we could assume that the monthly allotment amounts depicted in 

Chapter I were based on the cost of living. I now tiirn to the independent variables 

used in this study. 

The Independent Variables 

In this section I provide a discussion of the independent variables as well as a 

justification for each. I use a total of six independent variables in the strictness models 

and seven for the TANF allocation model. For the TANF allocation model, I include 

the strictness measure as a way of measuring the influence of administrators (this is 

discussed in detail later in this chapter). All measurements for the mdependent variables 

are gathered from secondary sources. 

Political Competition and Parties 

Key (1949), in one of the early attempts to explain social welfare, noted that 

party organization is unportant in order to adopt policy that benefits the less fortunate in 

our society. Key found that the states where strong competition existed between the 

two major parties had a tendency to allocate a larger portion of state revenue toward 

programs that benefited the poor than did states witii poorly organized parties. Even 

states that had a well-organized one party system provided better benefits for the poor 

tiian did one party states whose one party was loosely organized. Yet, what is the 

theoretical support for such findings? 
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Holbrook and Van Dunk (1993) noted that the theoretical support for such 

findings, besides the findings themselves, rests upon the notion that elected officials in 

highly competitive states will be more responsive to their constituency (for this electoral 

connection see Mayhew 1974). Therefore, they will be more apt to pursue policies that 

benefit their constituency or face the possibility of defeat at the polls during the next 

election. Another reason competition may bring about this electoral connection is that a 

competitive environment has a tendency, according to Holbrook and Van Dunk (1993, 

955), to increase voter turnout, and "elected officials in competitive states will provide 

benefits to lower socioeconomic to a greater degree—and will display a greater 

propensity to support liberal policies...than will elected officials in noncompetitive 

states, all else held constant." Therefore, we need to account for party 

competitiveness. Beyond competitiveness, parties and their agendas may also affect 

state policy. 

Political parties have been posited as possible explanations for policy (Cooper 

and Brady 1981; Cox and McCubbins 1993; Gerber 1996; Kiewiet and McCubbins 

1991; Price 2000; Rohde 1991; Sinclair 1983). David Price, a former Professor of 

Political Science at Duke University, who currently serves as tiie Representative for the 

4th Congressional Disfrict from North Carolina, made an interesting observation after 

his first election to Congress. Price (2000, 159) noted. 

Newly elected members of Congress quickly confront the realities of party 
leadership and confrol. This comes as a surprise to some, for conventional 
wisdom says that American parties are in decline, and many members seem to 
confirm that view by running their campaigns largely independentiy. But 
despite a continued weakening in the hold of the major parties on the electorate, 
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congressional parties over the past twenty-five years have become more active 
and their operations more extensive than at any other time in American 
history...tiie parties retain a central role in both the present ftinctionmg of the 
Congress and in periodic efforts to improve its performance. 
Otiiers have also found that political parties in Congress do have strong 

influence over their membership. Kiewiet and McCubbins (1991), using economic and 

management theory, demonstrated how political parties are influential using delegation 

and how effective they are in the delegation depends on not ortiy how much authority is 

delegated, but also how well it is delegated. Cox and McCubbins (1993) found that a 

party's influence is determined in part by what influence that party has in the rule

making process (they refer to it as rule-making power). 

Cox and McCubbins (1993) found that this rule-making power favors the 

majority party because by being able to control the rale-making process, committees 

will be stacked in the favor of the majority party. In addition, the majority party comes 

up with all the structural decisions (read as institutional advantages); thereby arranging 

it so that most of the important players in policy-making process will be from the 

majority party. 

Therefore, whatever party is in control of Congress (theoretically state 

legislatures also) is an unportant variable to consider when determining policy. 

Granted, tiiis does not mean tiiat only the majority party will be effective in pursuing its 

policy agenda. The building of coalitions is still extremely important (Arnold 1990) 

and in order to build coalitions it is necessary to allow the opposition to win every now 

and then, and this is done by promoting universalism, for according to Mayhew (1974, 

88), "every member, regardless of party or seniority, has a right to his [or her] share of 
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benefits." Yet, it is not only how effective the parties are at influencing their members, 

but also what party you are a member that determines policy agendas (Bration and 

Haynie 1999). In other words, parties can adopt institutional procedures in order to 

keep their members in line. The threat of losing an unportant committee seat or 

leadership position or even the promise of receiving an unportant committee assignment 

or leadership position can motivate party members to tow the party line. In addition, 

certain policies, at times, seem to divide along not only party lines but also ideological 

lines (e.g., social welfare and tax policy). 

What I am trying to demonstrate is that political parties and the level of 

competition between the parties appear to be important. When the TANF bill was 

developed, it was done so as a bipartisan effort in Congress and between a Republican 

Congress and President Clinton—a Democrat. Granted, many members of Clinton's 

party were upset when Clinton caved in on TANF. However, the cooperation between 

Clinton and the Republican Party moved social welfare further to the right. Yet, with 

the leeway granted the states in formulating their TANF programs I address the 

question: did this bipartisanship carry over to the states? In otiier words, if it did carry 

over to the states, then I expect to find that political party confrol is not an unportant 

factor when determining state welfare policy. However, if it did not carry over then I 

expect to find tiiat political party confrol is an important factor. Particularly, I expect 

to find that where the percentage of Democrats in the state legislative chambers is high 

tiie TANF programs will be less sfrict (more liberal), and tiiat TANF monthly 

allocations will be more generous. Furthermore, I expect to find that competition is 
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also important, maybe even more than political party control. The reason for this is 

simple: even witii bipartisan support on creating their TANF programs, states that have 

a high level of competition will be more responsive simply because of the electoral 

connection. Candidates want to win elections, and states that are competitive and have 

high voter turnout may drive that bipartisan effort to adopt polices that are more apt to 

appeal to lower socioeconomic interests. 

For measuring political competition in the states I use Holbrook and Van Dunk's 

(1993) measure of political competition, depicted in Table 4.5. They use a measure 

that is based on the district-level state legislative elections from 1982-1986. Granted, 

the Republican Party has made recent inroads in the South in recent years. However, 

competitive environments generate higher rates of voter turnout (Holbrook and Van 

Dunk 1993), and since voter turnout for state elections has not changed much since the 

time of this study (Luttbeg 2001), one can assume that change in political competition 

changes slowly and that the level of political competition has not changed much since 

the tune period of Holbrook and Van Dunk's (1993) study. Their measure is composed 

of several elements. 

First they utilized the percent of the popular vote the winning candidate received 

durmg the election. The second element they used was the winning candidate's margm 

of victory. The third part of their political competition measure includes whether or not 

tiie seat was considered a "safe seat." The fourth part of tiie measure considered 

whether or not the race was contested. It should be noted that for their study, distiict 

level information was not available for Louisiana; therefore, they did not provide a 
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political competition measure for Louisiana, which caused me to exclude that state from 

this study. 

For my political party measure, I used the percentage of Democrats each state 

legislature. As mentioned previously in this chapter, some policy tends to divide not 

only along ideological lines, but also along party lines. Table 4.6 shows the percentage 

of democrats in the legislatures by state for the Strictness Model and the TANF 

Allocation Model. The reason for the for the two different tables depicting the 

measurements is sunply because of the time frame for each of the models. For the 

strictness models, I determined the date that each state's TANF programs became 

effective (APWA survey was the source of this information). For the states that 

adopted the new TANF program in 1996,1 used information for the composition of the 

legislature from the 1994 elections, and for states that adopted their TANF program in 

1997,1 used the party compositor of those legislatures based on the 1996 elections. 

Type of Government 

What I mean by type of government is whetiier or not the government is divided 

or unified. Policy is not something that happens within a legislative vacuum. The 

governor should be an infricate part of any model tiiat addresses the legislative policy

making process. Several stiidies have addressed the topic of divided government, 

particularly at the congressional level, as well as the roles, powers, and mfluence of 

state governors. 
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Divided government happens when one party controls the executive branch (for 

states this is, of course, the governor's office) while the other party confrols one or 

botii chambers of that state's legislatiire (Fiorina 1996; Brady and Volden 1998). The 

opposite of divided government is unified government—defined as government in which 

one party controls both the executive and legislative branches. For the states, unified 

and divided government centers on the state legislatiire and governor's office even 

tiiough some states have what is known as plural executive or fragmented executive 

(Luttbeg 2001). According to Luttbeg (2001, 193), fragmented or plural executive is a 

condition in which the governor shares power "in the executive branch with other 

statewide elected executives, frequently with many other executives." Divided 

government is unportant sunply because of what it may do to government. The 

premise is that if one party controlled the executive and the other party controlled one 

or both chambers of the legislature, then the policy agendas of these two branches 

would be at odds with one another; thereby, producing a deadlock in policymaking and 

one possible solution to deadlock is compromise. I now turn attention toward the 

governor. 

Most legislative policy, with the exception of legislative oversight and 

housekeeping matters, has to have the stamp of approval of the governor, or m some 

states at least no veto unposed by the governor in order for legislation to become law 

(in some states, a bill can become law without the governor's signatiire). Granted there 

are provisions for legislative overrides for a governor's veto and some policy can come 

in the form of amendments to state's constitiitions, which need approval by the voters, 
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not to mention initiatives and referendums. However, when considering factors that 

affect legislative policy, one cannot overlook the role the governor plays m the policy

making process. 

Numerous studies detail the role of the governor and the effect this office has on 

policy, as well as the effect of the relationship between the executive and legislative 

branches (Abney and Lauth 1998; Beyle 1995, 1996, 1999; Bowling, Ferguson, and 

Wright 2002; Rosentiial 1990; Sabato 1983). The constitutional powers of the governor 

(which include veto powers, tenure of office, appointive powers, budget-making 

powers, etc., see Luttbeg 2001) are important factors to consider with regard to 

policymaking. Where governors have a moderate to strong powers and exert those 

powers, they can be as influential as the legislature, and in some instances even more 

influential (Luttbeg 2001), yet not all research agrees with this proposition. 

A governor has informal powers he or she can call upon in order to influence 

policy. The mformal powers a chief executive can use include tiie power to persuade 

(Neustadt 1990), as well as power of personality and the media (Luttbeg 2001). There 

are tiiose tiiat tiiink that tiie governor is weakened rather than sfrengthened under 

divided government (Sherman 1984), while others find some support, yet not sfrong 

support, that divided government may depress bill passage (Gray and Lowery 1995). 

When it comes to what extent tiie governor has power over matters of policy, stiidies 

have noted tiiat the governor is not the chief adminisfrator tiiat most think. Governors 

oftentimes fail to intervene with legislative-adminisfrative relationships (Abney and 

Lautii 1986, 1998), even when gubernatorial leadership is preferred over legislative 
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oversight by state agency heads (Bowling et al. 2002). For the purpose of my stiidy, I 

focus primarily on the type of government, yet it is important to address the powers of 

the governor for tiiese are tools that governors can use in the policy-making process. 

Domefrius (2001) noted, in his exploration of formal and informal powers of the 

governor and the gubernatorial influence over the budget, that veto powers and tenure 

were unportant during tiie 1964-1974 period, yet these have diminished in influence 

since 1974. Anotiier factor that appears to have no significant affect on gubernatorial 

policy is the power of tiie government to make appointments. This may be due in part 

to some states having a plural executive; in such states the appointments the governor 

makes may not have a significant influence on his or her ability to influence policy, 

unlike the President of the U.S. who can appouit key Cabinet members who help extend 

the influence of the President. 

Regarding informal powers, Dometrius further noted that the governor's level of 

support in the legislature; the governor's voter support in the last election, the activity 

of the governor's staff, and degree of contact with administrators did not make any 

significant difference in the governor's budgetary influence. However, the governor's 

level of involvement with the legislature, the governor's popularity and contemporary 

level of public support (not how much support he or she has had it the past only the 

present) are important. In addition, from 1964-1974 the proportion of adminisfrators 

who identified with the party opposing the governor was an important factor, but no 

longer appears to be a significant factor (see Dometrius 2001, 25). Other state policy 
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stiidies related to the findings of Erikson et al. (1993), note other interesting findings 

regarding the gubernatorial role in policymaking. 

McAfee's (2001, 12) gubernatorial stiidy presents findings that are contrary to 

Erikson et al (1993). She finds that the governor does have unpact on policy in non-

Southern states and that Democratic gubernatorial strength results in more liberal 

policies. Yet McAfee (2001, 12) finds that when "gubernatorial sfrength coincides with 

strong Democratic legislative strength, policy liberalism becomes dramatically [author's 

emphasis] more conservative." What could account for this dramatic shift towards 

more conservative policy? According to McAfee (2001), it probably has something to 

do with what Erikson et al. (1993) referred to as the motivation of political parties. 

According to McAfee (2001, 12), 

They assert that under similar political circumstances and with identical 
ideological values. Republicans and Democratic legislators seeking to capture 
votes, should move in opposite directions (EWM 1993, p. 1260). Republicans 
should move left, and democrats should move right. "With legislative ideology 
and state opinion held constant, the more Democratic the legislature, the more 
electorally motivated it would be to shift policy direction to the right rather than 
to the left." (EWM 1993, p. 144) 

This sunply follows the logic that the party elite in the legislature is farther left and 

right depending if they are Democrat or Republican than the voting public. Therefore, 

under a government that is controlled by a Democratic governor and a Democratic 

legislature, we should expect to see policy that is more conservative than would be 

expected simply because the moderate voter is to the right of the legislatiire and 

governor. However, this does not mean that all policies adopted under this form of 

government will have the same level of conservatism that policy would have under a 
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Republican government. The public seems to be located more toward the middle, with 

the party elite in government to the left and right of the public. With this in mind, I 

address the question: does one branch always take the lead in policymaking? 

