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Purpose of this study
In  the Illinois state legislature mandated
that the Illinois Department of Human
Services () seek out university researchers
to design and conduct a six-year panel study
of welfare reform. The Illinois Families Study
() is being conducted by a consortium 
of researchers from four Illinois universities 
in response to that legislative mandate.

The goal of the study is to inform
policymakers about how Illinois families
have been faring since the implementation
of Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
() and other welfare reform policies.
This report to the state legislature describes
findings from interviews conducted during
the first phase of the study.
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Methods
The Illinois Families Study is longitudinal and tracks
the same families over a six-year period. The study has
two primary components:

■ Annual in-person surveys of a random sample
of adults who were primary  grantees in the
fall of , a little more than a year after  was
first implemented

■ Administrative data from several Illinois state
agencies about the same sample of families

 administrative data were used to select a random
sample of  recipients from nine counties, stratified
along two geographic regions:

■ Cook County 

■ Selected “downstate” counties (St. Clair, Peoria, Tazewell,
Fulton, Knox, Marshall, Woodford, and Stark)

Together, these nine
counties represent %
of the state  case-
load. They also
represent cities and
towns of varying sizes
and demographic
makeup, affording
important comparisons
across subgroups of
recipients. The six
counties surrounding
Peoria are grouped
together under the
heading “rural coun-
ties” in this report.

A total of , phase 
interviews were con-
ducted between
November  and
September . The
overall response rate
was %.
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1. All Illinois Families Study respondents were receiving TANF at some point 
between September and November 1998.

2. Families are no longer eligible for TANF if the adult does not participate in 
any work activities for two years.

3. Families who work less than 30-35 hours per week and continue to receive 
TANF are no longer eligible for assistance after five years. The clock stops for 
single-parent families who work at least 30 hours per week (35 hours for 
two-parent families). The 30-35 hour work requirement went into effect in 
October 1999, increasing from 20 hours per week before October 1998 and 
25 hours per week before October 1999.

Temporary
Assistance for
Needy Families
(TANF)

Timeline
Illinois
Families
Study
(IFS)

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

July 1997
TANF implemented
in Illinois

July 1998
1 year of TANF

July 1999 
2-year time limit2

July 2000
3 years of TANF

July 2001
4 years of TANF

July 2002 
5-year time limit3

July 2003
6 years of TANF

July 2004
7 years of TANF

July 2005
8 years of TANF

September, October,
November 1998
Sample
selected.1 

November 1999–
September 2000
First-year 
interviews
conducted.

February 2001
Second-year
interviews begin

February 2002
Third-year
interviews begin

February 2003
Fourth-year
interviews begin

February 2004
Fifth-year
interviews begin

February 2005
Sixth-year
interviews begin

1. Cook
2. Knox
3. Stark
4. Marshall
5. Fulton
6. Peoria
7. Woodford
8. Tazewell
9. St. Clair

1

2
3 4

5
6 7

8

9

Illinois Families Study
Counties



Results
Respondent characteristics
The vast majority of respondents were female (%)
and their average age was .. Nearly two-thirds had
never been married (%) and only % had a high
school diploma at the time of the baseline interview.
Respondents had an average of . children. The major-
ity of respondents were African American (%) and 
% were Hispanic, Latino, or Chicano (See Figure ).
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Figure 1 Demographic Characteristics
of Respondents at Baseline, by Region

All* Cook St. Clair Peoria Rural
County County County Counties

(n=1362) (n=673) (n=386) (n=203) (n=100) 

Average age 31.6 31.7 30.9 29.9 30.1

Average number 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.1
of children

Average age 7.4 7.3 7.8 7.6 7.0
of children

Female 97% 97% 98% 98% 96%

Never married 65% 67% 39% 57% 31%

High school 59% 58% 60% 64% 87%
graduate 

Race:
African American 80% 81% 82% 71% 5%
White 10% 8% 17% 28% 91%
Other 10% 11% 1% 1% 4%

Hispanic/Latino/ 12% 13% 1% 2% 2%
Chicano

Response rate 72% 71% 71% 78% 68%

*sample weighted to adjust for the oversampling of non-Cook County
respondents

Key Features of Welfare Reform in Illinois
■ Time limits: -month lifetime limit on  cash assistance, although clock stops for single-parent 

families who work at least  hours per week and still qualify for assistance ( hours per week for two-
parent families); -month lifetime limit for those whose youngest child is age - (unless participating
in a work activity)

