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This volume documents the contents of survey data from Welfare, Children and Families: A
Three-City Study, Wave 1. The data come from completed interviews conducted between March
and December, 1999 with 2,402 children and their caregivers in Boston, Chicago, and San
Antonio. The effective N is 2393, because 9 cases interviewed at wave 1 were later determined
to be duplicate interviews. These cases are flagged with the variable DUPLICAT. Because the
data file has been in the public domain for several years with N=2402, the Three-City Study
team decided to preserve that sample size for the current release through ICPSR.1

Purpose of the study

The Welfare, Children and Families Study is a longitudinal study of children and their
caregivers in low-income families that were living in low-income neighborhoods in three cities
in 1999. The purpose of the study is to investigate the consequences of policy changes resulting
from the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(PRWORA)?. The survey was designed to provide information on the health and cognitive,
behavioral, and emotional development of children and on their primary caregivers' labor force
behavior, welfare experiences, family lives, use of social service, health, and well-being. A
detailed description of the research design can be found in Welfare, Children and Families: A
Three City Study: Overview and Design, available at http://www.threecitystudy.jhu.edu or in
hardcopy upon request.

Nature of the study sample

Sample area
Survey data were collected in targeted areas in Boston, Chicago and San Antonio. Multi-stage,

stratified, area probability sampling was used in each city to obtain a sample of dwelling units
from which eligible families and children were selected. The first stage of sampling was selection
of primary units, or segments, comprising clusters of 1990 Census blocks. In order to obtain
desirable sample sizes for each of the race/ethnicity groups targeted in our sample design (Non-
Hispanic white, Non-Hispanic African-American, and Hispanic of any race), we constructed three
separate lists in each city. For each list, using 1990 Census data, we ranked the block groups by
the percentage of children in that racial/ethnic group who were in families with incomes below
the federal poverty line. Then, for each list, we determined a cutoff point for the percent poor and
deleted all block groups below that cutoff from further consideration. Among the block groups we

! One interviewer may have falsified some data, especially in the sections with repetitive items
(IDACC=1518738 19). In investigating the resulting composite scores from this interviewer,
repeatedly, his cases had scores significantly different from those of the total sample. For these
11 cases, the composite scores and original variables were coded to missing.

“The survey is one component of a multidisciplinary project that also includes an embedded
developmental study of about 600 children age 2 to 4 in 1999 and an ethnographic study of about
250 families residing in the same neighborhoods as the survey families.



selected, 367 had more than 40 percent of households with incomes below the federal poverty
line, 213 had 20 to 40 percent of households below the poverty line, and 43 had less than 20
percent of the households with income below the poverty line.

Sampling criteria

In the selected blocks groups, survey field staff compiled listings of dwelling units (DUs),
and the second stage sample was selected from these listings. Sample DUs were visited and a
brief screening interview was conducted to determine whether eligible families B those with
incomes below 200 percent of the federal poverty line, female or couple headed, and containing
children age birth to 4 or 10 to 14 B were present. Eligible families were subsampled at varying
rates, based on the following family characteristics, to control the distribution of the sample by
race/ethnicity, income level, female or couple headship, and receipt of Food Stamps and
Medicaid:

Three race/ethnicity groups (based on household head)
e Non-Hispanic African-American
e Non-Hispanic White
e Hispanic, any race

Two income levels
e Below the Federal Poverty Level (FPL)
e Between 100 percent and 200 percent of the FPL

Two household types
e Female-headed
e Couple-headed

Two assistance categories
e Receiving Food Stamps and Medicaid
e Not receiving both Food Stamps and Medicaid

Because the 24 resulting groups do not occur in equal numbers in the population, we
employed conditional selection probabilities in order to obtain suitable sample yields for analysis.
For example, in our selected neighborhoods in Chicago, we screened fewer eligible non-Hispanic
whites than we did non-Hispanic African-Americans. In order to include the desired number of
non-Hispanic whites in our sample, we selected a higher proportion of those screened households
for interview compared to the eligible households headed by non-Hispanic African-Americans. If
an eligible family was selected for an interview, one eligible child, age birth to 4 or 10 to 14, was
chosen to participate, together with the mother or other female primary caregiver. The resulting
selection tables are displayed as Tables 1A, 1B, and 1C. If a household contained more than one
eligible child, one was selected using equal probability sampling.



Table 1A. Household type selection rates, Boston

Household Type Determinants and Associated Sampling Rates

Race/Ethnicity Stratum

Black Hispanic White
Food Stamp
HH Race/ & Medicaid Household Sampling Rate
Income level Ethnicity Rec'd Head

Below Poverty Black No Couple 0.350 0.270 0.243
Black No Female Head 0.428 0.240 0.185
Black Yes Couple 0.400 0.540 0.300
Black Yes Female Head 1.000 0.485 0.255
Hispanic No Couple 1.000 0.252 0.252
Hispanic No Female Head 1.000 0.330 0.340
Hispanic Yes Couple 1.000 0.252 0.252
Hispanic Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 0.980
White No Couple 1.000 0.150 0.150
White No Female Head 1.000 0.298 0.050
White Yes Couple 1.000 1.000 0.260
White Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 1.000
100%-199% of Poverty | Black No Couple 0.350 0.270 0.243
Black No Female Head 0.428 0.270 0.185
Black Yes Couple 0.425 0.540 0.300
Black Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 1.000
Hispanic No Couple 1.000 0.252 0.252
Hispanic No Female Head 1.000 0.330 0.340
Hispanic Yes Couple 1.000 0.252 0.252
Hispanic Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 0.980
White No Couple 1.000 0.150 0.150
White No Female Head 1.000 0.910 0.915
White Yes Couple 1.000 1.000 0.260
White Yes Female Head 1.000 0.915 0.915




Table 1B. Household type selection rates, Chicago

Household Type Determinants and Associated Sampling Rates

Race/Ethnicity Stratum

Black Hispanic White
Food Stamp
HH Race/ & Medicaid Household Sampling Rate
Income level Ethnicity Rec'd Head