Dometrius (2002, 11) finds, in regards to policymaking, both the legislature and 

the governor are the dominant players, yet "the legislature is slightiy more influential 

on budget matters though the governor nudges ahead on policy changes and agency 

rules." According to Dometrius (2002, 12), as the gubernatorial level of influence 

rises, clients as well as professional associations appear not to be hurt by this increase 

in gubernatorial influence, "except for the single category of clientele groups when it 

comes to agency rules and regulations." This indicates that the answer to the question 

posed at the end of the last paragraph is simply "no." The type of policy being pursued 

may determine which branch of government takes the lead in policymaking. However, 

as noted by Dometrius, single category clientele groups may indeed be hurt by the 

influence of the governor especially with regards to how a program is administered. 

Therefore, unified government under Republican control may actually result m harsher 

programs while a unified government under Democratic control may help the lower 

socioeconomic groups. The logic here is that the influence of a governor is increased, 

at least to some degree, by being a member of the same party that controls the 

legislatiire. The aforementioned stiidies indicate a couple of unportant points that are 

worthy of fiirther discussion. 

Ffrst, even though divided government is a question that begs for fiirther 

research (Fiorina 1996), stiidies that focus on the states stUl need to focus on the type of 
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government—unified or divided (Sherman 1984). Second, when stiidying the factors 

tiiat affect legislative policymaking tiie governor cannot be removed from the equation. 

The bottom line is simply this—when studying legislative policymaking the governor 

and his or her relationship to the legislature is a key ingredient in the process. 

In measuring the type of government, I used an interactive variable that includes 

the institutional power of the governor and the type of government. Dometrius notes 

tiiat tiie legislatiire and the governor are the dominant players in state legislative policy; 

tiierefore, I need a measurement tiiat captured that relationship. I first measured the 

type of government as follows: unified government under democratic control = 1; 

divided government = 0; and unified government under Republican control = -1. I 

then used a gubernatorial institutional power measure (Luttbeg 2001) measure using a 

Likert scale where 1 = very weak and 7 = very strong. I then multiplied the 

gubernatorial institutional power score by the type of government score for each state. 

The logic employed here is that a unified government under Democratic control with a 

very strong governor would be, theoretically, in a stronger position to pursue a liberal 

TANF policy than any other type of government. 

To create my measurements, I used the Statistical Abstract of the Uiuted States 

2000 in order to determine the percentage of party members in both chambers, and I 

used the State Yellow Book: Who's Who in the Executive and Legislative Branches of 

the 50 State Governments for Spring 1996 and Spring 1997 to determine what party 

contiolled tiie governor's office for the 48 states used in this stiidy. The institiitional 

power score for the states' governors was taken from Luttbeg (2001). Table 4.7 shows 
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tiie type of government for each of the states for both models. I expect that states that 

have a higher type of government score will be more liberal in administering tiieir 

welfare programs and that they would also provide a higher monthly TANF allotment 

than states with other types of government. 

Percent Females in Legislature 

Some researchers have employed the use of demographics to study the 

relationship between the constitiiency and legislatiire (Grofinan and Handley 1989; 

MacRae 1958) while others explored how demographics of the legislators or 

legislatiires affect policy (Button and Hedge 1993). Some of these stiidies posited that 

gender, as well as race and ethnicity, are unportant factors that influence legislative 

policymaking and behavior (Bratton and Barnello 2002; Bratton and Haynie 1999: 

Carey, Niemi, and Powell 1998; Carroll 2002; Dodson and Carroll 1991; Frankovic 

1977; Johnson and Carroll 1978; Leader 1977; Lichter 1985; Meier and England 1984; 

Mezey 1994; Saint-Germain 1989; Stanwick and Kleeman 1983; Thomas 1991, 1994; 

Thomas and Welch 1991; Welch 1985). In considering what demographics to include 

in this model, I decided to use gender instead of race. This is not to say that race is not 

an unportant factor, I exclude race simply because of its correlation to some of the 

other independent variables (percent Democrat and legislative professionalism). 

However, I think it is unportant to bring up the issue of race that is discussed in the 

literature in order to support the reason why it was excluded from this study. 
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State legislative and welfare policy sttidies have tended to support the notion tiiat 

women legislators pursue policy agendas that are slightly different from their male 

counterparts. Race seems to also have an effect on policy issues, yet Bration and 

Haynie (1999, 660), citing other studies, note. 

As tiie number of black elected officials has increased, scholars have begun 
to address the competing explanations of the behavior of black elected 
officials. The majority of tiie work has focused on policymaking [emphasis 
added] in local government and roll call behavior in Congress. Generally, 
research on local government policy has concluded that black representation 
is associated with more equitable policy; however, when constituency 
controls are institiited, the relationship is weakened and disappears (Meier 
and England 1984; Mladenka 1989). In her sttidy of the responsiveness of 
members of the U.S. Congress to black interests. Swam (1993) argues tiiat 
while there is value to descriptive representation, it is constituency that 
motivates tiie behavior of legislator. Conversely, Whitby (1997) argues that 
both race and constituency play a role in several sessions. 

Indeed, with the increase in the number of women empowering themselves politically— 

not only through the vote but also through political careers—gender is one variable that 

seems almost essential to any model discussing political behavior (Rinehart 1992). 

When it comes to policymaking, it appears as if women's interest is slightiy 

different from their male counterparts in the legislatures. This may be due to a large 

degree in the socialization process, with women socialized to be more nurturing than 

men are (for a discussion of socialization, see Gilmore 1990). Bratton and Haynie 

(1999, 661) noted, "As the number of women in the state legislatures has grown, 

numerous scholars have concluded that women do represent differently than men." 

Yet, Bratton and Haynie (1999, 658) find that race is a powerfiil indicator on the 

introduction of legislation—particularly black interests bills, and that women are more 
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apt to introduce legislation in support of women's interest. Furthermore, according to 

Bratton and Haynie (1999, 658),"women are generally as likely as men to achieve 

passage of tiie legislation tiiey introduce, whereas blacks are, in three states, less likely 

tiian whites to pass legislation." The three states that Bratton and Haynie alluded to are 

Arkansas, California, and Illinois. 

They note that they were correct in their assumptions that women and 

African-American legislators tend to infroduce more bills dealing with health care, 

education, childcare, and welfare policy (social issue legislation) than their male 

counterparts, and that Democrats tend to mtroduce more legislation in the categories 

they studied (Black Interest, Women's Interest, Education, Health, Children's Interest, 

Appropriation, and Taxation), the lone exception being education. Yet as with most 

studies, prior research, at tunes, will indicate different results thereby causing a 

revamping of our models. 

Prior to Bratton and Haynie (1999), roll call voting studies noted that when 

certain variables like district characteristics and party affiliation are considered, then 

tiie gender differences found less support in the research (Frankovic 1977; Leader; 

1977; Vega and Firestone 1995; Welch 1985). Yet, recent research tends to indicate 

that gender is important variable to consider, particularly concerning social welfare 

policy (Bratton and Haynie 1999). One reason for this may be that as the number of 

women in state legislatiires increases, women feel less inclined to follow the policy lead 

of tiiefr male counterparts. Even though I include gender in my model, I did not break 

in down as percentage females in both chambers. There are two reasons why I did this. 
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The main reason is that the data is not available for both chambers, rather the 

data is based on the entire population of each state legislature. The Council of State 

Governments provided this data. The second reason is basically an assumption on my 

part. If women do pursue some policies slightly different from their male counterparts, 

then I assume that there would be some cross-cooperation between women in both 

chambers in pursuing policy that was of common interest to women. So, what would 1 

expect to find with regard to this variable in my model? 

Tables 4.8 and 4.9 show the percent female in state legislatures for my models. 

Based on the research discussed in this section, I expect those states that have a higher 

percentage of females in their state legislature to be more liberal in the admuiistration 

of their program. Furthermore, I expect those states to be more generous in their 

TANF allocations than states that have a lower percentage of females in their 

legislature. 

Citizen Ideology 

Mayhew (1974) demonsfrated that members of a legislatiire are tied to the 

electorate. Therefore public opinion about policy is an unportant factor that should be 

considered when stiidying public policymaking. Using a measure of state public 

opinion and employing regression and LISREL (Joreskog and Sorbom 1984) in their 

analysis, Wright et al. (1987, 980) demonsfrate "that state public opinion is a major 

determinant of state policy." In a follow-up stiidy, Erikson, Wright, and Mclver 

(1993, 244) again noted tiiat public opinion is the "dominant influence on policy 
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making in the American states." According to Erikson et al. (1993, 119), it is public 

opinion that is unportant, especially as it relates to ideologies of the parties' elite. In 

order to tap into public opinion, I use a measurement of citizen ideology. 

To measure citizen ideology, I used Berry et al. (1998) measurement of citizen 

ideology in tiie states—1960-1993. Thefr measurement of citizen ideology was based 

on first determining the ideological position of each member in each of the years 

covered by tiie study (1960-1963). They then estunated citizen ideology in each 

congressional district of a state by using the ideology score of the congressional 

district's incumbent, the estimated ideology score for a challenger or hypothetical 

challenger, and the election results, which Berry et al. (1998) believed reflected the 

ideological divisions of the state's voters. They used these citizen ideology scores for 

each congressional district to compute an average (unweighted) score for the state. 

What they noted is that citizen ideology can fluctuate from year to year. 

Since the last year in their study is 1993, this left me with a problem that I 

overcame by using the mean citizen ideology measurement for each state based on the 

years 1981-1993. I chose these years because they cover the Reagan presidency 

through tiie first year of the Clinton presidency. Since TANF is a byproduct of 

devolution, I decided to use the years usually associated to the devolution period. 

Table 4.10 shows the citizen ideology measurement for each state used in both models. 

I reiterate tiiat the government ideology score for each state is the mean ideology score 

for the period 1981-1993. The higher the measure the more liberal the state citizen 

ideology. I posit that tiiere is a positive relationship between citizen ideology and how 
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lenient tiie state's social welfare program (TANF). Furthermore, states that have a 

more liberal citizen ideology will have a higher monthly TANF allotment than states 

with a less liberal citizen ideology. 

Economic Variables 

Proponents of the integrated model (models that include political as well as 

economic variables) note tiie value that these models bring to the field of empirical 

political economy research (Barrilleaux and Miller 1988; Chubb 1985: Plotnick and 

Winters 1985). The premise is, according to Barrilleaux and Miller (1988, 1089), 

"neither wholly political nor wholly economic explanations are adequate for some 

policy outputs. Better explanations are gained by blending each of these elements." 

However, these proponents do not portray the integrated models as the panacea for 

legislative studies. Each approach is fraught with shortcomings, and the integrated 

models are no exceptions. In my models I improve upon this notion by not only 

includmg an economic variable into my models, but my models address more than one 

dimension of state welfare policy. 

These models explore policymaking using a comparative approach focusing on 

the states (Barrilleaux and Miller 1988; Chubb 1988; Grogan 1994; Reutzel 1989), 

national government, a mixtiire of state and national goverment (MoguU 1990; Shaw 

and Lieberman 1996), or the difference between nations (Hicks and Misra 1993; Hicks 

and Swank 1992; Huber, Ragin, and Stephens 1993). These stiidies provide us with 

mixed findings: there are sitiiations where political variables seem to be the drivmg 
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force; other times economic variables are driving policy. Yet when it comes to models 

that incorporate economic variables, we get a cornucopia of different variables to use in 

our research. 

According to Barrilleaux and Miller (1988, 1090), some stiidies have noted that 

the supply of "policy outputs is determined in part by wealth." Several stiidies have 

focused on the economy of public policy and have determined that public spending is 

related to the wealth of government (Aronson and Hilley 1986). One study notes that 

economic development places additional welfare functions on the nation-state and at the 

same time generating greater feelings of altmism, resources that aid in expanding a 

nation-state's welfare program (Wilensky 1975). Hicks and Swank (1992, 663) expect 

that the factors that will contribute to expanding nation-state welfare programs are "the 

relative size of the aged population, the unemployment rate, price levels, and economic 

development." Empirical studies have demonstrated that economic variables-

unemployment rates and wage rates—affect social policy, especially Medicaid policy 

(Albin and Stein 1977; Bluestone and Sumrall 1977; Cromwell, Hurdle, Wedig 1986; 

Peden and Brooks 1981). 

However, I considered two economic variables as possible candidates for 

inclusion into my models: percent persons livuig below the poverty level—information 

that was obtained from the Statistical Absfract of the United States 1998—and the 

change in poverty levels. This is based on tiie research done by Peterson and Rom 

(1989). 
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Peterson and Rom (1989) stiidied whether benefit levels affect residential 

choices of the poor, and whether or not these residential choices affected the level at 

which a state sets its benefits. They found that when benefit levels became high, then 

the size of the population living in poverty increased. Furthermore, thefr stiidy covers 

tiuree tune periods of five years (1970-1975; 1975-1980; 1980-1985). In thefr model, 

tiiey included poverty levels and changes in the poverty level. They found support for 

both. However, since my study is lunited in its scope timewise, I decided to use the 

change in poverty level. 

I used change in poverty level as an economic factor since it indicates those that 

may need assistance from state welfare programs (at least the demand side of the supply 

and demand equation). One drawback to Peterson and Rom's study is that they only 

looked at benefits and not at the administration of state welfare programs. My model 

improves upon their approach by including state welfare program administration. 1 still 

used change in poverty because in their findings they noted that as poverty increased 

states cut benefits, which denotes a more conservative approach. Therefore, it would 

also seem that as the poverty level decreases, then I expect that states will adopt 

programs that are less strict (read as more liberal) in their administration. I also expect 

to find that as poverty levels decrease, states will become more generous with their 

monthly TANF allocations. 

To determine the change in poverty level for the strictness models, I first 

determined tiie effective date for each state's TANF program. If a state's TANF 

program became effective prior to its 1997 legislative session, then I used the change in 
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those states poverty level (percent persons living below the poverty level) by 

subtracting tiie poverty level in 1994 from the poverty level in 1995. For the TANF 

allocation models I used the change in poverty level by comparing each states poverty 

level in 1996 to the poverty level in 1995. Granted, a state's program that became 

effective in 1997 may have been voted on by the state legislatiire in 1996; however, the 

legislattire in 1997 was in office and if they wanted to change anything in the TANF 

program tiiey were in a position to do so. Granted, the lag tunes in this stiidy may 

actiially consider a shorter lag tune than state legislatiires would consider, yet since this 

was tiie first year, I decided to use a lag tune of one year. 