■ Sanctions: three-step sanction process ending in full-grant sanction after three occurrences of noncompliance 

■ Family cap: no additional cash benefits for children born nine months or more after initial enrollment

■ Child care subsidies: for families at or below % of  state median income

■ Transitional Medicaid: for - months after leaving  (depending on income)

■ Income disregards: two-thirds of earned income is disregarded when determining benefit levels (a
family of three in Cook County, for example, must exit  when gross monthly earnings exceed
approximately $,)

■ Work requirements: - hours per week; broad definition of work-related activities, including commu-
nity service, substance abuse treatment, domestic violence counseling, foster parenting, and postsecondary
education

■ Cash benefits: maximum monthly cash benefit of $ for a family of three (unchanged from )



Work status and welfare use
Half of the respondents were working; half were still
on TANF. Many were combining work and welfare.
About half of those surveyed (%) were employed at
the time of the first interview (see Figure ), including
% of the entire sample who were working full time
(+ hours per week). Similarly, half of the respondents
(%) were still receiving  (see Figure ), including
% who had been continuously receiving  over
the past  months. 

Among those who were no longer receiving  , %
were working, while % of those still on  were
working (see Figure ). Overall, % of the total sample
were combining work with  (not shown). 

Figure  displays regional differences in two of the key
goals of welfare reform—work and leaving . Peoria
County had the highest proportion of employed respon-
dents (%), while the rural counties had the largest
proportion of respondents who were no longer receiving
 (%).
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52%

Figure 5: Work & Welfare Status, by Region
Currently working

Cook
County

66% 

St. Clair
County

73%

Peoria
County

Rural
Counties

63%

45%
52%

44%

61%

Off TANF                            On TANF

Figure 4: Work & Welfare Status

Currently working

Some work within past 12 months

No work within past 12 months

Off TANF

65%

15%
20%

43%
34%

23%
Figure 2: Work Status

19%
Some
work within
past 12 months    

53%
Currently
working

28% No work
within
past 12
months

Figure 3: TANF Status

42%
On TANF
continuously
over past
12 months

12%
On TANF, but off
at some point over
last 12 months

45%
Off TANF

Note: Does not equal 100% due to rounding

“Many people are going from welfare to work
and they’re doing great… I like to work. I
have been on [public aid] for too long.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent

“If they tried to help more instead of punishing,
more people would want to work and… be off
public assistance. I don’t think stopping welfare
completely will help. It will only make it worse.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent



Experiences with welfare
Less than half of respondents (42%) attributed
leaving TANF to getting a job or earning more money.
The remaining respondents said they lost  because
they missed an appointment or did not file necessary
paperwork (%), failed to meet work requirements
(%), reached a time limit (%), or because of case-
worker error (%) or other reasons (%). 

Forty-one percent of respondents reported that they 
had lost their Food Stamps and/or Medicaid coverage 
at some point during the previous year. Fifteen percent
reported losing only Food Stamps, while % reported
losing only Medicaid and % reported losing both
benefits.

An estimated % of respondents reported losing 
cash benefits due to a rule violation. This group
includes respondents who experienced a partial grant
reduction resulting from a self-reported rule violation,
as well as respondents who lost all benefits because they
missed appointments, did not file paperwork, did not
participate in required work activities, or failed to coop-
erate with child support enforcement.

Questions designed to assess knowledge of the welfare
rules revealed some confusion about income disregards
and time limits among recipients:

■ More than one-third (%) mistakenly believed
people cannot keep any cash assistance if they are
working.

■ About one-quarter of respondents (%) did not
know there were time limits on  benefits (%
did not know if there was a time limit and % said
there was no time limit) (see Figure 6).

There also was some confusion about eligibility for
Medicaid and Food Stamps:

■ % of respondents did not know it was possible to
continue getting Food Stamps while working.

■ % did not know it was possible to continue getting
Medicaid while working.

Work, Welfare, and Well-Being: an independent look at welfare reform in Illinois 6

Figure 6: “Is there a limit on the amount
of time that most parents can be on welfare?”

70%
Yes

7% No

22%
Don’t
know

Figure 7: “How long is the time limit?”