Below Poverty Black No Couple 0.687 0.687 0.687
Black No Female Head 0.576 0.576 0.576
Black Yes Couple 0.687 0.687 0.687
Black Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 1.000
Hispanic No Couple 0.067 0.067 0.067
Hispanic No Female Head 0.294 0.294 0.294
Hispanic Yes Couple 0.067 0.067 0.067
Hispanic Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 1.000
White No Couple 0.054 0.054 0.054
White No Female Head 0.314 0.314 0.314
White Yes Couple 0.054 0.054 0.054
White Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 1.000
100%-199% of Poverty | Black No Couple 0.525 0.525 0.525
Black No Female Head 0.576 0.576 0.576
Black Yes Couple 0.525 0.525 0.525
Black Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 1.000
Hispanic No Couple 0.057 0.057 0.057
Hispanic No Female Head 0.294 0.294 0.294
Hispanic Yes Couple 0.057 0.057 0.057
Hispanic Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 1.000
White No Couple 0.063 0.063 0.063
White No Female Head 0.314 0.314 0.314
White Yes Couple 0.063 0.063 0.063
White Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 1.000




Table 1C. Household type selection rates, San Antonio

Household Type Determinants and Associated Sampling Rates

Race/Ethnicity Stratum

Black Hispanic White
Food Stamp
HH Race/ & Medicaid Household Sampling Rate
Income level Ethnicity Rec'd Head

Below Poverty Black No Couple 0.525 0.000 na
Black No Female Head 0.450 0.000 na
Black Yes Couple 0.928 0.000 na
Black Yes Female Head 1.000 0.000 na
Hispanic No Couple 0.053 0.053 na
Hispanic No Female Head 0.332 0.325 na
Hispanic Yes Couple 0.147 0.147 na
Hispanic Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 na
White No Couple 0.000 0.000 na
White No Female Head 0.000 0.000 na
White Yes Couple 0.000 0.000 na
White Yes Female Head 0.000 0.000 na

100%-199% of Poverty | Black No Couple 0.413 0.000 na
Black No Female Head 0.800 0.000 na
Black Yes Couple 0.730 0.000 na
Black Yes Female Head 1.000 0.000 na
Hispanic No Couple 0.096 0.096 na
Hispanic No Female Head 0.332 0.325 na
Hispanic Yes Couple 0.290 0.290 na
Hispanic Yes Female Head 1.000 1.000 na
White No Couple 0.000 0.000 na
White No Female Head 0.000 0.000 na
White Yes Couple 0.000 0.000 na
White Yes Female Head 0.000 0.000 na




Target population

The population of inference is children age birth to 4 and 10 to 14 who have a female primary
caregiver, whose caregivers self-identify as non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic African-American,
or Hispanic of any race, and who live in families with incomes below 200 percent of the poverty
line, living in low-income neighborhoods in Boston, Chicago, or San Antonio.

Cities

The design of the Three-City Study allows us to capture some of the ethnic and regional
diversity in the United States, while also permitting a focused and detailed analysis of policy
changes as they take place at the local level. Policymakers in the states where our cities lie have
responded to PRWORA in different ways. Table 2 illustrates the differences in cash assistance
policies in each of our three cities in 1999.



Table 2. Rules for TANF receipt under PRWORA and in Massachusetts, Illinois, and Texas, 1999

ILLINOIS MASSACHUSETTS TEXAS
Implementation
Date effective July 1997 November 1995 November 1996
Waiver No Yes Yes

Administrative agency

Department of Human Services

Department of Transitional Assistance

Department of Human Services; Texas
Workforce Commission

Eligibility

Income limits for family | $467/$1,110 $1,050/$1,050" $400/$280

of three for the first

month and 13" month'

Asset limits $3,050 (for a family of 3) $2,500 $2,000/$3,000 (if someone is disabled

or elderly).

Vehicle exemption

Exclude the value of the most expensive
car

Fair market value to $5,000

Fair market value to $4,650

Individual Development
Accounts

Yes (up to $3,000)

Not at this time

Yes (Up to $10,000)™

Eligibility of two-parent
families

Same as single-parent family

Work History Rule

Same as single-parent family

Payment

Maximum benefit level, | $377 (Can vary by city or county) $565" $200Y
family of 3

Family cap Yes Yes No
Child support pass- $50 $50 $50
through

Earnings disregards

Disregard 67 percent and TANF
eligibility continues until family income
reaches FPL.

Disregard $120 and 50 percent of
remainder"

Disregard 90% of earnings for the first 4
months of earnings, $120 for the next 8
months, $90 after 12 months.

Diversion

Maximum Payment NA NA $1,000

How Often Payment Can | NA NA Once per 12 months
Be Received

Period of Ineligibility NA NA 12 months

After Receiving Payment

Alternative Resources Yes No Yes




ILLINOIS

MASSACHUSETTS

TEXAS

Mandatory Job Search

No

No

Yes, Work orientation required

Work Requirements

Definition of work
activity

Participating at least 25*" hours a week
in the following: Job search, job
readiness, job skill training,
employment, self-employment
assistance, community service, foster
parenting, education, including post-
secondary, substance abuse treatment
and domestic violence counseling and
other activities leading to the family=s
self-sufficiency.

Participating at least 20 hours a week in
the following: Unsubsidized
employment, subsidized employment or
community service.

Participating at least 20 hours a week
(30 for 2 parent families) in the
following: Job search, job readiness, job
skill training, community service, self-
employment assistance, employment
and subsidized employment.