The results for the strictness models are listed in Table 4.11 and the TANF 

allocation models results are depicted in Table 4.12. Based on Peterson and Rom's 

(1989) research, witii the TANF model I expect to find an inverse relationship between 

change in poverty level and TANF monthly allocations. In other words, as tiie poverty 

level decreases, I expect that the TANF monthly allocations will increase. However, 

does this still hold true for the administration of the program? If Francis is correct then 

change in poverty level will not matter. However, if, as a result of the poverty level 

increasing, the state benefits level drops, then it would seem to follow that programs 

would get stricter. If the poverty level decreases, and if a state's benefits level 

increases, then I expect programs to be more liberal. Therefore, I posit that as the 

poverty level decreases states will adopt more liberal measures in administering then 

programs than states where the poverty level increases. This variable takes care of tiie 

demand side of the equation, but what about state resources? 
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As previously mentioned, wealth of government and resources are important 

determinants to policy outputs (Aronson and Hilley 1986; Barrilleaux and Miller 1988; 

Wilensky 1975), to tap into the wealth and resources available to the states, I used the 

measure of Gross State Product per capita. According to the Statistical Absfract of the 

United States: 2000 (447), the "Gross State product (GSP) is the gross market value of 

tiie goods and services attributable to labor and property located in a state." Therefore 

it provides us an idea of how wealthy a state is, and wealth can contribute to a state's 

resources. However, we would expect the larger populated states to have a larger GSP, 

so it necessary to "equal the playing field" by dividmg each state's GSP by its 

population, which gives us the Gross State Product per capita for each state. The Gross 

State per capita by state is shown in Table 4.13 for the strictness models and Table 4.14 

for the TANF allotment models. 

I posit that there is a positive relationship between a state's Gross State Product 

per capita and how it administers its TANF program. Furthermore, I posit that there is 

a positive relationship between a state's Gross State Product per capita and the amount 

of monthly cash benefits the state allot under the TANF program. In other word, states 

that have a higher Gross State product will have more liberal TANF programs and a 

higher monthly cash benefit than states that have a lower Gross State Product per 

capita. 
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Legislative Professionalism 

I included a measure for legislative professionalism not because Francis (1998) 

mentioned it "in passing," but because of the various works of Erikson et al. They 

mentioned how public opinion is unportant in policy, and since I did not have a way of 

measuring public opinion, except the arguable possibility of political culture, I decided 

to use professionalism. The logic here is that more professional legislatures have larger 

staffs tiiat enable the legislators to stay in betier touch with thefr constituency back in 

the district. Even Mayhew (1974) noted the importance of congressional staffs to 

members of Congress in maintaining the electoral connection. In my study, I used 

Squfre's (1992) measure of legislative professionalization. 

Even though Squire was exploring the relationship between membership 

diversity and legislative professionalism, he designed his measurement in this study 

based on the model of Congress. He collected data on membership pay, staff members 

per legislator, and total days in session for the U.S. Congress and the fifty state 

legislatures. He calculated a measure that shows how each state closely resembles the 

U.S. Congress. I considered this an unportant variable to use because it tapped into the 

number of staff members state legislators were allowed. The more staff a legislature is 

allowed, then tiie better tuned it can be to the needs of its constitiiency. The higher the 

score the closer a state legislature resembles Congress; therefore, a higher score means 

a greater degree of professionalism. These scores are listed in Table 4.15. 

I expect to find a positive relationship between the professionalization score and 

the sfrictness of state TANF programs and TANF montitiy allocations. In other words, 
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state legislatiires tiiat have a higher legislative professionalization score will have TANF 

programs that are more liberal and allocate a larger monthly allotment to TANF 

recipients tiian states with lower legislative professionalization score. 

Strictness Measures 

The final variable tiiat I used in the TANF model was the strictness variable. I 

use both of the strictness measures in order to determine if either of these measures has 

an effect on the benefit levels in each state. Francis (1998) found that in states where 

welfare administrators were active in pursuing the interest of the citizens they served, 

those states had a more liberal TANF program (read as less strict). However, he did 

not relate the activity of the administrators to the benefits their constituents received 

from the states. So the question that needs to be explored is, do welfare administrators 

influence only one dunension—program administration or does their influence extend 

into the financial realm? 

I make the assumption in this model that Francis' findings hold true across the 

states. A state that has a lenient program is due in part to the influence of that state's 

welfare administrators. Therefore, I explored to see if this influence also pertains to 

TANF monthly allocations. I expected to find that there is a positive relationship 

between the strictness level of a state program and monthly TANF allocations—the 

more liberal the program the more generous the TANF monthly allocations. In the 

next section I present my models. 
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The Models 

In this stiidy I use four models to explore state TANF programs. I use two 

models for the strictness of state programs and two models for monthly TANF 

allocations. The strictness models are presented in Table 4.16 and Table 4.17. The 

models for monthly TANF allocations are presented in Table 4.18 and Table 4.19. 

There are advantages and disadvantages that needed to be addressed regarding these 

models. 

The main advantage of these models is that they explore welfare policy from 

more than one dunension. Combined, these models address not only state's welfare 

program administration but also benefits that citizens receive from these programs. 

This two-dunensional approach provides us with a "bigger picture" of state welfare 

policies. Another advantage is that the states adopted the TANF program within a few 

months of one another. This allows this study not to be hampered by factors that may 

be associated to different time periods. The biggest disadvantage of this study is that it 

only gives us a "snapshot" in time with regards to states' welfare policies. Yet, it does 

provide a unique look at states when they had to adopt a new policy in a short period of 

tune. In the next section I discuss my research hypotheses. 

Research Hypotheses 

Table 4.20 denotes my hypotheses for my strictness models and Table 4.21 

presents my hypotheses for the monthly TANF allocation model. In the section that 

follows, I present the methodology used to test my hypotheses. 
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Methodology 

Using secondary data to create measurements for my dependent and independent 

variables, I test my hypotheses using multiple regression (OLS). I proceeded with my 

study in several phases. First I determined that there was not a high amount of 

coUinearity among my independent variables. Second, using OLS, I determmed how 

much of the variation in the strictness of state TANF programs as well as monthly 

TANF allocations are explained by my models. My findings and the analysis of those 

findings are presented in the next chapter. 
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Table 4.1: Sfrictness of TANF Plans (Sfrictness Model 1-Francis 1998) By State 

State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Coimecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Miimesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean: 3.13 
Range: 16 

Strictness' 

0 
6 
5 
3 
2 
9 
1 
5 
1 

-2 
5 

-1 
-3 
3 
7 
3 
4 
10 
1 

-5 
3 
3 
1 
5 

Standard Deviation: 3.49 

State 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Median: 3.00 
Variance: 12.20 
n=48 

Source: American Public Welfare Association (APWA). 1997. 
Welfare Reform Policy Decisions. 

Strictness' 

3 
1 
3 
4 
1 
3 
2 

-2 
7 
5 
7 
2 
11 
6 

-1 
1 
7 
8 
8 

-1 
5 
5 
0 

-1 

State-by-State 
Washington, DC: American Public 

Welfare Association. 

'Francis (1998) awarded each liberal response the APWA survey with a +1, 
conservative responses were awarded a - 1 , and undecided responses were not 
included in the measurement computation. Liberal and conservative responses 
were summed, and the higher the score the more liberal the TANF program. 
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Table 4.2: Sfrictness of TANF Plans (Sfrictness Model 2) By State 

State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean: 62.52 
Range: 61 

Strictness' 
50 
75 
69 
62 
67 
85 
54 
69 
53 
41 
69 
46 
38 
62 
77 
62 
67 
92 
54 

; 31 
64 
62 
54 
69 

Standard Deviation: 13.81 

State 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsui 
Wyoming 

Median: 62.00 
Variance: 190.72 
n=48 

Source: American Public Welfare Association (APWA). 1997. 
Welfare Reform Policv Decisions. 

Strictness 
62 
54 
62 
70 
54 
62 
58 
42 
77 
69 
77 
58 
92 
69 
46 
54 
77 
83 
83 
46 
69 
69 
50 
46 

State-by-State 

Washington, DC: American Public 

Welfare Association. 

'This measure was computed by taking the total number of a state's liberal 
responses and dividing it by the total number of liberal and conservative 
responses (undecided response were not included in the computation). The 
higher the score, the more liberal the TANF program. 
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Table 4.3: 1997 Cost of Living 

State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Mame 
Maryland 

COL (Percent) 

93.0 
112.8 

99.8 
91.1 

101.0 
100.1 
112.5 
103.5 

94.9 
91.7 

125.3 
95.1 

100.2 
96.5 
93.8 
93.9 
91.7 

105.1 
97.7 

Massachusetts 113.6 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean: 99.14 
Range: 34.9 

94.6 
94.6 
90.4 
93.5 

Standard Deviation: 7.91 

Source: Brown, Ralph J. 
Force 

1999. 

Index Estimates By State 

State 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Median: 96.20 
Variance: 62.61 
n=48 

COL (Percent) 

95.4 
100.1 
108.4 
114.0 
97.4 

113.4 
92.2 
93.5 
98.0 
92.4 
98.2 

105.0 
111.0 

92.5 
92.5 
93.0 
91.2 
99.7 
103.9 
95.6 
102.7 
90.8 
95.4 
95.8 

Prepared for Governor's Wage Stiidy Task 
: Measures of Geographical Differences in the Cost of Livmg. 

Vermillion, SD: University of South Dakota. 
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Table 4.4: Adjusted' TANF Monthly Allotment (In Dollars) for a Single Parent with 
Two Children and No Income By State 

State Allocation State Allocation 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean: 396.99 
Range: 685.52 
Standard Deviation: 

176.34 
812.26 
347.69 
223.93 
559.41 
356.37 
482.67 
326.57 
319.28 
305.34 
568.24 
290.22 
376.25 
298.45 
454.18 
456.87 
285.71 
397.72 
397.13 
497.36 
485.20 
562.37 
132.74 
312.30 

133.41 

Montana 471.70 
Nevada 347.65 
New Hampshire 507.38 
New Jersey 371.93 
New Mexico 399.38 
New York 508.82 
North Carolina 295.01 
North Dakota 460.96 
Ohio 347.95 
Oklahoma 332.25 
Oregon 468.43 
Pennsylvania 383.80 
Rhode Island 499.10 
South Carolina 217.30 
South Dakota 464.86 
Tennessee 198.92 
Texas 206.14 
Utah 427.28 
Vermont 588.07 
Virginia 304.39 
Washington 531.65 
West Virginia 278.63 
Wisconsin 658.28 
Wyoming 354.91 

Median: 380.03 
Variance: 17797.67 
n=48 

Source: Gallagher, L. Jerome, Megan Gallagher, Kevin Perese, Susan Schreiber, and 
Keitii Watson. 1998. One Year After Federal Welfare Reform: A Description 
of State Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Decisions as of 
October 1997. Washington, DC: The Urban Institiite. 

'Adjusted TANF = Monthly TANF AUotment/COL (decimal form). 
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Table 4.5: Measure of Political Competition' (All Models) By State 

State Competition 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean=38.73 
Range=47.32 
Standard Deviation= 

27.27 
53.46 
33.90 

9.26 
47.29 
40.18 
52.81 
39.66 
31.13 
16.19 
33.40 
35.60 
41.61 
44.59 
48.55 
35.81 
27.81 
45.90 
31.00 
30.39 
49.58 
52.44 
16.48 
27.12 

= 11.31 

State 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Peimsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsui 
Wyoming 

Median=39.92 
Variance= 127.88 
n=48 

Competition 

43.34 
49.60 
29.01 
51.81 
37.10 
47.68 
33.42 
56.58 
49.61 
25.49 
54.25 
40.19 
39.49 
28.32 
39.19 
26.72 
21.96 
45.29 
49.16 
40.71 
53.94 
44.97 
49.13 
30.46 

Source: Holbrook, Thomas M., and Emily Van Dunk. 1993. "Electoral Competition 
in the American States." American Political Science Review 87: 955-962. 

'The higher the number, the more competitive the state. 
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Table 4.6: Percentage of Democrats in State Legislatures (All Models) By State 

State 
Percentage Democrat 
Sfrict' TANF' State 

Percentage Democrat 
Strict' TANF' 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean: 
Range: 

69.29 
38.33 
36.67 
85.71 
50.85 
39.00 
57.22 
43.55 
51.30 
63.40 
81.58 
15.24 
49.72 
42.67 
42.00 
35.15 
61.60 
50.27 
69.84 

; 77.50 
46.62 
56.00 
72.67 
53.81 

Sfrict' 

51.14 
70.47 

Standard Deviation: 15.67 

Source: U.S. 

67.14 
38.33 
37.18 
85.71 
56.67 
39.00 
62.03 
43.55 
47.50 
59.32 
81.58 
15.24 
49.72 
46.00 
44.67 
36.97 
60.87 
54.05 
69.84 
84.00 
50.00 
56.00 
68.97 
54.31 

I 

Bureau of the Census. 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

TANF' 

51.91 Median: 
70.471 Variance: 
15.45 

2000. 