64%
5 years

8%
3-4 years

1%
6 or more years

16%
0-1 year

11%
2 years

Note: Asked only of respondents who knew of time limit (n=866)

Note: Does not equal 100% due to rounding

2% 
It depends



Respondents were largely positive about the Illinois
TANF program. Most described positive interactions
with caseworkers, although a significant minority were
not satisfied with the service they received (see Figure ):

■ % reported that their most recent welfare worker
treated them with dignity and respect.

■ % said their worker took time to explain the
program rules.

■ %, however, “strongly agreed” that their worker
“only cares about getting forms filled out,” and %
“strongly disagreed” that their worker treated them
with dignity and respect.

Respondents generally were optimistic about the
future and supportive of work requirements:

■ % expect to be working one year from now and
% do not expect to be receiving welfare benefits at
that time.

■ % of respondents “somewhat” or “strongly” agreed
that it is a good idea to require people on welfare to
work.

■ % said they “somewhat” or “strongly” agreed that it
is a good idea to limit the amount of time people can
stay on welfare.

■ If money and medical coverage were the same, %
said they would prefer to work rather than receive
welfare.

■ % percent of working respondents reported being
“very satisfied” with their current main job, and
another % reported being “somewhat satisfied.”

Medicaid or free health coverage was identified by half
of all respondents (%) as the benefit most important
to their family’s well-being. Housing assistance (%),
Food Stamps (%), and cash assistance (%) were also
cited as important supports for many families. Child
care assistance (%) and transportation assistance (%)
were critical to fewer respondents (see Figure ).
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“My [welfare] worker really helps me and is a
strong motivator to me. Most workers should
be like that.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent

“[DHS should] eliminate some of the paper-
work. Stop trying to sanction clients for every
little thing. Re-do welfare so that those of us
who work won’t have it so bad.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent

73%

60%

49%

Figure 8:  Attitudes Toward Welfare
Percent Who “Strongly” or “Somewhat” Agree

Figure 9: 
“If you could pick one thing, what would
you say is most important to your
family’s well-being?”

My welfare worker treated me
with dignity and respect.

Medicaid or free health care coverage

20%
Housing Assistance

14%
Food Stamps

12%
Cash Assistance

4%
Child Care Assistance

1%
Transportation Assistance

It is a good idea to require
people on welfare to work.

It is a good idea to limit amount
of time people can stay on welfare.

88%



Respondents offered their suggestions for improving
the TANF program. The following areas were cited most
frequently by respondents as those in greatest need of
improvement:

■ Improve  service delivery (more respectful case-
workers, more convenient office hours, explain rules
better, consider individual differences and needs,
etc.) (%)

■ Revise the rules (end time limits and sanctions, sim-
plify paperwork, improve child support enforcement,
etc.) (%)

■ Provide better access to training and education (%)

■ Provide more help with job searches/improve employ-
ment services (%)

■ Change the system (more monitoring, fewer require-
ments, etc.) (%)

■ Provide more help with child care (%)

■ Make income disregards more generous and gradual
(%)

Workforce participation
As mentioned earlier, % of the  sample were
working at the time of their interview. Employed
respondents worked an average of  hours per week,
and % said they preferred to work more hours if their
employer would allow it. Most workers were in regular
positions (%), as opposed to temporary (%) or sea-
sonal (%) jobs.

The median hourly wage for working respondents was
$.. The median monthly earnings for working
respondents were $ (see Figures  and ). 

Nearly all respondents (%) reported that they had
worked for pay at some point in their lives. Forty-five
percent had more than three years of full-time work
experience.
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$7.00

Figure 10:  Median Hourly Wage
(Currently employed respondents)

Cook
County
(n=316)

$7.00

St. Clair
County
(n=241)

$6.00

Peoria
County
(n=140)

Rural
Counties

(n=61)

$6.00

$980

Figure 11: Median Monthly Earnings
(Currently employed respondents, 
includes part- and full-time workers)

Cook
County
(n=303)

$960

St. Clair
County
(n=231)

$960

Peoria
County
(n=135)

Rural
Counties

(n=55)

$916

29%

Figure 12: Full-Time and Part-Time Work
(Currently employed respondents)

Full-time (30+hours/week)

Cook
County
(n=341)

25%

St. Clair
County
(n=250)

23%

Peoria
County
(n=148)

Rural
Counties

(n=63)

32%

71%
75% 77%

68%

Part-time



Fifteen percent of respondents were receiving health
insurance through their employer, although % said
medical coverage was available through their job imme-
diately (%) or after a waiting period (%). Paid sick
days were the most common employer benefit respon-
dents received, although only % were getting this
benefit. Very few respondents were participating in a
retirement program (%) or receiving dental insurance
for their children (%) through their employer (see
Figure ).