Months before work
requirement

When determined able to engage in
work or 24 months, whichever comes
first

60 days

Immediate

Exemptions/good cause

e Families with youngest child under
1 year old (except for families with
a teen parent without a high school
degree)

e Non-parent relatives who are taking
care of the children

e  Families with youngest child under
6 years old""

o Disability/illness

e Caring for disabled child, spouse,
parent or grandparent

e Teen parent who is attending high
school full time or a GED program
or approved training or employment
related activity for 30 hours a week

e  Pregnant women in the third
trimester

e Families with youngest child under
4 years old™

Disability/illness
Incarceration/court appearance
Domestic violence

Lack of transportation, child care or
other support services

Caring for disabled child

e Job availability

Sanctions

Reasons for sanctions

Failure to comply with the following:
Work requirements, child support
requirements and school attendance
requirements.

Failure to comply with the following:
Work requirements, child support
requirements, school attendance
requirements for children under 14, and
immunization requirements.

Failure to comply with the following:
Work requirements, child support
requirements, school attendance
requirements, immunization and
medical screening requirements, and
parent training requirements




ILLINOIS

MASSACHUSETTS

TEXAS

Benefit reduction

1% instance of non-compliance: 50%
reduction until compliance. Subsequent
Noncompliance after the first instance:
50% reduction in benefit for 3 months
(regardless of when compliance begins);
if noncompliance continues for 3
months, termination.

1% instance of non-compliance:
Removal of adult from benefit until
compliance Subsequent instances of
noncompliance: termination of benefit

1% instance of non-compliance: 1month
reduction of $78 if one parent fails to
comply or $125 if both parents fail to
comply; 2" instance of noncompliance:
3 months reduction of $78 if one parent
fails to comply or $125 if both parents
fail to comply; Subsequent instance of
non-compliance: 6 months reduction of
$78 if one parent fails to comply or
$125 if both parents fail to comply.

Full family sanction Yes Yes No

Time-limits

Months till termination 5 year limit 24 out of 60 months, No lifetime limit 12, 24, or 36 months™
Exemptions e Working at least 25 hours™ a week o Disability/illness o Disability/illness

e Teen parent under 18

e Full-time college maintaining a 2.5
GPA

o Disability/illness

e Caring for disabled person

e caring for young age child (13 years)
because of an absence of available
child care

e Extension for participation in a “pay
after performance” work program.

e Caring for young age child (2 years)

e Caring for disabled child, spouse,
parent or grandparent

e Teen parent who is attending high
school full time or a GED program or
approved training or employment
related activity for 30 hours a week

e Pregnant women in the third
trimester

e Caring for disabled person

o General hardship/other personal
barriers to employment

¢ No job available/high local
unemployment

First families reach time | July 2002 December 1998 June 1997
limit
Support Services
Transitional Medicaid 12 months 12 months 18 months
Transitional childcare No time-limit for low-income families 12 months 12 months
(but must provide copayments with
earned income)
Outcomes
State caseload at 1/96 663,212 242,572 714,523
State caseload 12/98 414,872 150,641 330,616
Percent change 37% 38% 54%




ILLINOIS MASSACHUSETTS TEXAS
Percent of State 67% 21.3% 8.7%
Caseload in the
City/County-1998
Number of welfare 113,419 13,880 14,252
families in City/County-
1998
Percent reduction in 28.5% 40% 36.7%
number of families since
1994 in City/County
Total reported cases Information not available 8,533 47,398

closed, September 1997.

Percent distribution of
TANF closed cases by
reason of closure

Information not available

Employment: 56.4%

Marriage: 1%

5-year limit: 0%

Sanction: 0%

State Policy: 9.3%

Other: (Can include family voluntarily
leaving): 33.3%

Employment; 37.1%
Marriage: 0.9%

5-year limit: 0%

Sanction: 0%

State Policy: 39.8%

Other: (Can include the family
voluntarily leaving): 22.2%

Work participation rates
(all families/two-parent
families)

NAXII

31.5/71.1

19.4/34.3
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Boston

Massachusetts is a relatively wealthy state. In 1996-97, the median household income
was $41,212, compared with the national median income of $36,656. Reflecting the state's
relative wealth, the estimated state poverty rate was 9.7 percent, significantly lower than the
national rate of 13.8 percent. Child poverty in the state was estimated at 14.6 percent, compared
with a national rate of 20.8 percent. In Suffolk County, where Boston lies, however, the
estimated general poverty rate was 17.7 percent and that for children under 18 was 28.3 percent.

Massachusetts implemented a welfare policy in the early 1990's that shifted support from
cash-based assistance for low-income people to work-oriented programs with significant recipient
responsibilities. The state also introduced a number of programs to aid recipients during this
transition. Since the revised policies were introduced, welfare caseloads have declined about 54
percent in Suffolk County and in the state as a whole. Suffolk County residents made up about 21
percent of the state caseload in 1998, although they compose only about 11 percent of the state's
population.

According to the 1990 Census, about 24 percent of Boston's residents were black, 11
percent were Hispanic, and 59 percent were white. (The remainder are Asian or of other races
and were not included in our sample.) Among Hispanics, about 42 percent were Puerto Rican.

The maximum TANF benefit in the state was between $565 and $579 per month for a
family of three in 1999, depending on whether the family was exempt from the state's time limits.
This compares with a national state median of about $377. The grant, despite its relative
generosity, represents a decrease in real value of about 48 percent since 1970.

Chicago
Illinois is not quite as wealthy as Massachusetts, but still relatively well-off. The median

state household income was $40,873 in 1996-1997, somewhat higher than the national median of
$36,656. The state poverty rate was 11.3 percent, and the child poverty rate was 18.5 percent.
The general poverty rate for Cook County, which is dominated by the city of Chicago, was above
the national average at 14.7 percent, however. The county poverty rate for children was 25.8
percent, significantly higher than that for the U.S. as a whole.

Illinois' pre-PRWORA welfare reform plan included changes such as a family cap,
increased sanctions, and the mandatory development of a Aself-sufficiency plan@ for recipients,
as well as changes to the earned income disregard. In 1997, however, Illinois declined the offer of
a federal waiver to continue that system, and agreed to adapt to the requirements of PRWORA.
The central features of the current system are described in table 2.