34.00 
46.03 
27.83 
45.83 
59.82 
56.40 
45.88 
30.61 
42.42 
67.11 
41.11 
47.04 
83.33 
51.18 
38.10 
58.33 
58.56 
28.85 
55.37 
52.14 
46.26 
74.44 
48.48 
25.60 

Sfrict' 

50.00 
245.43 

n=48 (both models) 

34.00 
53.97 
35.85 
47.92 
59.82 
57.82 
52.35 
30.61 
38.64 
65.77 
43.33 
47.04 
83.33 
46.47 
34.29 
59.85 
53.33 
27.88 
59.89 
52.14 
46.26 
74.44 
48.49 
28.90 

TANF' 

51.07 
238.68 

Statistical Absfract of the United States 
2000. 120tii ed. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office 

'Sfrict = Sfrictness Model and TANF = TANF Allocation Model. 
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Table 4.7: Type of Government (All Models) By State 

State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Government Strength 
Strict 

0 
0 

-4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
6 

-4 
0 
0 
0 

-5 
3 
0 
5 

1 0 
-5 
0 
0 
5 

n=48 (both models) 

Source: Luttbi 
Goveri 

eg, Normj 
iment and 

Publishing, Inc. 

TANF 

0 
0 

-4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
6 

-4 
0 
0 

-4 
-5 
3 
0 
5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 

in R. Comparing i 

State 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Peimsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsui 
Wyoming 

Government Strength 
Sfrict 

-5 
0 

-4 
-6 
0 
0 
0 

-1 
-4 
0 
0 

-4 
0 
0 

-5 
0 
0 

-4 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-4 
-5 

the States and the Communities 
Policy in the United States. 5th ed. 1 Peosta, lA: 
Source for governor's institutional strength. 

Leadership Directories, Inc. 1997. 

TANF 

-5 
0 
0 

-6 
0 
0 
0 

-1 
-4 
0 
0 

-4 
0 
0 

-5 
0 
0 

-4 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-5 

: Politics, 
Eddie Bowers 

, State Yellow Book: Who's Who in the 
Executive and Legislative Branches of the 50 State Goveriunents. Spring 1997. 

New York: Leadership Directories Inc. 

'Government strengtii = (type of govt, x institutional strengtii of governor). 
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Table 4.8: Percent Female in State Legislatures (Strictness Models) By State 

State 

AL 
AK 
AZ 
AR 
CA 
CO 
CT 
DE 
FL 
GA 
HI 
ID 
IL 
IN 
lA 
KS 

Mean: 
Range 

Percent Female 
Sate Legislature 

3.6 
13.3 
30.0 
17.0 
21.0 
36.0 
26.7 
25.8 
19.4 
18.4 
17.1 
23.8 
25.4 
22.0 
18.0 
27.9 

:21.2 
;: 35.2 

Standard Deviation: 7.5 

Sources: U.S. 
2000. 

State 

KY 
ME 
MD 
MA 
MI 
MN 
MS 
MO 
MT 
NV 
NH 
NJ 
NM 
NY 
NC 
ND 

Percent Female 
State Legislature 

8.0 
27.0 
28.7 
24.1 
22.5 
31.3 
11.6 
19.8 
23.3 
34.9 
30.3 
13.3 
26.8 
18.0 
15.9 
17.1 

Bureau of the Census. 2000 
120th ed. Washingti on, DC: 

The Council of State Governments. 

State 

OH 
OK 
OR 
PA 
RI 
SC 
SD 
TN 
TX 
UT 
VT 
VA 
WA 
WV 
WI 
WY 

Percent Female 
State Legislature 

24.2 
10.7 
26.7 
12.3 
26.0 
12.4 
18.1 
13.6 
18.2 
14.4 
29.6 
15.7 
38.8 
14.9 
24.2 
21.1 

Median: 21.1 
Variance: 56.4 
n=48 

. Statistical Abstract of the United States 
Goveriunent Printing Office. 

1996. The Book of the States: 1996-1997. 

Lexington, KY: The Council of State Governments. 
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Table 4.9: Percent Female in State Legislatures (TANF Allotment Models) By State 

Percent Female 
State Sate Legislature 

Percent Female 
State State Legislature 

Percent Female 
State State Legislature 

AL 
AK 
AZ 
AR 
CA 
CO 
CT 
DE 
FL 
GA 
HI 
ID 
IL 
IN 
lA 
KS 

Mean: 
Range 

4.3 
13.3 
36.7 
17.0 
21.7 
36.0 
28.9 
25.8 
23.8 
16.9 
17.1 
23.8 
25.4 
19.3 
21.3 
29.7 

21.7 
: 34.5 

Standard Deviation 7.7 

KY 
ME 
MD 
MA 
MI 
MN 
MS 
MO 
MT 
NV 
NH 
NJ 
NM 
NY 
NC 
ND 

9.4 
25.8 
30.3 
23.5 
23.0 
31.3 
12.6 
21.3 
23.3 
33.3 
30.9 
16.7 
26.8 
20.4 
17.1 
17.0 

OH 
OK 
OR 
PA 
RI 
SC 
SD 
TN 
TX 
UT 
VT 
VA 
WA 
WV 
WI 
WY 

21.2 
10.1 
26.7 
12.3 
26.0 
11.8 
17.1 
13.6 
18.2 
17.3 
33.3 
15.7 
38.8 
14.9 
24.2 
18.9 

Median: 21.3 
Variance: 59.1 
n=48 

Source: Hovey, Kendra A., and Harold A. Hovey. 1999. CQ's State Fact Finder 
1999: Rankings Across American. Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly 
Inc. 
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Table 4.10: Citizen Ideology' (All Models) By State 

State 

AL 
AK 
AZ 
AR 
CA 
CO 
CT 
DE 
FL 
GA 
HI 
ID 
IL 
IN 
lA 
KS 

Mean: 
Range: 

49.61 
; 55.7C 

Ideology 

35.34 
42.79 
36.43 
46.11 
51.67 
44.18 
72.47 
51.97 
39.69 
33.86 
69.88 
27.72 
52.76 
45.67 
51.35 
35.85 

1 

Standard Deviation: 13.68 

State 

KY 
ME 
MD 
MA 
MI 
MN 
MS 
MO 
MT 
NV 
NH 
NJ 
NM 
NY 
NC 
ND 

Ideology 

44.87 
64.41 
66.02 
83.42 
60.89 
57.68 
30.53 
49.67 
48.13 
38.70 
39.58 
65.43 
40.68 
66.87 
37.32 
64.14 

State 

OH 
OK 
OR 
PA 
RI 
SC 
SD 
TN 
TX 
UT 
VT 
VA 
WA 
WV 
WI 
WY 

Median: 
Variance 
n=48 

Ideology 

50.31 
33.80 
62.37 
57.70 
73.83 
39.06 
49.00 
46.48 
37.37 
31.98 
71.47 
31.90 
57.57 
58.39 
52.37 
31.45 

48.57 
: 187.05 

Source: Berry, William D., Evan J. Ringquist, Richard C. Fording, and Russell L. 
Hanson. 1998. "Measuring Citizen and Government Ideology in the American 
States, 1960-1993." American Journal of Political Science 42: 327-348. 

'The citizen ideology measurement for each state is tiie mean ideology score durmg the 
period 1981-1993 (devolution period). The higher the measure the more liberal the 
state citizen ideology. 
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Table 4.11: Change' in Poverty Level (Sfrictness Models) By State 

State Change State Change 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean: .219 
Range: 12.3 

-0.7 
1.1 
0.2 
2.3 

-1.2 
1.8 

-1.1 
-1.7 
1.3 

-1.9 
1.8 

-2.6 
-0.3 
-4.1 
1.5 

-4.1 
-3.8 
1.8 

-0.6 
1.3 

-1.9 
0.6 
3.6 

-6.2 

Standard Deviation: 2.20 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Median: -.400 
Variance: 4.84 
n=48 

1.7 
0.0 

-2.4 
-1.4 
0.2 

-0.5 
-1.6 
-1.0 
-2.6 
0.4 

-0.6 
-0.6 
0.4 
6.1 
0.0 
0.9 

-1.7 
0.4 
2.7 
2.1 

-0.6 
-1.9 
-0.5 
2.9 

Source: For the Percent of Persons Living Below the Poverty Level for 1994-1995 
and 1995-1996, I used U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1998. Statistical Abstiact 
of tiie United States 1998. 118th ed. Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office. 

'A negative number denotes a drop in percent living in poverty, and a positive number 
indicates an increase. 
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Table 4.12: Change' in Poverty Level (TANF Allotment Models) By State 

State Change State Change 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean: .127 
Range: 11.3 

-6.1 
1.1 
4.4 
2.3 
0.2 
1.8 
2.0 

-1.7 
-2.0 
2.7 
1.8 

-2.6 
-0.3 
-2.1 
-2.6 
0.4 
2.3 
0.0 
0.2 
-0.9 
-1.0 
0.6 

-2.9 
0.1 

Standard Deviation: 2.11 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsui 
Wyoming 

Median: .200 
Variance: 4.46 
n=48 

1.7 
-3.0 
1.1 
1.4 
0.2 
0.2 

-0.4 
-1.0 
1.2 

-0.5 
0.6 

-0.6 
0.4 

-6.9 
-2.7 
0.4 
-0.8 
-0.7 
2.3 
2.1 

-0.6 
1.8 
0.3 
-0.3 

Source- For tiie Percent of Persons Living Below tiie Poverty Level for 1994-1995 
and 1995-1996 I used U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1998. Statistical Absfract 
ofthe United States 1998. 118th ed. Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office. 

'A negative number denotes a drop in percent living in poverty, and a positive number 

indicates an increase. 
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Table 4.13: Gross State Product Per Capita' (GSPPERCAP) Measured in Dollars 
(Strictness Models) By State 

State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 

GSPPERCAP 

22,261 
39,669 
24,054 
22,395 
29,177 
30,475 
36,325 
40,165 
23,877 
27,848 
31,250 
23,401 
30,988 
25,499 
24,956 
24,546 
23,372 
22,473 
27,488 

Massachusetts 32,283 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

25,642 
30,314 
19,955 
25,859 

Mean: 27,071.58 
Range: 20,210 
Standard Deviation: 4,619.09 

Source: U.S. 
2000. 

Bureau ofthe Census. 2000 
120th ed. Washington, DC 

State 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Median: 25,797.00 

GSPPERCAP 

20,867 
31,717 
28,098 
33,480 
24,971 
32,478 
26,945 
24,261 
26,186 
20,912 
25,692 
26,815 
26,315 
23,000 
25,412 
25,663 
27,618 
23,268 
23,842 
29,797 
29,056 
20,450 
25,735 
32,636 

Variance: 21,335,985.27 
n=48 

Statistical Absfract of the United States 
:: Government Printing Office. 

'This measurement (rounded to the nearest dollar amount) is computed by dividing the 
Gross State Product (GSP) by the state population. 
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Table 4.14: 

State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
lUmois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 

Gross State Product Per Capit a' (GSPPERCAP) Measured in Dollars 
(TANF Allotment Models) By State 

GSPPERCAP 

22,960 
39,669 
25,981 
22,395 
30,421 
30,475 
38,138 
40,165 
24,974 
29,242 
31,250 
23,401 
30,988 
26,427 
26,861 
25,943 
24,349 
23,127 
28,634 

Massachusetts 34,067 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

26,615 
30,314 
20,590 
26,770 

Mean: 27,976.13 
Range: 19,715 
Standard Deviation: 4,730.72 

Source: U.S 
2000 

:. Bureau ofthe Census. 2000. 
L 120th ed. Washington, DC 

State 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsui 
Wyoming 

Median: 26,838.00 

GSPPERCAP 

20,867 
33,459 
30,233 
34,856 
24,971 
34,237 
27,846 
24,261 
27,139 
22,097 
28,451 
26,815 
26,315 
23,616 
26,675 
26,120 
29,185 
25,321 
24,915 
29,797 
29,056 
20,450 
27,000 
35,416 

Variance: 22,379,676.54 
n=48 

Statistical Abstract of the United States 
: Government Printing Office. 

'This measurement (rounded to the nearest dollar amount) is computed by dividing the 
Gross State Product (GSP) by the state population. 

126 



Table 4.15: Level of Legislative Professionalization' (All Models) By State 

State 
Level of 
Professionalization State 

Level of 
Professionalization 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Miimesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Mean: .223 
Range: .617 

.158 

.311 

.250 

.105 

.625 

.300 

.233 

.192 

.255 

.133 

.276 

.119 

.302 

.139 

.225 

.152 

.101 

.161 

.204 
.614 
.653 
.199 
.160 
.287 

Standard Deviation: . 147 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsui 
Wyoming 

Median: .186 
Variance: .021 
n=48 

.110 

.160 

.042 

.255 

.098 

.659 

.203 

.075 

.329 

.250 

.183 

.336 

.148 

.178 

.083 

.135 

.210 

.082 

.145 

.170 

.230 

.125 

.270 

.056 

Source: Squfre, Peverill. 1992. "Legislative Professionalization and Membership 
Diversity in State Legislatiires." Legislative Stiidies Quarterly 17: 69-70. 

'Squire (1992) developed a measure (from 0-1) of professionalization tiiat compares 
state legislative atfributes to those of Congress. The higher scores reflect a higher 
level of professionalization and the closer a state's legislative attributes are to tiiose of 
Congress. 
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Table 4.16: Sfrictness Model 1 (Francis 1998) 

STRICT 1 = POLCOMP + PERDEM + TYPEGOV+ PERFEM + CITIZENIDEO 
CPOVLEV + GSPPERCAP + LEGPROF 

Where: 

STRICTl = The strictness of a state's TANF program. Francis measure this 
by taking the total number of liberal response (each measured as a +1) and 
adding the total number of conservative responses (measured as -1). The higher 
the score the more liberal the program. 

POLCOMP = Political competition. The higher the score the more 
competition between the two major parties. 

PERDEM = Percent Democrats in a state's lower legislative chamber. 

TYPEGOV = Type of government. This is an interactive variable. 
Government is measured as 1 = unified government under Democratic control; 
divided government = 0; and unified government = -1. The government 
measure is multiplied by the institutional power of the governor which is 
measured using a Likert scale where 1 = very weak to 7 = very strong. The 
higher the score, the stronger the position for the government to pursue liberal 
policies. 

PERFEM = Percent female in a state's legislature. 