One-third of respondents (%) said it takes them one
hour or more to get to work, including the time it takes
to drop off children at child care. Nearly one-fourth
(%) said their workplace was located more than 
miles from their home.

Among those who were not working at the time of the
interview, % reported that they had held at least one
job in the past  months; % said they had looked for
a job but could not find one; and % did not look for
employment during this time period. 

Informal networks (%) and self-initiated contacts
(%) were by far the most common way respondents
found their current jobs. Fourteen percent said they
learned of their job through the welfare office,
WorkFirst, or some other job program (see Figure ).
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“It’s hard to find a job with enough money to
take care of your children, rent, light, gas.
Most of the jobs pay $. hourly and they
may give you  hours weekly. What can you
do with that?”

—Illinois Families Study respondent

Figure 14:  “How did you learn about
your current main job?”

31%
Self-initiated
(classified ads,
help-wanted sign,
called/walked in
to ask about jobs)

14%
Welfare office
(including WorkFirst,
job programs)

8%
Other formal source
(unemployment office, employment
agency, school placement)

2%
Other

45%
Informal source 
(family, friends, neighbors,
previous employer)

25%

Figure 13:
Benefits Received from Employers
Paid sick days

21%
Unpaid sick or personal leave days

19%
Dental insurance for self

15%
Health insurance

15%
Life insurance

13%
Retirement program

13%
Dental insurance for kids

Note: Includes currently working respondents only (n=663-677)

Note: Asked of working respondents only (n=686)



Training, education, 
and support services
About one-third of respondents (%) participated in a
job search/job readiness, job skills training, and/or self-
employment training or technical assistance program
within the past  months. This includes % of those
who reported that they asked their welfare worker for
more help with job skills and training. Excluding
respondents who had been off  continuously for
the past  months, % of Cook County residents had
participated in these activities, followed by St. Clair
County (%), Peoria County (%), and the rural
counties (%).

About half of the participants in these job search/job
readiness and training programs (%) said someone
from the program had explained the  (Earned
Income Tax Credit) to them; % said the Work Pays
program was explained to them; and % were advised
about budgeting and paying bills.

These job programs received mixed reviews from
respondents. About half said the program had taught
them skills to be successful in a job (%) or gave them
more confidence to succeed (%) “pretty much” or “a
lot.” Twenty-eight percent, however, felt their participa-
tion in the program was “pretty much” or “very much” a
waste of their time (see Figure ).

Ten percent of the sample had participated in an educa-
tional program within the past  months, and % of
these respondents said someone from the welfare office
helped them enroll in classes. This included % of
those who had told someone from the welfare office
that they needed more education.

Only  respondents (less than %) reported that they
asked the welfare office for help with mental health,
substance abuse, or domestic violence. Few findings
about these services can be reported at this time.
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Figure 15: 
Satisfaction with Job Search,
Job Readiness, and Skills 
Training Programs
(Percent who agree “a lot” or “pretty much”) 

“How much has this program…”

30%helped you to get a job,
a better job, or a pay raise?

28%made you feel frustrated or like
you were wasting your time?

taught you the skills you need
to be successful on the job? 45%

Note: Asked of respondents who participated in a job training/
job readiness program (n=428, 428, 426, respectively) 



Housing and
neighborhood context
Twenty-seven percent of respondents said they were
receiving a government housing subsidy or living in
public housing. The average monthly rent for the
sample was $. One-third of respondents (%)
reported housing problems within the past year (e.g.,
presence of rodents or insects, faulty plumbing, leaky
roof or ceiling). Eighteen percent of the sample were
living in crowded conditions at the time of the baseline
interview (more than two persons per bedroom).

Overall, respondents had relatively stable housing 
conditions:

■ Three-quarters of those interviewed reported living in
the same residence over the past  months. Half of
the respondents had lived in their current residence
for less than . years.

