




















Appendix A: Historical Materials


LSP’s local effects on welfare participation came largely from their collaboration with Welfare Rights Organizations (WROs). This section presents primary source materials on this joint welfare advocacy collected from the “George Wiley Papers, 1949-1975” held at the Wisconsin Public Library: http://digital.library.wisc.edu/1711.dl/wiarchives.uw-whs-mss00324. We thank Morgan Connolly for scanning the welfare rights materials, and the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation for funding.

Exhibit 1. The following are examples of “handbooks” distributed by WROs and created by or with the help of LSPs. They described welfare eligibility requirements, regulations, and procedures in a clear organized way, and encouraged women to challenge decisions. Notice the table entries in exhibit 2 that tell applicants rejected because of residency requirements or lien provisions to “fight this!” 

Exhibit 2. This table provides an example of how welfare handbooks or manuals provided information and spurred applications and administrative challenges. They were typically created from internal state- or county-level regulatory documents by LSP lawyers. Welfare departments often decline to provide these regulations, stating that they were not for “public use”.  

Exhibit 3. These materials come from a Clark County, Nevada (Las Vegas) WRO newsletter. The first two images document LSP’s role in supporting protest activity. The third image describes an LSP lawsuit that challenged state of Nevada welfare practice and outlines changes in procedure following from that suit.

Exhibit 4. These excerpts are from an M-CUP (Minneapolis Community Union Project) newsletter called Bread and Justice (Vol II., August 1968). A section called “History of M-CUP Welfare Organizing, Fall 1966-Summer 1968” describes the importance of working with LSP lawyer Bernie Becker. Becker was appointed “litigation director” of Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid in 1967, one year after that organization received its first federal LSP grant. 

Exhibit 5. This item comes from a request for funding made by the Essex County WRO. It describes how they represented clients separately from the local LSP, but only because LSP referred them. The actions of LSP to work with clients and connect them even to non-legal services was also important in spurring local take-up.

Exhibit 6. This image comes from the OEO’s second annual report and shows how LSPs located in cities specifically to be accessible to the poor people they targeted.

Exhibit A1. Welfare Rights Handbook Examples
A. Kentucky
[image: ]
B. Boston
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C. Ohio
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Exhibit A2. Specific Guidance in the Kentucky Welfare Rights Handbook
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Exhibit A3. Clark County Nevada WRO Newsletter
A. Cover featuring WRO founder George Wiley
[image: ]
B. Example of LSP attorneys representing protestors and facilitating WRO actions
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C. Example of LSP attorneys changing local welfare procedures
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Exhibit A4. Role of LSP Attorneys in Hennepin County WRO
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Exhibit A5. Referral of Welfare Clients from LSP to NWRO, Essex County, New Jersey
[image: ]
Notes: This comes from a request for funding made by the Essex County WRO to the national organization in 1967 or 1968.

Exhibit A6. OEO Annual Report Shows Local Placement of LSPs to Ensure Accessibility
[image: ]


Exhibit A7. Kansas City Legal Aid Advertisement
[image: ]
[image: ]














Appendix B: Data Sources


Divorces and Marriages
We digitized tables from the 1960-1988 volumes of the Vital Statistics of the United States (DHEW various years) detailing the number of marriages and divorces/annulments that occurred in each county. Examples of the source tables from 1965 are here:
Marriage Data
[image: ] 
Divorce Data
[image: ]

After creating consistent county definitions 3,064 counties appear at some point in the marriage and divorce data, but only 2,720 appear in every year of our sample. Not all counties reported to the NCHS. The Technical Appendix in each year gives the number of non-reported counties for each state (but not which counties). Call this number  . When this number matches the number of counties that have no entry in the table, we set these cells to missing. Often, though, the table lists “---“ instead of a number, and this can create more missing values than there are non-reporting counties. In these cases we assign missing to the largest  counties in each state by population, assuming that they are least likely to have true zeros. All other counties without number entries in the table are assigned zeros. 

We drop Alaska, Hawaii, and Nevada, leaving 2,704 counties observed in all years in the divorce and marriage data.