CITZENIDEO = Citizen Ideology measured on a liberal-conservative scale. 
The higher the score, the more liberal the citizen ideology. 

CPOVLEV = Change in poverty level (percent persons living below the 
poverty level). A negative number indicates a decline in a state's poverty 
level while a positive number indicates an increase. 

GSPPERCAP = Gross State Product per capita (Gross State Product Divided 
by the population). The higher the amount (measured in dollars), the wealthier 
the state. 

LEGPROF = Level of a state's legislative professionalization. The higher 
the score, tiie more professionalized the state legislature. 
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Table 4.17: Strictness Model 2 (Liberal-Conservative Measure) 

STRICT2 = POLCOMP + PERDEM + TYPEGOV + PERFEM + CITIZENIDEO 
CPOVLEV + GSPPERCAP + LEGPROF 

Where: 

STRICT2 = The strictness of a state's TANF program. This variable is 
computed by taking the liberal responses to tiie APWA Survey divided by the 
total number of responses (undecided responses are not included in the total). 
The higher the score the more liberal the program. 

POLCOMP = Political competition. The higher the score the more 
competition between the two major parties. 

PERDEM = Percent Democrats in a state's lower legislative chamber. 

TYPEGOV = Type of government. This is an interactive variable. 
Government is measured as 1 = unified government under Democratic control; 
divided government = 0; and unified government = -1. The government 
measure is multiplied by the institutional power of the governor which is 
measured using a Likert scale where 1 = very weak to 7 = very strong. The 
higher the score, the stronger the position for the government to pursue liberal 
policies. 

PERFEM = Percent female in a state's legislature. 

CITZENIDEO = Citizen Ideology measured on a liberal-conservative scale. 
The higher the score, the more liberal the citizen ideology. 

CPOVLEV = Change in poverty level (percent persons living below tiie 
poverty level). A negative number indicates a decline in a state's poverty level 
while a positive number indicates an increase. 

GSPPERCAP = Gross State Product per capita (Gross State Product Divided 
by the population). The higher the amount (measured in dollars), the wealthier 
the state. 

LEGPROF = Level of a state's legislative professionalization. The higher 
the score, the more professionalized the state legislatiire. 
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Table 4.18: TANF Monthly AUotinent Model 1 (Adjusted for Cost of Living) 

ADTANF = POLCOMP + PERDEM + TYPEGOV + PERFEM + CITZENIDEO 
CPOVLEV + GSPPERCAP + LEGPROF + STRICT2 

Where: 

ADTANF = A state's monthly TANF allocation reported in dollars and 
adjusted for cost of living. 

POLCOMP = Political competition. The higher the score the more 
competition between the two major parties. 

PERDEM = Percent Democrats in a state's lower legislative chamber. 

TYPEGOV = Type of government. This is an interactive variable. 
Government is measured as 1 = unified government under Democratic control; 
divided government = 0; and unified government = -1. The government 
measure is multiplied by the institutional power of the governor which is 
measured using a Likert scale where 1 = very weak to 7 = very strong. The 
higher the score, the stronger the position for the government to pursue liberal 
policies. 

PERFEM = Percent female in a state's legislature. 

CITZENIDEO = Citizen Ideology measured on a liberal-conservative scale. 
The higher the score, the more liberal the citizen ideology. 

CPOVLEV = Change in poverty level (percent persons living below tiie 
poverty level). This is an economic variable that measures demand. A negative 
number indicates a decline in a state's poverty level while a positive number 
indicates an increase. 

GSPPERCAP = Gross State Product per capita (Gross State Product Divided 
by the population). The higher the amount (measured in dollars), the wealthier 
the state. 

LEGPROF = Level of a state's legislative professionalization. The higher 
the score, the more professionalized the state legislatiire. 

STRICT2 = The sfrictness of a state's TANF program. The higher the score 
the more liberal the program. 
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Table 4.19: TANF Montiily Allotment Model 2 (Unadjusted) 

TANF= POLCOMP + PERDEM + TYPEGOV + PERFEM + CITZENIDEO 
- CPOVLEV + GSPPERCAP + LEGPROF + STRICT2 

Where: 

TANF = A state's monthly TANF allocation reported in dollars and not 
adjusted for cost of living. 

POLCOMP = Political competition. The higher the score the more 
competition between the two major parties. 

PERDEM = Percent Democrats in a state's lower legislative chamber. 

TYPEGOV = Type of government. This is an interactive variable. 
Government is measured as 1 = unified government under Democratic control; 
divided government = 0; and unified government = -1. The government 
measure is multiplied by the institutional power of the governor which is 
measured using a Likert scale where 1 = very weak to 7 = very strong. The 
higher the score, the stronger the position for the government to pursue liberal 
policies. 

PERFEM = Percent female in a state's legislature. 

CITZENIDEO = Citizen Ideology measured on a liberal-conservative scale. 
The higher the score, the more liberal the citizen ideology. 

CPOVLEV = Change in poverty level (percent persons livmg below the 
poverty level). This is an economic variable that measures demand. A negative 
number indicates a decline in a state's poverty level while a positive number 
indicates an increase. 

GSPPERCAP = Gross State Product per capita (Gross State Product Divided 
by the population). The higher the amount (measured in dollars), the wealthier 
the state. 

LEGPROF = Level of a state's legislative professionalization. The higher 
the score, the more professionalized the state legislatiire. 

STRICT2 = The sfrictness of a state's TANF program. The higher the score 
the more liberal the program. 
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Table 4.20: Research Hypotheses for the Sfrictness Models 

Hi: States with a higher level of political competition will have a more liberal TANF 
program than states with a lower level of political competition. 

H2: States tiiat have a higher percentage of Democrats in their legislatiire will have a 
more liberal TANF program than states with a lower percentage of Democrats in their 
legislature. 

H3: States that have a higher type of government score will have a more liberal 
welfare administration policy than states witii a lower score. 

H4: States tiiat have a higher percentage of females in their legislatiire will have a more 
liberal TANF program tiian states that have a lower percentage of females in tiiefr 
legislature. 

Hs: States that have a higher citizen ideology score will have a more liberal TANF 
program than states with a lower citizen ideology score. 

He: States that have a decrease in their poverty level will have a more liberal program 
than states that have an increase in their poverty level. 

H?: States that have a higher Gross State Product per capita will have a more liberal 
TANF program than states that have a lower Gross State Product per capita. 

Hs: States that have a higher level of professionalization will have a more liberal 
TANF program than states that have a lower level of legislative professionalization. 
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Table 4.21: Research Hypotheses for the TANF Allotment Models 

Hi: States with a higher level of political competition will have a higher monthly TANF 
allotment than states with a lower level of political competition. 

H2: States with a higher percentage of Democrats in their legislatiire will have a higher 
monthly TANF allotment than states with a lower percentage of Democrats in thefr 
legislature. 

H3: States that have a higher type of government score will have a higher monthly 
TANF allotment than states with a lower score. 

H4: States that have a higher percentage of females in their legislatiire will have a 
higher monthly TANF allotment than states that have a lower percentage of females 
in their legislature. 

H5: States that have a higher citizen ideology score will have a more liberal TANF 
program than states with a lower citizen ideology score. 

He: States that have a decrease in their poverty level will have a higher monthly 
TANF allotment than states that have an increase in their poverty level. 

H?: States that have a higher Gross State Product per capita will have a higher 
monthly TANF allotment than states that have a lower Gross State Product per 
capita. 

Hs: States that have a higher level of professionalization will have a higher 
monthly TANF allotment than states that have a lower level of legislative 
professionalization. 

H9: States that have a more liberal TANF program will have a higher monthly TANF 
allotment than states that have a less liberal TANF program. 
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CHAPTER V 

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

As mentioned in previous chapters, approaches to studying social welfare in 

order to provide explanations for various policy decisions have generally viewed social 

welfare from only one dunension. Even the model proposed by Richard Francis 

(1998), where he emphasized the importance of bureaucratic administrators in social 

welfare policy decisions, only viewed social welfare policy from a unidunensional 

perspective (how strictly the states' administered their respective TANF programs). 

These previous models have provided us with valuable information, yet they fail to 

account for other factors that are present in social welfare policymaking. 

There are usually several components to policies and to study only certain 

aspects of tiiese policies while neglecting others fails to provide us with a fiill picture of 

what is taking place in any particular policy arena. Heinz et al. (1993) in their study of 

different policies in order to determine if the same or sunilar group of political actors 

were at the center of different types of policy found that the policy core at the national 

level did not contain the same political actors. 

The movement of political actors in and out of the center of policy makmg 

depended upon the type of policy that was tiie center of attention at any given moment. 

The type of policy determined what actors were active at the center of policymaking 

(Heinz et al. 1993). According to Heinz et al. (1993), the center of policy making was 
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a hollow core, and groups moved in an out of this core depending upon the policy and 

tiiefr expertise. If we want to have a better understanding of policymaking in the social 

welfare arena, tiien we need to expand our focus to include not only the benefits that 

people receive from welfare (where most of the focus has been), but also program 

adminisfration. I posit that what we will find is that social welfare policymaking at the 

state level is a "hollow core," and that the factors that influence how much TANF 

recipients receive on a monthly basis may indeed not be the same factors influencing 

how a state manages its TANF program and vice versa. 

The models that I used to explore the various state TANF programs 

(administration and benefits) provide us with a broader understanding of these various 

state welfare programs. I present the results of my study in the three major sections 

that follow. In the first section, I present the findings from the testing of my 

hypotheses. I first present the approach that I used in my study (OLS), a discussion of 

the correlation coefficients between the independent variables used in this study, and 

finally the results of the models that I used to test my various hypotheses. In the 

second section, I present an analysis of my findings. In the third major section, I 

present the ramifications this study has for social welfare policy studies, which was the 

major purpose for conducting this study. 

Findings 

In order to test my hypotheses, I employed multiple regression using Ordinary 

Least Squares (OLS). I used this approach in order to determine the "goodness of fit" 
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of the variables used in my models. These variables were chosen based upon 

tiieoretical explanations I presented in the previous chapter. One of the major concerns 

in using this approach is the possibility of high muUicollinearity between the 

independent variables. 

Test of MulticoUinearity 

According to Berry and Feldman (1985, 43), there are a couple of methods that 

can be employed to determine muUicollinearity. The preferred method is to test for 

muUicollinearity using "mafrix of bivariate correlations." Berry and Feldman (1985) 

warn us that this approach is unsatisfactory because (1) a bivariate analysis may not 

accurately reflect a high degree of multicollmearity, and (2) it is rather problematic to 

determine what measurement of muUicollinearity is an appropriate cutoff point. The 

second method is to regress each independent variable in a regression model on all of 

the other independent variables. According to Berry and Feldman (1985, 43) 

A preferable test for muUicollinearity can be developed by recognizing the 
meaning of perfect coUinearity: a situation in which regressing one independent 
variable on the rest produces an R̂  of 1.00. The most reasonable test for 
muUicollinearity is to regress each independent variable in the equation on all 
other independent variables and look at the R̂  for these regressions; if any are 
close to 1.00, there is a high degree of muUicollinearity present. 

Therefore, that is tiie method that I used to test for muUicollinearity in my models. 

Table 5.1 (Sfrictness models) and Table 5.2 (TANF model) show the results of 

regressing each independent variable in my models against the other mdependent 

variables (note: all tables are located at the end of tiie chapter). 1 list each independent 
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variable and as you read from left-to-right I list the standardized coefficient (beta) for 

the otiier independent variables. 1 provide the resulting R̂  from regressing each 

independent variable against the other independent variables. The results indicate that 

none of tiie regressions for tiie models approaches an R̂  close to 1.00 or a perfect 

coUinearity. Granted, in the Strictness models the Percent Democrats in Legislature 

variables have an R̂  of.71 and in the TANF model an R̂  of .67. Even though this is 

higher than tiie otiier variables, I decided not to exclude U since it does not approach 

1.00. I would have excluded tiiem if the R̂  had been equal to or greater than .8. In the 

next section I present the results of the tests of my hypotheses. 

Testing the Hypotheses: The Results 

In this portion of the Findings section, I present the results of the tests of my 

hypotheses. I start with the Strictness Models. Model 1 is the model espoused by 

Francis (1998), and Model 2 is the model measuring the strictness of state TANF 

programs on a liberal-conservative scale. I conclude this with the presentation of the 

results ofthe testing of my hypotheses related to the states' monthly TANF allocations. 

The Strictness Model 1 

In the Sfrictness Model 1 (Francis 1998), the dependent variable used is the 

sfrictness level of a state's TANF program. The level of sfrictness is measured by 

adding the total number of liberal responses to the total number of conservative 

responses to the APWA survey by the total number of responses (liberal response = 
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+1 and conservative response = -1). The higher the score, the more liberal the state is 

in administering its TANF program. In order to determine the explanatory power of 

the model, I used multiple regression (ordinary least squares). The results are depicted 

in Table 5.3. I provide the unstandardized coefficients, which indicate the expected 

value of Y tiiat is associated with a one-unU increase in Xi when all of the other 

independent variables are held constant. I also include the "goodness of fit" 

measurement R̂  (coefficient of determination). Any statistically significant variables 

are indicated as such in the note portion of the table. 

As Table 5.3 indicates. Model 1 explains only 12.7% ofthe variation of 

strictness of state TANF programs. None of the variables in the model are statistically 

significant. Of these variables, only political competUion showed close to a moderate 

relationship. This indicates that for a state TANF program to become less strict by one 

pomt there would have to been a ten point increase in the level of poUtical competUion 

in the state. Although this finding is not statistically significant, because we are dealing 

with nearly the entire population, tests of significance become less important. I 

conclude that the evidence of this study using Francis' (1998) measure of strictness 

supports none of my hypotheses. Yet, if I were Francis I would not so readily dismiss 

political competUion. I discuss these remarks in detail in the Analysis section 

Strictness Model 2 

In the Sfrictness Model 2, the dependent variable used is the sfrictness level of 

each state's TANF program; however, this model measures strictness on liberal-
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conservative scale. I measured this variable by taking a state's total liberal responses to 

the survey conducted by the American Public Welfare Association, and dividing that 

number of answers by total number of liberal and conservative responses (undecided 

responses were excluded). The resulting measures indicate the followmg: the higher 

tiie score, the more liberal the state is in administering Us TANF program, and the 

lower the score the more conservative the state is in administering Us TANF program. 