■ Overall, % of the sample had experienced homeless-
ness or precarious housing within the past year. Three
percent said they had to stay in a homeless shelter, car,
or abandoned building, or on the streets during the
past  months. Six percent said they had “doubled
up” with a friend or relative for less than two weeks. 

Most respondents were fairly satisfied with their neigh-
borhood. Sixty-eight percent were “somewhat” or “very”
satisfied that their neighborhood was a good place to
live and raise children. Residents of Peoria County and
the surrounding rural counties were more likely than
Cook County residents to describe their neighborhoods
as safe and cohesive.
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“A lot of women are on welfare not because
they want to be, but if you get off and get a
job it’s like they take everything from you.
There are a lot of women afraid to get off,
especially the Food Stamps. The [cash] grant
is minute. It’s small. It helps, but when you
are working you can deal with not receiving
the money part. But if you are trying to
provide food plus pay rent, plus buy food, it’s
kind of hard.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent

“Basically the job training is pretty good and
it’s a very positive thing….Welfare should be
a stepping stone in your time of troubles.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent

“The key word is education. Without educa-
tion you cannot make it… [but] they force
work over school.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent



Family health and well-being
Most families had health insurance, although significant
gaps remain and employer-sponsored coverage is rare
(see Figure ):

■ % of respondents said they had health insurance at
the time of the baseline interview. Most were covered
by Medicaid (%), and % received employer-spon-
sored coverage. One-quarter (%) reported that they
had gone uninsured for one or more months at some
point over the past year.

■ % of respondents reported that their children had
health coverage when interviewed. Most had children
who were covered by Medicaid or KidCare (%), or
an employer-sponsored plan (%). Twenty-one
percent of interviewees had at least one child who was
uninsured for one or more months over the past year.

One-fifth of respondents rated their overall health as
“fair” or “poor.” Twenty-four percent said they had a
chronic health condition and % reported one or more
symptoms of depression in the past week. Nearly one
quarter (%) said they had been physically abused by a
spouse or partner at some point during their lives. Just
under % reported physical abuse by a current or former
spouse or partner within the past  months.

Approximately one-third of respondents stated they
often felt they had too little time for themselves (%),
or that they were worn out or exhausted from raising
their family (%).

Overall, nearly half of respondents were relying on some
form of informal child care arrangement (e.g., relative,
friend, or other home-based care) for one or more chil-
dren (%), and % were relying on some type of
formal child care arrangement (e.g., day care center,
Head Start program). Thirty-two percent of respon-
dents had one or more child care concerns during the
previous year. The most common complaints were
concern over the quality of available child care (%),
the cost of care (%), and difficulty finding child care
during work hours (%). Less than half (%) of those
who either needed or were receiving child care were
getting help from the welfare office to pay for that care. 
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Child (0-17) Adult (respondent)

84%

Figure 16: Health Insurance Coverage

Medicaid or KidCare

75%

12%
No coverage

17%

5%
Employer-sponsored

7%

3%
Spouse or partner’s plan

1%
Other

2%
2%

Respondents were asked if any of their children were covered by 
these health insurance options.



One-quarter of respondents (%) had at least one
child covered by a child support order. More than half
of these families (%) actually received this support
each month. Overall, % of all respondents said they
receive some form of informal support from one or
more of their children’s fathers in lieu of or in addition
to the formal child support they receive.

Material hardship
Families were optimistic about their financial situa-
tions, although most still worry a lot about money:

■ % said their financial situation was better than it
had been in a long time

■ % “somewhat” or “strongly” agreed that they worry
about having enough money in the future

Fifty-nine percent of respondents had experienced some
type of material hardship within the past  months,
including:

■ % had their phone service disconnected for one or
more months

■ % could not pay their full rent or mortgage

■ % had a family member who needed to see
a dentist but could not afford to go

■ % had their gas or electricity shut off

■ % needed to fill a prescription for a family
member but could not afford it.

Overall, families who took advantage of income disre-
gards and transitional supports by combining work and
welfare had fewer hardships.