Welfare caseloads decreased about 46 percent from the state's peak in 1995, when about
710,000 people were on the rolls. However, residents of Chicago remain a significant part of the
state's caseload. Although caseload size decreased in Cook County during the 1990s, the decline
was not as rapid as elsewhere in the state. As a result, the proportion of the caseload living in
Cook County increased slightly between 1994, when it was 64 percent, and 1998, when it reached
67 percent.

Chicago and Illinois in general have a larger minority population than does Massachusetts.
About 46 percent of Chicago residents are non-Hispanic white, 39 percent are black, and 19
percent are Hispanic of any race, according to the 1990 Census.

The maximum TANF benefit for a family of three in Illinois varies by county. It is $377
per month in Cook County, comparable to the national median. The grant level remained the
same as in 1989, and represents a real decline of 60 percent since 1970.



San Antonio

Texas is a relatively poor state. The poverty rate B estimated at 18.5 percent in 1995 B
was significantly above the national average of 13.8 percent. The state's child poverty rate for
1995 was estimated at 26.9 percent. The poverty rate in Bexar County, where San Antonio is,
was estimated at 19.4 percent in 1995. The estimated county child poverty rate was almost 30
percent. The state median household income was $34,453 in 1996-1997, compared with the
national figure of $36,656.

The Texas welfare reform system, approved by the state legislature in 1995, is
characterized by a Awork first@ approach to getting recipients into employment. Consequently,
the state's provisions are a mix of stringent and lenient, with exemptions from time limits and
work requirements made for individuals with young children or with a disabled family member,
and those with personal barriers to work.

Compared to Boston and Chicago, San Antonio makes up a relatively small share of the
state's population and the state's welfare caseload. About 7 percent of the Texas population
resided in Bexar County in 1998, and the county made up about 8.7 percent of the state's welfare
cases. While the welfare recipient rate has declined somewhat less slowly in San Antonio than in
the state overall, the discrepancy is not as great as that observed in Chicago.

The maximum TANF benefit in the state were increased in 1999 to $200 per month, and
future benefit levels are indexed to a percentage of the federal poverty level. Even with this
increase, however, the state remains in the bottom five states in terms of benefit levels, and its
grant level has lost 67 percent of its real value since 1970.

Description of in-person interviews

Instrument Content and Measurements

Adult Portion

From adults, we gathered basic demographic information, as well as conventional
measures of income, poverty, and family and labor force behavior B data that are generally useful
for studies of the disadvantaged population. Specific questions address household structure,
marriage, fertility, cohabitation, education, job history and characteristics, hours of work,
earnings and wage rates, and sources of income. We also collect information on current and past
welfare program participation, as well as participation in other programs such as Food Stamps,
SSI, and so forth. In addition, we focus particular attention on the time respondents spend in
welfare-related activities and information on actions related to job search.

Child Portion

We focus on four main areas of child well-being: behavioral, cognitive, socio-emotional,
and physical development. To assess these domains, the instrument combines measures used in
large national studies with more detailed, process-oriented information on family functioning and
child development using comprehensive measures. The questionnaire is designed to address
environments and situations that pertain specifically to children in certain age groups while at the
same time attempting to use similar measures across age groups in order to increase the
longitudinal and cross-sectional comparability of findings. Throughout the child portion of the
instrument, we have chosen measures that have proven validity and reliability in low-income and
minority populations.



The survey instrument is composed of two computer-assisted personal interviews (CAPI).
The first is a 100-minute interview conducted with the primary caregiver of the focal child. The
second consists of standardized assessments of the child and a 30-minute interview, conducted if
he or she is in the 10-14-year-old age group. Interview questions are organized into modules,
each focusing on a different topic related to the lives of the children and caregivers in our study.
The modules are listed in Table 3.

Items included in the available survey data fall into three categories: original items,
recoded items, and constructed items. Original items are those asked of the respondent at the
time of interview. Recoded variables are those that include changes to values in an original item.
These changes are usually based on information from other items in the data set. One example
from the welfare module is variable PWH58A11, a recoded version of survey item PWH58A, in
which original values were changed based on additional information from survey items PWH59A
and PWH59B. Constructed variables combine information from several variables into a single
item. In the Three-City Study data set, welfare receipt status is one such item.

Table 3. Modules in the survey instrument

Caregiver interview

Demographics Challenges to Parenting
Education and Training Parenting Style
Labor Force, Employment, and Work Time Use

History Father Involvement
Family Background Child Support
Self-Esteem/Self-Concept Financial Strain Index
Networks Welfare Participation and Experiences
Housing Income
Neighborhoods Health and Disability
Family Routines Inventory Illegal Activities*
Home Environment Domestic Violence*
Positive Behaviors Scale Brief Symptom Inventory*

Child Behavior Checklist



Focal child interview

Physical measurements Parental Monitoring* (ages 10-14)
Ages and Stages (ages 0-2) Father Involvement™ (ages 10-14)
Woodcock-Johnson (ages 4-14) Father-Child Relationship Scale*
Letter-Word Identification (ages 10-14)
Applied Problems Delinquency Scale* (ages 10-14)
Schooling (ages 10-14) Sex and Pregnancy™* (ages 10-14)
Child-Mother Relationship Scale* Brief Symptom Inventory* (ages 10-14)

(ages 10-14)
*Starred items were administered by audio computer-assisted self interview (ACASI).

The data set contains a separate record for each of the 2,402 surveyed households. For each
household, data from interviews with the adult respondent and focal child appear on the same
record. Each record contains 3,545 variables. The size of the data set in SAS for Windows
Version 8 format is 81 MB.

Variable documentation
Survey data documentation includes the following information:

For all survey questions:

e Variable names
Universe
Question wording
Response categories
Frequencies
Skip patterns

In addition, all recoded and constructed items include:
e List of original items used to create new item
¢ Notes on how the new item was created

The documentation of original items also includes a cross-reference to associated recoded
and constructed variables, where appropriate. For example, the constructed variable WELFST11
is a 4-category item indicating when the respondent was most recently receiving welfare, if ever.
The variable was constructed from responses to items PWH22A, PWH23A, and PWH24A.. In the
documentation for each of these original items, a note is included indicating that a constructed
variable incorporating information from that item exists on the data set.