Once again, in order to determine the explanatory variable of the model, I used 

muUiple regression (ordinary least squares). The resuUs are depicted in Table 5.3. I 

provide the unstandardized coefficients for each variable in the model and the 

"goodness of fit" measurement R̂  (coefficient of determination). Any statistically 

significant variables are indicated as such in the note portion of the table. 

The results were somewhat different with this model. Even though this model 

explains only 12.6% of the variation in the strictness of state welfare programs, 

political competition appears to fare better. This indicates that for a state TANF 

program becomes less strict by nearly five points when there is a ten-point increase in 

the level of political competUion in the state. In this model, polUical competUion 

approached the .10 significance level (actual significance level was. 12). Yet, I must 

reiterate, this variable fails to obtain the level of statistical significance acceptable in 

most social science studies (.05 or less). 
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TANF Allotment Model 1 

In the TANF allocation Model 1,1 used an adjusted monthly TANF allocation 

(measured in dollars). Since the cost of living in states varies, U was necessary to 

adjust for this m my model. I did this by taking a state's actual monthly allotment and 

dividing that by that state's cost of living index which provide me with a way to norm 

all of the state's monthly allocations (explained in more detail in the previous chapter). 

New York has a high cost of living compared to New Mexico; therefore, I 

expected that New York would have a higher monthly allocation than New Mexico 

sunply because of the cost of living. This adjusted measure compensates for this 

difference in the cost of living. As with the other models, I employed multiple 

regression (ordmary least squares) to determine the explanatory variable ofthe model. 

The results are depicted in Table 5.4. I provide the unstandardized coefficients for 

each variable m the model and the "goodness of fit" measurement R̂  (coefficient of 

determination). Any statistically significant variables are indicated as such in the note 

portion of the table. 

In this model, nearly 56% of the variation of TANF monthly allocations is 

explained by tiie variables in this model, yet tiie only variable that has a statistical 

significance of any unportance is polUical competUion (p < .05). There is a moderate 

relationship between political competition and the monthly TANF allotment. For every 

one-unU increase in polUical competUion, on tiie average a state's TANF monthly 

allotment increases by $5.17. One other variable is worth noting. 

140 



The change in the poverty level approached the . 10 level of significance (actiial 

level of significance equaled . 11), and the direction of the relationship was opposite 

from my hypothesis, which is contrary to an early study done by Peterson and Rom 

(1989). Yet tiie relationship is rather weak. Before discussing TANF Allotment Model 

2, it should be noted that I substitiited Francis strictness measure for the liberal-

conservative measure and the results were similar, so I only report the liberal-

conservative measure of strictness. 

TANF AUotinent Model 2 

In the TANF allocation Model 2,1 used the unadjusted monthly TANF 

allocation (measured in dollars). In Model 1, I used an adjusted measure due to the fact 

that I did not know for certain if the legislatures had considered the cost of livmg when 

computing the monthly cash allotments. However, I cannot mle out the possibility that 

they did consider the cost of living when computing the monthly cash allotments. In 

order to cover this possibility, I ran Model 2 with the unadjusted monthly allotment 

amounts. 

I employed muUiple regression (ordinary least squares) to determine the 

explanatory variable of the model. The results are depicted in Table 5.4. I provide the 

unstandardized coefficients for each variable in the model and the "goodness of fit" 

measurement R̂  (coefficient of determination). Any statistically significant variables 

are indicated as such in the note section of the table. 
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Nearly 58% of the variation of TANF monthly allocations is explained by the 

variables in this model (an increase of near 2% over Model 1); however, two variables 

(polUical competUion and Gross State Product per capita) are statistically significant in 

this model, whereas Model 1 only had on statistically significant variable (polUical 

competition). Political competition in Model 2 has a moderate relationship to TANF 

monthly allotments. In this model, a one-unit change in polUical competition results in 

an average $4.81 increase in TANF monthly cash allotments. Gross State Product per 

capita has a moderate relationship to TANF monthly allotments. On the average, for 

every $1,000.00 increase in the Gross State Product, we get an $8.00 increase in the 

monthly cash allotment. 

Analysis of Findings 

The sign of a good study is that it offers explanations. In this section, I provide 

possible answers for the two questions from the previous section. What do these 

models indicate, and what are the possible reasons for the resuUs of this shidy? What 

these models indicate is actiially geared more to tiie ramifications this stiidy has for 

fiitiire stiidies of social welfare policy, while providing explanations for the results is an 

attempt to promote theory. I proceed by discussing the resuUs from the sfrictness 

models, followed by a discussion of the TANF allocation models. In tiie major section 

that follows this analysis, I conclude by providing the ramifications this stiidy has for 

fiiture welfare policy research. 
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The Strictness Models 

In the Strictness Models I found no strong support for my hypotheses. The 

characteristics of state legislatiires that I hypothesized were important to the sfrictness 

level of state TANF programs appear to come up short in explaining this aspect of 

social welfare policies in the states. This provides an interesting conclusion—Francis 

(1998) may be partially correct in his assumption regarding the role of state 

administrators. 

If the characteristics of state legislatures do not provide an explanation of the 

strictness of state TANF programs, then something else is affecting the strictness level 

of state welfare programs. Francis (1998) finds that welfare administrators who were 

highly involved in promoting the interests of their constituents (welfare recipients) 

seemed to be fairly successful at convincing their state legislature to adopt a program 

that was more liberal in nature (less strict) than their counterparts who took a more 

low-key approach. Administrators who were not so energetic in their pursuU of policy 

by aligning themselves with their constituents, but instead chose to let welfare policy 

play out in legislative hearings, still achieved the results they wanted. In other words, 

tiiese administrators made a conscious decision to let welfare policy m their state play 

out in official channels instead of engaging in a grass roots approach to policymaking 

that may have benefited welfare recipients by providing for a more liberal 

adminisfration of TANF. This approach seems to indicate that these adminisfrators 

wanted a policy that was more conservative, and tiiat is what Francis' stiidy seems to 

uidicate. 
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In my study, none ofthe independent variables is statistically significant; 

tiierefore, tiiis provides evidence, at least for this study, that otiier forces affected the 

strictness level. If it was not a factor of the legislatiire—polUical competition (since it 

was not statistically significant), percent Democrats in the state legislatiire, percent 

females in tiie state legislatiire, tiie type of government, citizen ideology, change in 

poverty level, or legislative professionalization—then this leaves us looking for other 

possibUities. 

One possibility is that U the state administrators were indeed the driving force 

behind the strictness of state programs. On the surface this seems plausible since 

administrators have the day-to day responsibility for miming state welfare programs. 

Another possible solution may have been "time." 

The states were required to rapidly adopt this new program, and all of the states 

had put this new program into effect in about eleven months—a short tune in the policy 

arena. Since the legislatures had such a short time to adopt this new program, they 

may have sunply followed the path of least resistance and acquiesced to the 

recommendations of the administrators. Therefore if they did, we would expect to find 

no significant relationships between the variables, and, as far as strictness, goes we do 

not find any significant relationship. So, Francis's finding could sunply be the result of 

the states adopting their programs in a short period of tune, yet had the states been 

granted a longer period to deliberate policy, then these other variables may have come 

into play and demonstrated a more significant relationship. 
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If administrators were the influential factor in how strict state TANF programs 

were during tiiis time frame, then my statement above that Francis was only partially 

correct holds true. Francis only explored one dunension of TANF policy. Granted this 

was his purpose, yet if he wanted to promote a more convincing argument, then 

expanding his study to include the dunension of benefits may have aided his research. 

In my discussion of the TANF Model, which follows, I used Strictness 2 as a surrogate 

measure for the influence of administrators. The premise here is that if the legislative 

characteristics failed to explain strictness, then influence over the strictness level must 

be within the influential orbU of state administrators. If this assumption is tme, which I 

believe it is, then I would want to know if state welfare administrators were "all 

powerful" when it came to deciding state TANF policy covered by this study. 

What would provide at least some little shred of evidence would be that the 

strictness level variable had a statistically significant positive relationship with the 

TANF monthly allocation variable. I would expect to find support for my Hv 

hypothesis in my TANF Model—states that have a more liberal TANF program will 

have a higher monthly TANF allotment than states that have a less liberal TANF 

program. In the next section I discuss the results of my testing the TANF Model. 
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The TANF Models 

TANF Model 1 explains nearly 56% ofthe variation in the states' monthly 

TANF allocations, and Model 2 explains nearly 58%. A substantial explanation, yet 

only one of the variables is worth notmg in Model 1 (polUical competition) while two 

are noteworthy in model 2 (political competition and Gross State Product per capita). 

PolUical competition is moderately related to TANF allocations and Gross State Product 

per capita approaches a moderate relationship. This seems to support previous 

research. 

Key (1949), in one of the early attempts to explain social welfare, noted that 

party organization is unportant in order to adopt policy that benefits the less fortunate in 

our society. Key found that the states where strong competition existed between the 

two major parties had a tendency to allocate a larger portion of state revenue toward 

programs that benefited the poor than did states with poorly organized parties. Even 

states that had a well-organized one party system provided better benefits for the poor 

than did one party states whose one party was loosely organized. More recent studies 

support such findings. 

Holbrook and Van Dunk (1993) noted that the theoretical support for such 

findings, besides the findings themselves, rests upon the notion tiiat elected officials in 

highly competUive states will be more responsive to thefr constitiiency (for this electoral 

connection, see Mayhew 1974). Based on this, they will be more apt to pursue policies 

tiiat benefit thefr constitiiency or face tiie possibility of defeat at the polls during the 

next election. Anotiier reason competUion may bring about this electoral connection is 
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that a competitive environment has a tendency, according to Holbrook and Van Dunk 

(1993, 955), to increase voter tiirnout, and "elected officials in competitive states will 

provide benefits to lower socioeconomic to a greater degree—and will display a greater 

propensity to support liberal policies...than will elected officials in noncompetUive 

states, all else held constant." 

The findings for the Gross State Product supports previous research that 

explored the unportance of economic variables. Policy studies have noted that policy 

outputs are affected in part by wealth (Aronson and Hilley 1986; Barrilleaux and Miller 

1988), and resources (Wilensky 1975). Yet, what can be the possible explanation for 

resuUs regardmg the other variables in this model? 

Based on previous research discussed in Chapter IV, percent females in the 

legislature variable should have had a stronger and statistically significant relationship. 

Previous research focusing on roll call votuig noted that when certain variables like 

district characteristics and party affiliation are considered, then the gender differences 

found less support in the research (Frankovic 1977; Leader; 1977; Vega and Firestone 

1995; Welch 1985). Yet, recent research tends to indicate that gender is unportant 

variable to consider, particularly concerning social welfare policy (Bratton and Hayrue 

1999). They note that they were correct in their assumptions that women, as well as 

African-American legislators, tend to introduce more bills dealing with healtii care, 

education, childcare, and welfare policy (social issue legislation) than their male 

counterparts, and that Democrats tend to introduce more legislation in the categories 
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tiiey studied (Black Interest, Women's Interest, Education, Health, Children's Interest, 

Appropriation, and Taxation)—the lone exception was education. 

Whatever their findings, my stiidy finds no evidence of this for the TANF 

montiily allocations covered by this research. The notion that women tend to be more 

concerned over polices dealing with welfare than men, that they represent differently 

than men, that women and Democrats introduce more legislation in this area does not 

indicate how they pursue that policy or how successful they are in that pursuU. As is 

common knowledge, sometimes policy is introduced as a way take a position on a 

particular policy and is more symbolic than substantive (Mayhew 1974). Therefore, 

introducing a lot of bills that indicate to your constituency that you are on their side 

does not mean you will be successful in achieving your policy goals. I now turn our 

attention to the type of government variable. 

The reason the type of government (an interactive variable that combines the 

type of government—divided government (0); unified government under Democratic 

control (1); unified government under Republican control (-1)—and muUiplies that by 

the instittitional power ofthe governor; thereby captiiring tiie policy strength of 

government) may not have a strong statistical relationship is because of what Brady and 

Volden (1998) posited about policy changes in the U.S. Congress. 

According to Brady and Volden (1998), any change in policy is affected by 

certain focal points. Even though my stiidy does not offer direct proof, tiie notion of 

tiie median voter may offer an alternative explanation at the state level. It may also 

offer an explanation as to why the percentage of Democrats had a weak inverse 
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relationship. Regarding the institiition power of the governor, part of the type of 

government variable, that the variable did not have a statistically significant relationship 

sunply may be support for McAfee's (2001) stiidy. 

McAfee (2001, 12) found that when "gubernatorial stiength coincides with 

sfrong Democratic legislative strength, policy liberalism becomes dramatically [author's 

emphasis] more conservative." What could account for this dramatic shift towards 

more conservative policy? According to McAfee (2001), it probably has something to 

do with what Erikson et al (1993) refer to as the motivation of polUical parties. 

Therefore, McAtee's assumption would indicate that if a you had a strong Democratic 

governor and a legislature controlled by the Democrats, then the policy would move 

more to the right. 

Yet, in my study, I hypothesized that a state that had an institutionally strong 

Democratic governor and a legislature that was controlled by the Democrats would 

have a higher monthly TANF allocation. I did find a weak relationship between the 

type of government variable and TANF allocations. However this relationship was not 

statistically significant, and it was in the opposUe direction than McAfee indicated. The 

reason for this may fall back on polUical competition. The power of the parties and the 

governor may not be as unportant as we once thought tiiey were. Instead, the fight for 

gaining the attention of the voters in order to wui elections is what drives welfare 

policy. Granted, this is an area that futiire research should consider regardmg state 

welfare policy. I now focus on tiie last two variables in tiie model—legislative 

professionalism and strictness. 