Most respondents were able to feed their families,
although % said they had to cut the size of their chil-
dren’s meals because they did not have enough money
for food. Twelve percent said they were “sometimes” or
“often” unable to feed children a balanced meal due to
lack of money.
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“If I am trying to split my time between my
daughter, my schoolwork, and a job, some-
thing is not going to be what I want it to be.
When I work, I want to do a good job.
Especially with my daughter, I want to make
sure she is getting what she needs and I want
to do good in school.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent

“We as parents are supposed to work; that is
part of our responsibility. But it would be nice
if we could get something from the dads.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent

“The cost of living is high because it’s hard to
buy clothes, food, and pay bills. People think
it is easier because you work, but it gets
harder. We still need a little help, because it
gets harder before it gets better.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent

“With the job I have, if they were to take
away public aid, I would have a difficult
time trying to take care of my kids. The
medical card helps a lot…. With my job and
the money I make I could not buy groceries
without Food Stamps.”

—Illinois Families Study respondent



Conclusions
➤ Many current and former  recipients are

finding work, but their earnings in general are very
low and many do not receive employer-sponsored
benefits. The majority of respondents (more than
two-thirds) had worked within the past year,
although only half were employed at the time of the
interview. These findings indicate that merely
getting a job cannot be equated with self-sufficiency.

➤ Many respondents approve of the changes brought
by welfare reform, particularly the implementation
of work requirements and improved work supports.
Confusion about welfare rules, problems with 
service delivery, gaps in training and education pro-
grams, and limited access to health insurance,
however, remain as major stumbling blocks for
some Illinois families.

➤ Existing training and education programs may not
be meeting the needs of some recipients. Many who
said they requested this kind of help did not receive
it, and those who did participate in job search and
job training programs gave them mixed reviews.

➤ Some families experienced instability and hardship
over the past year, such as temporary loss of health
insurance or phone service. There was little evidence,
however, of major ongoing threats to the health and
well-being of most people interviewed for this study.
Employment alone does not appear to make families
immune from material hardship; those who com-
bined work and welfare were least affected by these
problems.

➤ Future reports from the Illinois Families Study 
will draw upon state administrative data, follow-up
surveys, and in-depth qualitative interviews to pro-
vide more detailed evidence on workforce attachment,
service use, child well-being, and the relationships
between these and other aspects of welfare reform.
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This first-year report sets the stage for future
reports that will be made available to policy-
makers over the next six years. While this report
draws exclusively upon survey data gathered in
 and , future reporting will integrate
information from a rich combination of sources.
Most important, future research will link survey
data with the following state administrative
records:

■ The Illinois Department of Human Services
client database will provide monthly reports on
, Food Stamps, and Medicaid use.

■ The Illinois Department of Employment
Security will provide quarterly reports on
Unemployment Insurance use and wages.

■ The Illinois Department of Children and Family
Services will provide monthly information on child
abuse and neglect reports and child welfare inter-
vention.

The Illinois Families Study also has been imple-
menting a variety of sub-studies that will provide a
deeper understanding of welfare reform in Illinois:

■ The Child Well-Being Supplement uses addi-
tional survey data and medical records to
examine the relationships between child neglect
and employment, income, and health care
coverage.

■ The Qualitative Component draws upon in-
depth interviews and participant observation to
better understand the processes families undergo
as they move toward self-sufficiency.

■ Additional analyses will examine topics such as
access to higher education for parents, academic
outcomes for children, gaps in service delivery, and
interactions between the  and child protection
systems.

In summary, the ongoing surveys with the same
group of families over six years, combined with
administrative records and supplementary studies
of special topics, will allow the Illinois Families
Study to answer many key policy questions in
coming years, including:

■ What factors are associated with successful
workforce attachment and self-sufficiency?

■ What services and work supports are most
needed to help people get off welfare? What
supports are most valuable in the long run?
Who needs more help?

■ What state services are most effective for
different populations?

■ What are the service needs of families who are
exempt from  work requirements?

■ What happens to families when they reach the
five-year time limit?

■ How do employment and well-being outcomes
differ for respondents who take advantage of
income disregards and transitional Food Stamps
and Medicaid, compared to those who leave
welfare more abruptly?

■ How do changes in parental welfare use and
employment affect children’s outcomes over
time?

■ What is the impact of local economic conditions
on labor market participation among current
and former welfare recipients?

■ What are the intended and unintended
consequences of state programs on family
health and well-being?

Future reporting from the Illinois Families Study
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