Format for all original survey items

Codebook documentation includes information in the following generic format:

>ITEM NAME IN CAPI INSTRUMENT< [U: UNIVERSE]
{variable name in data set(Alphanumeric or Numeric)}
[




Cross-reference information for existing recodes, if any

Question wording

# %
Numeric value=value label B>SKIP PATTERN n  Percentage
TOTAL N 100.00
MISSING n

For example, item PWH22A in the data set is documented as:

>P WH22<[U: ALL ADULT RESPONDENTS]
{pwh22a(N)}

See Welfare recode WELFST11 at the end of this section.

Are you or [CHILD/your children] regularly receiving [WELFARE]
benefits now?

#
1 YESB>goto WH30 894 37.22
2 NO 1502 62.53
-1 DON=T KNOW 5 0.21
-2 REFUSED 1 0.04
TOTAL 2402 100
MISSING 0

Formats for recoded and constructed variables

Recoded and constructed items are documented using the following generic format:
(Note that there are no Aitem names@ because the recoded variables were not in the CAPI

instrument.)

VARIABLE NAME IN DATA SET
Variable label

Original items used to create recode/constructed variable

Value Value label Frequency Percent
TOTAL
Missing

For example, the constructed item WELFST11 is documented as:

%



WELFST11
Household's welfare receipt status

Original items used to create recode: PWH22A, PWH23A, PWH24A

Value Value label Frequency  Percentage
-2 Refused 1 .04
-1 Don't know 5 21
1 Currently receiving TANF/welfare 894 37.22
2 Received TANF/welfare within last 2 years 469 19.53
3 Received TANF/welfare before last 2 years 430 17.90
4 Never received TANF/welfare 600 24.98
9999 Cannot be determined 3 12
TOTAL 2402 100.00

Missing 0

We also provide an appendix with extensive documentation on how recoded and constructed
items were created. For each new item, the documentation includes a description of the item's
purpose, a summary of the logic used to create the item, and the item's frequency distribution or
mean.

Protections

Question wording has been deleted from copyrighted items, including the Brief Symptom
Inventory, Child Behavior Checklist, Woodcock-Johnson Letter-Word Identification and Applied
Problems, and Ages and Stages. We have included variables that provide sub-scale scores as well
as overall scores where appropriate. Contact the instrument designers to obtain the original
instrument and question wording.

All data in survey items requesting identifying information like names, addresses, and birth
dates have been removed. In addition, identifying information, including names and specific
locations, have been removed from items where a verbatim response was recorded. The deleted
information has been replaced with the letter X.

Weights

Because this survey is based on a clustered, stratified sample, we recommend that users employ
weights in their statistical analyses. The survey contractor, RTI, Inc., developed household
weights that take into account clustering, stratification, and non-response; and child-specific
weights, which adjust further for the number of children in the household. The principal
investigators developed “normalized” versions of the household and child weights that weight
each city equally. (These are also referred to occasionally as “equalized” weights.) All four
weights are included in the public release data set.

As of February 2007, the weights have been revised from their original values to correct for
inconsistencies that have been identified during the course of data analysis. N=2393 for all



weights; weight values are not included for duplicate cases (DUPLICAT=1). The weights
included on the file have been trimmed so that weight values are top-coded at the 95 percentile.
This step was taken to reduce the impact of outlying values on the weight variables.

RTI Household weights: (RIDUT5WT) These weights adjust the individual responses to account
for the following factors:
Clustering: As noted above, we did not carry out a simple random sample, in which every
household in a city would have had an equal probability of being selected. Rather, block
groups were ranked according to percent poor for each city-specific racial/ethnic group;
then a subset of block groups were randomly selected; and then households were
randomly selected from within these block groups. The weights adjust for the probability
that a given household was selected.
Stratification: A screening interview was conducted to see whether a family fell within
one of the cells of the design matrix. Then families in specific cells were sampled at
different rates in order to obtain a diverse sample. The weights adjust for the probability
that a household in a given cell was selected.
Non-response: In addition, the weights were adjusted for the probability that a family
responded to the screening interview and the main survey interview.

RTI Child weights: (RICHT5WT) The child weights make one additional adjustment. Because
RTI selected one child per household, children in large families were less likely to be chosen than
children in small families. The child weight adjusts for the number of age-eligible children in the
household. Use of the child weights allows the investigator to generalize to all children in the
households selected.

Other things being equal, The RTI weighting procedure assigns larger values to households in
cities with higher populations because these households had a smaller likelihood of being selected
than did households in cities with lower populations. In this data set, respondents from Chicago
are weighted higher, all else equal, than respondents in San Antonio, who are in turn weighted
higher than respondents in Boston because Chicago is the largest city and Boston is the smallest.
So analyses that use the RTI weights will reflect information from Chicago more than
information from the other cities, and information from San Antonio more than from Boston. If
the investigator wants to report results that are proportional to population size, the RTI weights
should be used.

Normalized weights: However, the principal investigators of the Three-City Study felt that this
population was rather arbitrary and that it might be preferable to report results that weight each
city equally and which therefore present the “average” experiences of households in the three
cities. They modified the RTI household and child weights to create “normalized” (“equalized”)
weights in which the total weights for households in one city equals the total weights in the other
cities. The normalized household and child weights are called RLDUESWT for dwelling units
and R1CHESWT for children. These weights are recommended for data analysis.

A note of caution: the normalized weights are applicable only if an analysis includes the entire
sample. If a subset is used, that subset could be clustered in some of the cities and not others.
And if so, a normalization performed for the whole sample will no longer weight each city’s



selected households equally. Instead, the RTI weights would have to be normalized anew to
preserve the equal-cities property. See Appendix A for a description of this procedure and sample
syntax for the SAS system.