149 



Legislative professionalism and strictness have weak relationships to the 

dependent variable and neither is statistically significant. The relationship between 

strictness and the dependent variable in Model 1 indicates a direction of relationship 

opposUe of what I posited. The relationship is inverse relationship, which, if 

significant, would indicate that as TANF programs become more conservative, the 

monthly TANF allocation increase. However, since it is weak and not statistically 

significant, this makes the previous point moot. Legislative professionalism is tied to 

political competition as indicated in Table 5.1; therefore, legislative professionalism 

may be drowned out by the inclusion of polUical competition. 

Another reason why there were no findings is that perhaps effects take longer 

than one year to show up. Since the states had such a short period of tune in which to 

adopt this new policy, the "sense of urgency" may have been the defernuning factor in 

the states' TANF policy. The exceptions being those states tiiat had a high level of 

polUical competUion (sfrictness and TANF allotment models) and Gross State Product 

per capita (TANF allotment Model 2). In otiier words, if the states had been allowed a 

longer period of tune in which to adopt the TANF program, then the other political 

variables in tiiese models may have had more of an unpact on this policy area. Yet 

since the states only had a year in which to adopt this new welfare policy, then the 

"deadline" may have been the determining factor. The mindset of the state legislatiires 

may have been, "We meet the deadline first, and then we can come back later to adjust 

the policy if we so desire." The evidence presented in this stiidy, provides some 

interesting ramifications for welfare policy research. 
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Ramifications 

Several ramifications for welfare policy research stem from my stiidy. First, if 

Francis' (1998) assumption about including the role of welfare administrators is tme for 

the strictness model, tiien he is only partially correct in his assumption about the policy 

influence of state welfare administrators. If administrators were all powerful in 

influencing social welfare policy, then I would expect to find a positive relationship 

between strictness and TANF montiily allocations. Granted, Francis's purpose was to 

provide convincing evidence why we should not neglect the role of administrators, and 

he did remarkably well in this area. However, in doing so, he mled out legislative 

characteristics m order to promote the role of administrators. He then used only a 

measure of strictness, which lent support to his proposUion. What would have served 

hun better was to utilize a multi-dunensional approach. One that not only included how 

a program was adnunisfered but also the benefit level. 

Second, my TANF Model refutes, in part, some of Francis's (1998) findings. 

First, some legislative characteristics are still important. Political competUion is still an 

unportant factor to some degree in the strictness models. Political competition and 

Gross State Product per capita are unportant variables when it comes to considering 

monthly TANF allotments. 

Third, the role of administrators should not be overlooked, yet from the results 

of this stiidy, tiiey may not be "all" influential. My shidy only serves as preluninary 

evidence, and further studies need to be conducted in this area. Therefore, including 

the role of the administrators is a good argument. Yet, there is one other ramification 
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for policymaking that this stiidy puts forth for consideration—welfare policy making is 

fragmented. 

With the introduction of TANF, which replaced AFDC, states have gained more 

control over tiieir own welfare policy, thereby fragmenting national welfare policy. 

States now differ, as previously discussed in this stiidy, not only by how they 

admmister their respective programs, but also in the amount of benefits they allocate to 

TANF recipients. In addition, welfare policy is fragmented m how U is developed. 

Heinz et al. (1993) noted that national policymaking was a hollow core that 

different polUical actors moved in and out of depending upon the policy that was at the 

center of attention. This may hold true for the states as well. Since welfare policy has 

an administrative side as well as a benefits side, then different actors may be at the 

center of welfare policymaking depending upon what aspect (administration or benefits) 

is at the center of the social welfare policy arena. 

As far as the TANF policies adopted in the mid-1990s are concerned, U appears 

as if different factors influenced TANF program administration and TANF benefits. 

The results of this study may be an indication that the administration of state welfare 

programs is influenced by administrators, while legislatures are at the center of welfare 

policymaking when U comes to benefits. This would lend credence to the proposUion 

that TANF policy, even at the state level, is a fragmented policy. In order to provide a 

better explanation of state welfare policy, we need to adopt a multi-dunensional 

approach. There are two reasons why this is logical. 
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First, legislators are primarily concerned with reelection (Mayhew 1974); 

therefore, they will be greatly concerned over programs that deal with benefits because 

benefits can equate to votes. Second, based on the first assumption, when it comes to 

how a program is administered, legislators may be more conducive to acquiescing to 

administrators. After all, it is the administrators that have the responsibility for the 

day-to-day operations ofthe welfare programs, and voters tend to focus more on 

benefits and less on administration. 

In the next chapter, my conclusion, I provide a review of what this study set out 

to accomplish, and what was accomplished. I also provide reasons why this study is 

unportant. In addUion, I provide future research questions, which provides direction 

for further research in this area. 
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Table 5.1: Results of Regressing Independent Variables (Strictness Models)' 

Variables'' Xi X2 X3 X4 Xi Xe X? Xs R̂  

Xi -.623' -.033 .033 .640' .023 .059 .046 .60 

X2 -.459' .382' -.151 .531' .132 -.125 .091 .71 

X3 .045 .715' .084 .084 .139 .220" .127 .45 

X4 .063 .397 .117 .351 .016 .119 .100 .23 

Xs .603' .680' .058 .171 -.040 .068 .135 .62 

X6 .053 .414 .232 .019 -.099 .058 -.121 .08 

X7 .109 .316 .299" .115 .134 .047 .286" .25 

Xs .086 .230 .172 -.096 .266 -.098 .285" .13 

'I report standardized coefficients (beta). 

"Xi = polUical competition; X2 = percent Democrats in the state legislature, X3 = type 
of government; X4 = percent females in the state legislature; Xs = citizen ideology; 
Xe = change in poverty level in the state; X? = Gross State Product per capita; Xs = 
legislative professionalization. 

'Statistically significant at the .001 level. 

"Statistically significant at the .10 level. 
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Table 5.2: Results of Regressing Independent Variables (TANF Allotment Models)' 

Variables'' Xi X2 X3 X4 Xs Xe X? Xs X9 R̂  

Xi -.564' -.086 .063 .636' -.042 .094 .059 .152 .61 

X2 -.484' .321" .158 .582' .044 -.082 .080 .044 .67 

X3 .136 .589" .126 -.013 .015 .119 -.031 .020 .39 

X4 .117 -.344 .149 .246 .240' .096 -.048 .074 .28 

Xs .594' .633' -.008 .123 .053 .039 .125 -.019 .64 

X6 .091 .110 .020 .275' .112 .137 -.091 .157 .17 

X7 .182 .186 .147 .100 .081 .124 .269' -.186 .25 

Xs .114 .181 .039 .050 .259 -.082 .268' -.036 .25 

X9 .338 .113 .028 .087 -.045 .162 -.213 .041 .14 

'I report standardized coefficients (beta). 

''Xi = polUical competUion; X2 = percent Democrats in the state legislature, X3 = type 
of government; X4 = percent females in the state legislatiire; Xs = cUizen ideology; 
X6 = change in poverty level in the state; X? = Gross State Product per capita; Xs = 
legislative professionalization; X9 = sfrictness of state TANF program (Sfrictness 
Model 2 dependent variable measured by dividing the liberal responses by the total 
responses excluding the "undecided" responses). 

'Statistically significant at the .001 level. 

"Statistically significant at the .01 level. 

'Statistically significant at the .10 level. 
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Table 5.3: Effects of Independent Variables on Strictness Levels' 

Independent Variable 

PolUical Competition 

Percent Democrats in Legislature 

Type of Government 

Percent Females in Legislature 

Citizen Ideology 

Change in Poverty Level 

Gross State Product Per CapUa 

Legislative Professionalization 

Constant 

R 
R̂  
F 
n 

Model 1" 

.11 
(.07) 
.02 
(.06) 
.16 
(.25) 
.05 
(.08) 
.01 

(.06) 
.12 
(.25) 
.00 
(.00) 
-2.07 
(4.13) 
2.04 
(5.20) 
.356 
.127 
.709 
48 

Model 2' 

.45 
(.29) 
.09 
(.24) 
.51 
(1.00) 
.19 
(.31) 
.02 

(.25) 
.34 
(.98) 
-.001 
(.001) 
-4.14 
(16.36) 
56.00" 
(20.57) 
.355 
.126 
.702 
48 

'Figures are ordinary least squares estunates. Entries are unstandardized coefficients 
(B). The standard errors are reported in parentheses. 

''Model 1 uses the Francis (1998) strictness measure. 

'Model 2 uses the new measure of strictness where I divided the liberal responses by 
tiie total number of responses to the APWA survey. The "undecided responses were 
excluded from this computation. 

"Statistically significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 5.4: Effects of Independent Variables on Monthly TANF Allotments' 

Independent Variable 

PolUical CompetUion 

Percent Democrats in Legislature 

Type of Government 

Percent Females in Legislature 

Citizen Ideology 

Change in Poverty Level 

Gross State Product Per Capita 

Legislative Professionalization 

Strictness T 

Constant 

R 
R̂  
F 
n 

Model 1" 

5.17" 
(2.04) 
-1.27 
(1.62) 
6.37 
(6.76) 
.825 
(2.20) 
1.80 
(1.75) 
12.03 
(7.50) 
.004 
(.004) 
99.31 
(113.50) 
-.018 
(1.13) 
30.02 
(151.97) 
.746 
.556 
5.30^ 
48 

Model 2' 

4.81" 
(2.35) 
-1.04 
(1.85) 
6.39 
(7.71) 
.091 
(2.51) 
2.75 
(2.00) 
13.14 
(8.55) 
.008" 
(.004) 
104.37 
(129.46) 
.621 
(1.29) 
-160.88 
(173.34) 
.758 
.575 
5.72' 
48 

'Figures are ordinary least squares estimates. Entries are unstandardized coefficients 
(B). The standard errors are reported in parentheses. 

''Model 1 is the adjusted (cost of living) TANF allotment. 

'Model 2 is the unadjusted TANF allotment. 

"Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

'I also ran the Francis (1998) strictness measure, and received sunilar results. 

'Statistically significant at the .001 level. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

The 1930s and 1960s can best be described as the decades that saw vast strides 

in the evolution of social welfare in the United States. Through the efforts of FDR's 

New Deal and LBJ's Great Society, Americans in financial dire straits found a 

government that was more receptive to their plight than in the previous century. By 

comparison, the 1980s and 1990s saw reduced attention to poverty and an ever-

increasing devolution of social welfare policy (Francis 1998; Rom et al. 1998; Schram 

1998; Schram and Soss 1998). On August 22, 1996, the date President Clinton signed 

into law the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, welfare 

developed a meaner edge. 

Under this new program, federal aid is distributed to the states in the form of 

block grants. States were allowed more leeway in deciding how their respective TANF 

program was administered and the amount of benefits that were allotted under this 

program. States may reduce their own spending under TANF as long as thefr spendmg 

is equal to 75 to 80 percent of their 1994 level. 

With the end of welfare under AFDC and the adoption of a new policy agenda 

under TANF, several unportant research questions needed addressing. The important 

question to ask is what affects state TANF policy? With the devolution of welfare 

decision-making and financial responsibUity back to the states, what are the factors at 

state-level that affect the states' welfare policies? Do the factors that were once 
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demonstrated to be explanatory factors of welfare policy under the provisions of AFDC 

still hold true for this new policy? Particularly, do state legislative characteristics affect 

state welfare policy? Furthermore, are the factors that affect policy regarding welfare 

benefits the same factors that affect policy that dictates how states administer their 

TANF programs? 

As I have indicated in this study, most of the previous research in state welfare 

policymaking focused on one dimension of welfare policy—the benefits that welfare 

recipients receive from welfare programs or how the program is administered. I 

posited m this study that tiiis unidunensional perspective, even though U has provided 

useful mformation, does not provide us with the full pictiire of welfare policy. I 

proposed a multi-dunensional approach to state welfare policy, an approach tiiat not 

only attempted to explain policy that dealt with benefits, but also policy regarding how 

states administer thefr welfare programs. 

This sttidy is an extension of Francis' (1998) sttidy where he explored the role 

that state adminisfrators having m state welfare policy. I mentioned that it is an 

extension of his sttidy, an extension that was done m order to promote a multi-

dunensional approach to sttidying state social welfare policy. This is not an attempt to 

duplicate his sttidy; rather U attempted to present a more msighffiil look at state social 

welfare policies. 

In his stiidy, Francis posited tiiat previous research tiiat used polUical and 

economic variables missed one key component to the policymakmg process-the actions 

of adminisfrative officials. He promoted the idea that the role of adminisfrators is often 

159 



overlooked in social welfare stiidies. He clearly demonstrated that administrators are 

influential when U comes to state policies that dictate how a state administers Us welfare 

programs. In order to demonstrate this point, he explored the role that administrators 

had in influencing how states administered TANF welfare programs 

As the dependent variable, he used the level of strictness measured using a scale 

that tapped into how strict the states were. He created an index of strictness using 

survey data. The higher the score, the less strict (read as more liberal) a state was in 

regards to welfare administration. He used mostly anecdotal evidence to demonstrate 

that state legislative characteristics did not explain very well the variation in how states 

administered their welfare programs. He used six New England states, and he found 

support for his proposal that state welfare administrators were an influential factor in 

welfare administration policy. Even though his research provides some interesting 

findings, it still has some shortcomings. 

First he only looked at six states, and even though he provided justification for 

this, his research—as well as his conclusions—would have been better served if he had 

used a random sample of states or if he had used the entire, or close to the entire, 

population. My study addressed the issues that Francis left unexplored. 