AFDC Cases
We digitized county-level caseloads and spending on AFDC from a series of federal reports published in 1960, 1964, 1966, and annually from 1968-1988 by either the DHEW or (after 1978) the Department of Health and Human Services. The reports include all counties until 1980, and counties in SMSAs thereafter. Sources and examples of the tables are here:

1960: “Public Assistance in the Counties of the United States, June 1960“ (United States Bureau of Family Services 1963)
[image: ]


1964: “Recipients of public assistance money payments and amounts of such payments, by program, state, and county, February 1964” (National Center for Social Statistics 1964)
[image: ]

1966: “Recipients of public assistance money payments and amounts of such payments, by program, state, and county, February 1966” (National Center for Social Statistics 1966)
[image: ]



1968-1976: “Recipients of public assistance money payments and amounts of such payments, by program, state, and county, February” (National Center for Social Statistics 1968-1976)
[image: ]

1977-1980: “Public Assistance Recipients and Cash Payments, by Program, State, and County, February” (United States Social Security Administration Office of Research and Statistics 1977-1980)
[image: ]


1981-1985: “Public Assistance Recipients in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, February” (United States Social Security Administration Office of Research and Statistics 1981-1985)
[image: ]

1986-1988: “Quarterly Public Assistance Statistics, Fiscal Year ” (United States Social Security Administration Office of Research and Statistics 1986-1988)
[image: ]


We drop entries not attached to specific counties, which include “IV-D Cases” (families for whom the welfare office is seeking child support), “Foster Care”, or “Retroactive Payments”. 

Several counties in Oregon are combined in 1973 and 1974: Crook and Jefferson; Gilliam, Grant, and Wheeler; Hood River, Sherman, and Wasco; Klamath and Lake; Morrow and Umatilla; Union and Wallowa. Several counties in Minnesota are combined after 1974: Lincoln, Lyon, and Murray; Martin, Faribault, and Watonwan. We drop these counties in all years. 

3,050 counties appear in every available year from 1960-1980, and 650 counties (in SMSAs) are non-missing more than once in every available year between 1960 and 1988.

Non-Marital Births
We also digitized tables from the 1960-1980 volumes of the Vital Statistics of the United States (DHEW various years) detailing the number of births to unmarried residents of a subset of large counties. To protect confidentiality, the NCHS did not publish these tabulations for counties with population over 50,000 in the most recent Census, or 100,000 starting in 1980 (but at first based on the 1970 Census). We observe non-marital births in all years from 1960-1980 in 112 counties. After adding similar data from 1981-1988 we observe non-marital births in 60 counties. 
1960:
[image: ]
1968:
[image: ]

Population Denominators
Population denominators come from interpolating between the 1960 Census (Haines and ICPSR 2010) and the Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results (SEER 2013) annual data, which begin in 1968. We linearly interpolate population counts between 1960 and 1968.
Geographic Coding
The following description of our county geographic coding is taken from Appendix A in Bailey and Goodman-Bacon (2015).:

We re-combine all counties that split or merge after 1959. Using Forstall (1995), we make the changes noted below (not all county changes are assigned a year, and these instances contain a “-“ below).  

Table A4. Non-Virginia County Code Changes
	stfips
	new_cofips
	old_cofips
	year
	note

	4
	12
	27
	1983
	La Paz County, AZ split off from Yuma county in 1983.  

	13
	510
	215
	1971
	The city of Columbus, GA became a consolidated city-county in 1971.  Previously part of Muscogee (stfips==215).

	29
	186
	193
	-
	Ste. Genevieve county, MO changed codes.  Always changed to 186.

	32
	510
	25
	1969
	Ormsby County (25) became Carson City (510) in 1969. 

	35
	6
	61
	1981
	Cibola County, NM split off from Valencia County in 1981.

	46
	71
	131
	1979
	Washabaugh County was annexed to Jackson County in 1979.

	55
	78
	83, 115
	1961
	Menominee split off from Shawano and Oconto Counties.



Table A5. Virginia County Code Changes
	stfips
	new_cofips
	old_cofips
	year
	note

	51
	83
	780
	1995
	South Boston City rejoins Halifax County.

	51
	510
	13
	-
	Alexandria City//Arlington County

	51
	515
	19
	1968
	Bedford City splits from Bedford County.

	51
	520
	191
	-
	Bristol City//Washington County

	51
	530
	163
	-
	Buena Vista City//Rockbridge County

	51
	540
	3
	-
	Charlottesville City//Albemarle County.

	51
	550
	129
	1963
	Norfolk County merges (w/ South Norfolk City) to form Chesapeake City.

	51
	550
	785
	1963
	South Norfolk City merges (w/ Norfolk County) to form Chesapeake City.

	51
	560
	75
	-
	Clifton Forge City//Alleghany County.

	51
	590
	143
	-
	Danville City//Pittsylvania County.

	51
	595
	81
	1967
	Emporia City splits from Greenville County.

	51
	600
	59
	1961
	Fairfax City splits from Fairfax County.

	51
	620
	175
	1961
	Franklin City splits from Southampton County.

	51
	630
	177
	-
	Fredericksburg City//Spotsylvania County.

	51
	660
	165
	-
	Harrisonburg City//Rockingham County.

	51
	670
	149
	-
	Hopewell City//Prince George County.

	51
	678
	163
	1966
	Lexington City splits from Rockbridge County.