Should an investigator use the household weights or the child weights? There is no right or
wrong answer to this question. The sampling design sampled children -- one per eligible
household, and the inclusion of caregivers was ancillary to that choice. So in a statistical
sampling sense, this is a sample of children. It could be argued, then, that the child weights are
the better choice, and the principal investigators have used the child weights for nearly all of their
analyses. However, if one is concerned solely about the adult caregivers, one might opt for the
household weights; otherwise, the experience of caregivers with many children will be weighted
more heavily than the experience of those with fewer children (because the child weights are
larger for children with larger numbers of age-eligible siblings in their household).

Identifying variables

ZRID: Unique identifier, wave 1 survey data

HHID: Unique household identifier to match across waves

NEWID: Cross-wave caregiver-specific unique identifier. A household may have multiple
associated caregivers over time. For example, a child may reside with her biological mother at
wave 1, with her grandmother at wave 2, and again wither her biological mother at wave 3. In
order to facilitate tracking caregivers across waves, NEWID was created. Each caregiver at each
wave is assigned a value on NEWID. NEWID takes the value HHID+01 for the wave 1 caregiver.
Where a new caregiver is introduced, his/her values of NEWID is HHID+02. (After data
cleaning, no cases were found where a child resided with one new caregiver at wave 2 and a
different new caregiver at wave 3. Had that been the case, NEWID would equal HHID+03 for the
second new caregiver.)

Recommendations to users

Delete 9 duplicate cases for analysis, unless you are replicating an analysis published prior to
February 2007. The 9 duplicate cases may be identified in either of two ways:

1.) Using the variable DUPLICAT, remove all cases where DUPLICAT=1

2.) Using any of the weight variables, remove all cases where a weight value is missing.

In a cross-wave analysis of caregivers, merge caregiver files by the variable NEWID. A
household may have multiple associated caregivers over time. For example, a child may reside
with her biological mother at wave 1, with her grandmother at wave 2, and again wither her
biological mother at wave 3. In order to facilitate tracking caregivers across waves, NEWID was
created. Each caregiver at each wave is assigned a value on NEWID. NEWID takes the value
HHID+01 for the wave 1 caregiver. Where a new caregiver is introduced, his/her values of
NEWID is HHID+02. (After data cleaning, no cases were found where a child resided with one
new caregiver at wave 2 and a different new caregiver at wave 3. Had that been the case, NEWID
would equal HHID+03 for the second new caregiver.)

Use normalized (“equalized”) weights for analysis. Re-normalize as necessary (following



guidelines above).

Data users familiar with earlier versions of the data file may find that a handful of values on the
variable PHHEX 2 (focal child’s gender) have changed. In the course of cross-wave analysis,
researchers on the Three-City Study team found inconsistent reports for the focal child’s gender.
These cases were investigated, and the current values of PHHEX 2 are correct and consistent
across waves.



Appendix A

Renormalizing sampling weights

The standard weights that are used in analyses based on Three-City Study data are RICHESWT
and, to a lesser extent, RLDUESWT. R1CHES5WT is the normalized focal child weight, as
described in the introduction to this codebook. RLDUESWT is the normalized dwelling unit
weight. These weights are “normalized” versions of the original sampling weights provided by
RTI, Inc., the survey contractor. The normalized weights were created in order to give equal
weight to each of the three cities in the sample.

The normalized weight is the ratio between a respondent’s original weight and the adjusted mean
weight for that person’s city. The adjusted mean weight for each city is obtained by dividing the
sum of the weights in that city by the average number of people in each city. The average number
of people in each city is equal to the number of people in the sample divided by the number of
cities in the sample. When the total sample minus duplicate cases is used, the N in each city is
1/3 of that sample size, or 797.6667. The mean of the normalized weights is 1.

Normalizing the sampling weights allows each city to make an equal contribution to analysis.
The original sampling weights reflect the fact that the cities in our sample are not of equal in
population. The weights for our families in a large city like Chicago are much larger than those in
a small city like Boston. Using the original weights, the effect of this difference in city size and
weights would be that people from Chicago would have a much larger say in the results than
would people from Boston and San Antonio. In order to equally represent each city in analysis
(1/3 Boston, 1/3 Chicago, 1/3 San Antonio), a variable representing the ratio described above is
provided. The normalized weight works by neutralizing the variation in the probability of
selection among cities and focusing only on differences in selection between individuals.

R1ICHESWT and R1IDUESWT are correct only if the entire sample is being analyzed. The
normalized weights need modification if data users restrict their analysis to a subgroup that is not
equally divided across the three cities. For example, if an analysis is restricted to current welfare
recipients only (more in Chicago, fewer in San Antonio) or Hispanics only (more in San Antonio,
fewer in Chicago), the average of the weights in each city will change. Taking the example of
current welfare recipients only, the mean of RLCHESWT is going to be substantially lower than 1
in San Antonio for that subgroup because there are fewer welfare recipients in San Antonio.
Conversely, the mean of RICHESWT will be slightly greater than 1 in Chicago because welfare
recipients are slightly more numerous in that city. Therefore, an analysis based on these skewed
weights would give more weight to Chicago than to San Antonio, meaning each of the 3 cities
would not be equally represented.

In order to correct for this problem, it is necessary to renormalize the weights. In order to do so,
the data user will go through the same steps that were used to create the first set of normalized
weights, but first restricting their sample to the subgroup of interest. This is appropriate because
the data user is really interested only in the weight of each observation relative to all the other
observations in the subgroup. This requires that the normalized weight for the subgroup has a



mean of 1. Renormalizing will also allow the N’s in each city to sum to the unweighted total for
the subgroup of interest.

The following steps show the logic the data user should use in order to renormalize the weights
appropriately. The specific SAS syntax appears at the end of this appendix.

This example is for normalized focal child weights only. The normalized weights are based on
the original sampling weight called RLCHT5WT. For that reason, this variable must be included
on the working data set.