This study used 48 states—excluding Nebraska because U has a unicameral 

legislature whose 49 members are elected in nonpartisan elections, and Louisiana 

because tiie data that I used for one of the variables (polUical competUion) was available 

for every state except Louisiana. I used the same survey data that Francis used, and I 

recomputed his strictness level using a liberal-conservative scale. 
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This stiidy also incorporated a multi-dunensional approach to TANF policy by 

not only exploring how states administer their welfare programs, but also how much 

money TANF recipients receive on a monthly basis. For my dependent variables I 

used Francis' (1998) strictness measurement in one model and a liberal-conservative 

measure of strictness in a second model. For TANF cash allotments, I used two 

models. In Model 1, I adjusted monthly TANF allocation variable by the cost of 

living, and in Model 2 I used an unadjusted measure. I used TANF monthly cash 

allotments in order to tap in the states' benefit policy. 

The states' monthly TANF allocations were adjusted to take into consideration 

the fact that states have a different cost of living. Therefore, I adjusted each state's 

monthly allocation by the cost of living. I used an unadjusted measure in the second 

model simply because state legislators may have considered the cost of living when they 

approved the monthly cash benefits. 

The independent variables used in this study were political competition, percent 

Democrats in the state legislature, type of government (an interactive variable that 

combined the type of government with the institutional powers of the governor), 

percent females in the legislature, cUizen ideology, change m poverty level. Gross State 

Product per capita, and legislative professionalization. For the TANF model, I 

included tiie independent variable strictness (the liberal-conservative measure of 

sfrictness) in order to determine if the influence of admmisfrators also affected how 

much states allocate on a monthly basis to TANF recipients. 
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I hypothesized that the independent variables in the two strictness models 

(Labeled Sfrictiiess and Sfrictness 2), as well as the TANF Model, would have a 

positive relationship witii the dependent variables. In other words, as Xi increased, the 

more liberal a state would be in administering its welfare program and the more money 

a state would allocate on a monthly basis to TANF recipients. The only exception to 

tills was tiie change in poverty level. I hypothesized that states that had a decrease in 

thefr poverty level will have a more liberal program, and would have a higher monthly 

TANF allotment tiian states that had an increase in their poverty level. This was based 

on the previous research done by Peterson and Rom (1989). 

In order to create the variables in this study, I relied upon secondary data. All 

variables used were interval level variables. In order to test my hypotheses, I used 

muUiple regression using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS). To ensure that there was not 

high muUicollinearity among the independent variables, I used the recommendation of 

Berry and Feldman (1985) and regressed each ofthe independent variables against the 

other independent variables. I discover no coUinearity that approached an R^= 1.00. I 

then regressed the independent variables against the dependent variables used in the 

four models. 

The resuUs of the testing of my hypotheses in the strictness models indicated 

that none of my hypotheses were supported. Yet polUical competition showed promise. 

The TANF allotment models showed some modest resuUs. 

TANF allotment Model 1 showed that near 56% ofthe variation of monthly 

state TANF allotments was explauied by the independent variables in this model. 
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TANF allotment Model 2 showed that nearly 58% of the variation of state TANF 

allotments were explained by the independent variables in this model. However, only 

two variables were statistically significant and worthy of note. PolUical competUion 

was statistically significant at the .05 level in TANF allotment Model 1, and polUical 

competUion and Gross State per capUa were statistically significant in TANF allotment 

Model 2. Several ramifications for future research are evidenced by this study. 

Ffrst, if Francis' (1998) assumption about including the role of welfare 

administrators is true for the strictness model, then he is only partially correct m his 

assumption about the policy influence of state welfare administrators. If administrators 

were all powerful in influencing social welfare policy, then I would expect to find a 

positive relationship between strictness and TANF monthly allocations. I realize that 

Francis's purpose was to provide us with convincing evidence why we should not 

neglect the role of administrators, and he did remarkably well in this area. However, 

in doing so, he ruled out legislative characteristics in order to promote the role of 

administrators. He then used only a measure of strictness, which lent support to his 

proposUion; however, his research would have been better served had he used a multi-

dunensional approach; that is, an approach that not only included how a program was 

administered, but also the benefit level. 

Second, my TANF Model refutes, in part, some of Francis's (1998) findmgs, 

some legislative characteristics are important. Political competUion in the strictness 

models shows promise, and in the TANF allotment models political competition is the 

mam driving force followed closely by Gross State Product per capita. 
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Third, the role of adminisfrators should not be overlooked, yet from the results 

of this stiidy, they may not be "all" influential. My stiidy only serves only as 

preliminary evidence, and fiirther studies need to be conducted in this area. Therefore, 

includmg tiie role of the adminisfrators is a good argument. There is one other 

ramification for policymaking that this stiidy puts forth for consideration—welfare 

policy making is fragmented. 

TANF policy is fragmented between the national and state level governments 

and this is common knowledge. Yet, with the infroduction of TANF, which replaced 

AFDC, states have gained more control over thefr own welfare policy, thereby 

fragmentmg national welfare policy even fiirther. States now differ, as previously 

discussed in this study, not only by how they administer thefr respective programs, but 

also ui the amount of benefits they allocate to TANF recipients. In addUion, state 

welfare policy is fragmented in how U is developed. 

Heinz et al. (1993) noted that national policymaking was a hollow core that 

different political actors moved in and out of depending upon the policy that was at the 

center of attention. This may hold true for the states as well. Since welfare policy has 

an administrative side as well as a benefits side, different actors may be at the center of 

welfare policymaking depending upon what aspect (adnunistration or benefits) is at the 

center of the social welfare policy arena. 

As far as the TANF policies adopted in tiie mid-1990s are concerned, it appears 

as if different factors influenced TANF program adminisfration and TANF benefits. 

The results of this stiidy may be an indication tiiat the adminisfration of state welfare 
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programs is influenced by administrators, while legislatures are at the center of welfare 

policymaking when U comes to benefits. This result lends credence to the proposUion 

that TANF policy, even at the state level, is a fragmented policy. In order to provide a 

better explanation of state welfare policy, we need to continue to promote the use of a 

multi-dimensional approach. There are two reasons why this is logical. 

First, legislators are prunarily concerned with reelection (Mayhew 1974); 

therefore, they will be greatly concerned over programs that deal with benefits because 

benefits can equate to votes. Second, based on the first assumption, when it comes to 

how a program is administered, legislators may acquiesce to administrators. After all, 

administrators are primarily responsible for the day-to-day operations of welfare 

programs, and voters tend to focus more on benefits and less on administration. 

Therefore, when it comes to fiinding, legislators take the lead while allowing 

administrators their due when it comes to questions of administration. The 

ramifications previously mentioned serve to suggest the importance of this study. 

This study is unportant because U provides us not only with an approach tiiat 

provides us the bigger pictiire of state welfare policymaking, but U can also be an 

approach that is useful to other policy arenas like education policy, health policy, 

envfronmental policy. Also, the findings of this stiidy may apply to sunilar areas of 

policy (State Children's Health Insurance Program—SCHIP). In addition, it has 

provided unportant information that welfare policy advocates will find usefiil. The 

understanding that state welfare policymaking is fragmented and that the factors that 

influence benefits are not necessarily the same factors that affect welfare admmisfration 
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policy, may go a long way in assisting the policy pursuits of welfare advocates. This 

study is also unportant because of the things it did not accomplish. 

The ideas that were posed by this stiidy are in need of further research, and this 

study, I hope, will serve as a catalyst for tiiose stiidies. Two areas this stiidy did not 

explore was the role of interest groups in the various states, and it did not explore the 

role that lieutenant governors have in policymaking. In addition, it did not include a 

direct measure of administrator influence 

Some states, like Texas, have a lieutenant governor that is not elected on the 

same ticket as the governor; therefore states like Texas have been known to have a 

lieutenant governor that is from one of the major polUical parties and the governor is 

from the other major polUical party. Since the lieutenant governor is usually the 

presiding officer of a state's senate, then future studies need to explore the influence 

that this political actor has in developing state welfare policy. One other point needs to 

be covered. 

This study only covered the first year of TANF. Since that time, changes have 

been made to state welfare programs. According to the New York Tunes October 13th 

issue, "state welfare money spent on cash assistance declined to 44 percent in 2002, 

from 77 percent in 1997. The proportion allocated to various types of noncash 

assistance shot up to 56 percent, from 23 percent in 1997." What factors accounted for 

this movement from cash assistance programs to noncash assistance? This is an 

unportant question, and one direction for fiitiire research to take is to look at what 

affects state noncash assistance programs. However, whatever direction future social 
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welfare research takes, we must realize that welfare policy—at least evidenced in this 

study—is a policy that is fragmented. 
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APPENDIX A 

APWA SURVEY QUESTIONS 

AND CODED REPONSES 

The following are the questions posed by the APWA survey that was admmistered to 
tiie states in 1997 after they enacted their TANF programs. The coding of the survey 
responses is what Francis (1998) used in his study. 

1. TANF tune limit shorter than 60 months: 
Yes=-1 No= +1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

2. Provide TANF to legal noncitizens: 
Yes = +1 No=-1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

3. Deny TANF to Dmg Felons: 
Yes = -1 No= + l Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

4. Dmg Testing to TANF applicants: 
Yes = -1 No= +1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

5. TransUional childcare longer than 12 months: 
Yes = +1 No = -1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

6. TransUional Medicaid longer than 12 months: 
Yes = +1 No=-1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

7. Family cap excluding additional benefits for addUional children: 
Yes = -1 No = +1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

8. Different freatment for famUies from other states: 
Yes=-1 No = +1 Undecided responses were not included m the 
computations. 
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9. Work requirements shorter than 24 months: 
Yes=-1 No= +1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

10. Community service after two months: 
Yes = -1 No = +1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

11. Allow individual developmental accounts: 
Yes = +1 No = -1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

12. Diversion assistance provided: 
Yes = +1 No = -1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

13. Subsidized employment: 
Yes = +1 No=-1 Undecided responses were not included in the 
computations. 

Source of Survey: American Public Welfare Association. 1997. State-by-State 
Welfare Reform Policy Decisions: From the Survey ofthe Status of States' 
Implementation of Welfare Reform. Washington, DC: American Public 
Welfare Association Welfare Reform Information Center. 
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APPENDIX B 

RESPONSES TO THE APWA SURVEY BY STATE 

The following are the total number of liberal, conservative, and undecided responses to 
tiie 1997 APWA survey by state. 

1. Alabama: Liberal = 6; Conservative = 6; Undecided = 1 

2. Alaska: Liberal = 9; Conservative = 3; Undecided = 1 

3. Arizona: Liberal = 9; Conservative = 4; Undecided = 0 

4. Arkansas: Liberal = 8; Conservative = 5; Undecided = o 

5. California: Liberal = 4; Conservative = 2; Undecided = 7 

6. Colorado: Liberal = 1 1 ; Conservative = 2; Undecided = 0 

7. Connecticut: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 6; Undecided = 0 

8. Delaware: Liberal = 9; Conservative = 4; Undecided = 0 

9. Florida: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 6; Undecided = 0 

10. Georgia: Liberal = 5; Conservative = 7; Undecided = 1 

11. Hawau: Liberal = 9; Conservative =4; Undecided = 0 

12. Idaho: Liberal = 6; Conservative = 7; Undecided = o 

13. lUinois: Liberal = 5; Conservative = 8; Undecided = 0 

14. Indiana: Liberal = 8; Conservative = 5; Undecided = 0 

15. Iowa: Liberal = 10; Conservative = 3; Undecided = 0 

16. Kansas: Liberal = 8; Conservative = 5; Undecided = 0 

17. Kentiicky: Liberal = 8; Conservative = 4; Undecided = 1 
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18. Maine: Liberal = 11; Conservative = 1; Undecided = 1 

19. Maryland: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 6; Undecided = 0 

20. Massachusetts: Liberal = 4; Conservative = 9; Undecided = 0 

21. Michigan: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 4; Undecided =2 

22. Minnesota: Liberal = 8; Conservative = 5; Undecided = 0 

23. Mississippi: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 6; Undecided = 0 

24. Missouri: Liberal = 9; Conservative = 4; Undecided = 0 

25. Montana: Liberal = 8; Conservative = 5; Undecided = 0 

26. Nevada: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 6; Undecided = 0 

27. New Hampshire: Liberal = 8; Conservative = 5; Undecided = 0 

28. New Jersey: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 3; Undecided = 3 

29. New Mexico: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 6; Undecided = 0 

30. New York: Liberal = 8; Conservative = 5; Undecided = 0 

31. North Carolina: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 5; Undecided = 1 

32. North Dakota: Liberal = 5; Conservative = 7; Undecided = 1 

33. Ohio: Liberal =10; Conservative = 3; Undecided = 0 

34. Oklahoma: Liberal = 9; Conservative = 4; Undecided = 0 

35. Oregon: Liberal = 10; Conservative = 3; Undecided = 0 

36. Pennsylvania: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 5; Undecided = 1 

37. Rhode Island: Liberal = 12; Conservative = 1; Undecided = 0 

38. South Carolina: Liberal = 9; Conservative = 3; Undecided = 1 

39. South Dakota: Liberal = 6; Conservative = 7; Undecided = 0 
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40. Tennessee: Liberal = 7; Conservative = 6; Undecided = 0 

41. Texas: Liberal = 10; Conservative = 3; Undecided = 0 

42. Utah: Liberal = 10: Conservative = 2; Undecided = 1 

43. Vermont: Liberal = 10; Conservative = 2; Undecided = 1 

44. Virginia: Liberal = 6; Conservative = 7; Undecided = 0 

45. Washington: Liberal = 9; Conservative = 4; Undecided = 0 

46. West Virginia: Liberal = 9; Conservative = 4; Undecided = 0 

47. Wisconsin: Liberal = 6; Conservative = 6; Undecided = 1 

48. Wyoming: Liberal = 6; Conservative = 7; Undecided = 0 

Source of Survey: American Public Welfare Association. 1997. State-by-State 
Welfare Reform Policy Decisions: From the Survey ofthe Status of States' 
Implementation of Welfare Reform. Washington, DC: American Public 
Welfare Association Welfare Reform Information Center. 
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