Create a working data set that contains only the observations of interest.

Look at the mean for RLCHE5SWT overall and for each city in your new subgroup to see
to what extent the weighting is affected by the restriction. Determine whether you need to
renormalize. (There is no hard and fast rule to guide this decision.)

Renormalize the weights for your subgroup by obtaining the new average sampling weight
within each city, and dividing that average into each respondent's individual sampling
weight. The method for creating the average sampling weight will be different in each
statistical software package. In SAS, the technique is to:

(0]

Create a variable with a constant value that is equal to the number of observations
in the subgroup. The number of observations for any variable in the renormalized,
weighted data should be equal to this number.

Create another variable with a constant value equal to the number of cities
observed in the subgroup. This information is required so that the cities are
divided into equal sample sizes when the data are weighted.

Obtain the adjusted mean weight for each city. As described above, this is equal to
the sum of all the original sampling weights within a city, divided by the average
number of respondents in that city. The average number of respondents is equal to
1/3 of the sample size in cases where all 3 cities are included in the subgroup, or 2
the sample size where only 2 cities are in the subgroup.

Create a new item with a total of 3 values, each value equal to the sum of the
weights in a city divided by the average number of respondents in a city (sum of
weights/average # of respondents).

Replace existing values of normalized weights with new values by dividing
individuals' original sampling weights by the mean weight for each city.

Now the weights are renormalized for the subgroup of interest. To double-check, look at
the mean for RLCHESWT to make sure that it is now 1.

Data users can add this syntax to their programs each time it is necessary to renormalize,
or simply create a macro containing this syntax that can be invoked as required.



An example of the effects of renormalizing

The program used to create this output looks first at the means of RICHESWT overall and in each
city in the full sample, and then shows the weighted frequencies for city size and for a
dichotomous variable, IBELP11 (Whether R=s income is below the poverty level). Notice that
the N’s sum to 233.

R1CHE5WT: Normalized focal child weight, overall mean

Variable Obs Mean | Std. Dev. | Min Max
riche5wt 2393 | 1 1.444219 | .014778 | 8.878365

R1CHESWT: Normalized focal child weight, mean by city

City Obs | Mean Std. Dev. | Min Max

Boston 923 | .8642109 | .8560644 | .0641166 | 4.648709
Chicago 758 |1.052331 | 1.398555 | .014778 | 7.213307
San Antonio 712 [1.120313 | 1.985677 | .0737848 | 8.878365

CITY11: Weighted city sizes are equal with full sample

City Freq Percent | Cum Cum
Freq Percent
Boston 797.7 | 33.33 797.7 33.33
Chicago 797.7 | 33.33 1595.3 66.67
San Antonio 797.7 | 33.33 2393 100.00

IBELP11: Whether Rs household income below poverty line, imputed

Value label Freq Percent | Cum Cum
Freqg Percent

Above poverty | 636.2 | 26.6 636.2 26.6

Below poverty 1756 | 73.4 2392 100.00

In the next step, the sample is restricted only to cases where the respondent is currently receiving
welfare (WELFST11=1). The N for this subgroup is 889. The same descriptives appear below.
Notice that the number of observations sums to 889 in the table showing mean values of
R1CHESWT in each city, but the mean for each city has changed, and the overall mean is no
longer 1.

EQSZCHWT: Normalized focal child weight, overall mean

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. | Min Max
riche5wt 889 .8351748 | 1.159243 | .014778 | 8.878365

EQSZCHWT: Normalized focal child weight, mean by city



City Obs | Mean Std. Dev. | Min Max

Boston 315 | .68797 .6823773 | .0644697 | 4.648709
Chicago 361 |1.083433 | 1.401692 | .014778 | 7.213307
San Antonio 213 |.6321147 | 1.193456 | .0741979 | 8.878365

The weighted frequency for CITY11 and IBELP11 in this subsample is only 742.5 (see below). It
should be 889. This discrepancy is a result of the skewed weights.

CITY11: N by city, weighted, pre-renormalizing

City Freq Percent | Cum Cum
Freq Percent
Boston 216.7 | 29.19 216.7 29.19
Chicago 391.1 | 52.68 607.8 81.87
San Antonio 134.6 | 18.13 742.5 100.00

IBELP11: Whether Rs household income below poverty line, imputed

Value label Freq Percent | Cum Cum
Freq Percent

Above poverty | 87.75| 11.83 87.75 11.83

Below poverty | 653.9 | 88.17 741.7 100.00

After doing the renormalizing procedure described above, the mean for EQSZCHWT averages
tolagain, and the N for the subsample sums to 889.

EQSZCHWT: Normalized focal child weight, overall mean

Variable Obs Mean | Std. Dev. | Min Max
riche5wt 889 1 1.569492 | .0111966 | 19.5406

EQSZCHWT: Normalized focal child weight, mean by city

City Obs | Mean Std. Dev. | Min Max
Boston 315 | .9407408 | .9330931 | .0881569 | 6.356717
Chicago 361 | .820868 | 1.061998 | .0111966 | 5.465194
San Antonio 213 ]1.391236 | 2.626707 | .1633039 | 19.5406

CITY11: N by city, after renormalizing

City Freq Percent | Cum Cum
Freq Percent
Boston 296.3 | .333 296.3 .333
Chicago 296.3 | .333 592.7 .667
San Antonio 296.3 | .333 889 1.00




IBELP11: Whether Rs household income below poverty line, imputed

Value label Freq Percent | Cum Cum
Freq Percent

Above poverty | 106.6 | 12.0 106.6 12.0

Below poverty | 781.4 | 88.0 887.9 100.0

So the renormalization altered the distribution of IBELP11, but by less than two-tenths of one
percentage point (88.0 vs. 12.0, compared to 88.17 vs. 11.83). In many cases the net effect will
be this modest, but in subsamples that are highly skewed to one or two cities, the difference can
be greater.

Census geocodes

The following variables appear on the wave 1 restricted-use data files:

Variable name Variable description

GDTSFIPS 2000 Census FIPS Code, State
GDTCFIPS 2000 Census FIPS Code, County
GDTTR 2000 Census Tract ID
GDTBLKGR 2000 Census Block Group ID




SAS Syntax for the renormalization procedure

Step 1: When creating the subgrouped data set, be sure to keep the following variables: city11,
rldutbwt, and ridutSwit.

libname libref “pathname”;

data working data set (keep= city11, ridutSwt, ridut5wt, varlist);
set libref.filename;

if <list restrictions>;

Step 2: Sort subgrouped data by the unique identifier, ZRID. Count up the number of cases in the
subgroup by using the retain statement below. This step will create two new variables, n and
count.

proc sort data=working data set; by zrid;

data macrol;
set working data set; by zrid;

n=1;
retain count;
count=sum(count, n);

Step 3: Create a variable with a constant value equal to the number of cases in the subgroup. The
renormalized, weighted data should add up to this number. In this case, the new variable is called
allcount, and it is output to a temporary data set called counted.

proc sort; by n;

proc univariate noprint data=macrol; by n;
var count;
output out=counted max=allcount;

Step 4: Merge the new variable back on to the working data set. Create another variable with a
constant value equal to the number of cities observed in the subgroup. This information is needed
to make sure that the cities are divided into equal sample sizes when weighted. This step will
create three new variables, ¢ and citycnt, which are added to the temporary data set macro3, and
allcity, which is output to a temporary data set called countcty.

data macro2;
merge macrol counted; by n;



c=1;
proc sort data=macro2; by city11,;

data macro3;
set macro2; by city11,

retain citycnt;

if first.cityll then citycnt=sum(citycnt, c);
proc sort; by c;

run;

proc univariate noprint data=macro3; by c;
var citycnt;

output out=countcty max=allcity;

Step 5: Merge allcity back onto working data set.

data macro4;
merge macro3 countcty; by c;

proc sort; by city11,;

Step 6: Obtain the mean weight for each city. This is equal to the sum of all the weights within a
city, divided by the average number of respondents in that city. The average number of
respondents is equal to 1/3 of the sample size (in cases where all 3 cities are in the subgroup) or 2
of the sample size (where only 2 cities are in the subgroup);

data macro5;
set macro4; by cityl1;

Step 6a: Sum the weights within each city. This step creates two new variables, sumchwgt and
sumduwgt.

retain sumchwgt sumduwgt;

if first.cityll then sumchwgt=;
sumchwgt=sum(sumchwgt, rldcht5wt);

if first.cityll then sumduwgt=.;
sumduwgt=sum(sumduwgt, ridutbwt);

Step 6b: Create two new items each with up to 3 values, each value equal to the sum of the



weights in each city. This step outputs two new variables, allchwgt and allduwgt to a temporary
data set, weights.

proc univariate noprint data=macro5; by city11;
var sumchwgt sumduwgt;
output out=weights max=allchwgt allduwgt;
run;

data new working data set (drop=n ¢ sumduwgt sumchwgt citycnt);
merge macro5 weights; by city11;

Step 6¢: Create a new item that is equal to the average number of respondents in each city
(subsample size/# of cities). This step creates one new variable, countnum.

countnum=allcount/allcity;

Step 6d: Create two new items each with 3 values, each value equal to the sum of the weights in
each city divided by the average number of respondents in each city (sum of weights/average # of
respondents). Two new variables are created at this step, eqchwgt and eqduwagt.

egchwgt=allchwgt/countnum;
eqduwgt=allduwgt/countnum;

Step 6e: Replace existing values of normalized weights with new values (Original sampling
weight divided by the mean weight for each city). The two new weights take the name of the
previous normalized weights, eqszchwt and eqszduwit.

riche5wt = richt5wt /eqchwgt;
ridueSwt = rldutbSwt /eqduwgt;

run;
Step 7: delete temporary data sets used in macro.

proc delete data=macrol,;
proc delete data=macro2;
proc delete data=macro3;
proc delete data=macro4;
proc delete data=macro5;
proc delete data=counted,
proc delete data=countcty;

run;



! This is the income eligibility limit for a recipient family of three with no unearned income or child care expenses.
The 13™ month is shown reflecting the changes in the limits because of changes in earned income disregards.

2 Limit is based on rules that apply to families subject to the time limits. Income eligibility limits are lower for
families exempt from the time limits.

® New legislation in 1999 authorized the creation of a pilot program to establish IDAs for low-income workers.
* This is for a non-exempt family with a rent allowance.

® The maximum grant is linked at 17% of the FPL and adjusted upwards annually pending appropriations.
Additionally, TANF families will receive a once-a year $60 per child per grant in August to help with back to school
eXpenses.

® For families not subject to the time limit, the disregard remains $120 and one-third but without time limit.
" The 25 hour-a-week qualification is through September 1999; it will increase to 30 hours in October 1999.

8 parents whose youngest child is between two and six may become nonexempt if work activities become available.
Parents are exempt while the youngest child is under three months old for children not in the assistance unit.

% The exemption is based on the youngest child at the time of the initial application, regardless of a new child is
added to the assistance unit. New legislation in 1999 lowers this exception by 2002 to families with children under
one to comply with Federal regulations.

1% The 12-month time limit applies to recipients with 18 or more months of recent work experience and a high school
diploma, a GED, or a certificate from a post-secondary or vocational school. The 24-month time limit applies to
recipients with 6 to 17 months of recent work experience or education through 11" grade but less than a high school
degree. The 36-month time limit applies to recipients with less than 6 months work and education less than 11"
grade. For the first two groups, the time limit begins once the recipient is notified of an opening in the JOBS
program. The third group has a one-year waiting period before the time limit begins.

! The 25 hour-a-week qualification is through September 1999; it will increase to 30 hours in October 1999.

12 Since 1997 was a transition year for the new welfare program (TANF), states that started their programs after
April 1997 were not required to report work rates.
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