	51
	680
	31
	-
	Lynchburg City//Campbell County.

	51
	683
	153
	1975
	Manassas City splits from Prince William County.

	51
	685
	153
	1975
	Manassas Park City splits from Prince William County.

	51
	690
	89
	-
	Martinsville City//Henry County.

	51
	710
	
	-
	Norfolk City came from Norfolk County, which was ultimately combined into Chesapeake City.  Census notes that Norfolk, Portsmouth, and Chesapeake cities (and including Norfolk and South Norfolk Counties before 1963) are often combined into one group.

	51
	730
	53
	-
	Petersburg City//Dinwiddie County.

	51
	735
	199
	1975
	Poquoson City splits from York County.

	51
	740
	
	-
	Portsmouth City came from Norfolk County before it was Chesapeake City.  

	51
	750
	121
	-
	Radford City//Montgomery County.

	51
	770
	161
	-
	Roanoke City//Roanoke County.

	51
	775
	161
	1968
	Salem City splits from Roanoke County.

	51
	780
	83
	1960
	South Boston City splits from Halifax County.

	51
	790
	15
	-
	Staunton City//Augusta County.

	51
	800
	123
	1974
	Nansemond County merges into Suffolk City. 

	51
	810
	151
	1963
	The rest of Princess Anne County merges into Virginia Beach City.

	51
	840
	69
	-
	Winchester City//Frederick County.


We further make county changes necessary to use the SEER population data.  These changes can be found here: http://seer.cancer.gov/popdata/methods.html. 
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Figure C1. A Causal Diagram for the Effect of Legal Services on Family Structure and Welfare Participation
[image: ]
Notes: This figure is a directed acyclic graph (DAG) or causal diagram that describes the causal relationships between LSP treatment, potential confounders, causal mechanisms, and our measured outcomes. Arrows represent potential causal effects; solid arrows represent mechanisms for the intention-to-treat effect of LSP establishment; dashed arrows represent potential sources of bias. LSPs undertook several “direct activities” related to family structure, namely divorce and welfare advocacy. The effects of these actions are shown in bold arrows. The “indirect effects” of these actions are shown in thin gray arrows. 



Figure C2. Trends in Sex Ratios by Race in LSP and Non-LSP Counties
[image: ]
[image: ]
Notes: This figure plot the average county level sex ratio for 15-24 and 25-34 year olds using aggregate Census data (Haines and ICPSR 2010). Because small counties that contain prisons have extremely skewed sex ratios, the sample drops observations in which more than 20 percent of the (race-specific) population were inmates in 1970 or in which the male/female sex ratio exceeds 2. We weight non-LSP counties using the propensity score weights described in the text. We did not include sex ratios in the propensity score equation, so the method does not impose balance on this variable.

Figure C3. Changes in log Employment Before and After LSP Establishment
[image: ]
Notes: The figure is comparable to Panel B of Figure 12.


Figure C4. LSP Counties Have No Differential Changes in Men’s Earned Income Between 1960 and 1970
[image: ]
Notes: The figure shows distribution regression estimates using a sample of men from 81 identifies counties in the 1960 and 1970 Census samples. The outcome variables are dummies that equal the change in the share of men earning greater than or equal to x. Panel A uses all men ages 18-54 and panel B uses men without a high school degree. The figure shows no differential changes in the earned income distribution, and thus “marriageability” of men.

Figure C5. Propensity Score Distributions
[image: ]
Notes: The figure shows kernel density estimates by treatment status of the propensity score for each sample. The following figure plots propensity scores across models to show that they are similar, and the next section presents estimates using samples that trim counties with propensity scores outside [.1,.9] as suggested by (Crump et al. 2009). 


Figure C6. Propensity Scores Across Samples
[image: ]
Notes: The figure scatters propensity scores from each sample against propensity scores for Sample 1. 














Appendix D: Additional Vital Statistics and AFDC Results



Figure D1. Permutation Inference: Divorce
[image: ]
Notes: The figure presents histograms of the 500 placebo estimates for the shorter-run and longer-run estimates for divorce rates. We reassign treatment status keeping the number and years of treatment the same across permutations.

Figure D2. Permutation Inference: AFDC
[image: ]
Notes: The figure presents histograms of the 500 placebo estimates for the shorter-run and longer-run estimates for AFDC rates. We reassign treatment status keeping the number and years of treatment the same across permutations.

Figure D3. Permutation Inference: Nonmarital Births
[image: ]
Notes: The figure presents histograms of the 500 placebo estimates for the shorter-run estimates for nonmarital birth rates. We reassign treatment status keeping the number and years of treatment the same across permutations.


Figure D4. Relationship between LSP Establishment and Nonmarital Births by Age 
[image: ]
Notes: The dependent variable is the number of births to unmarried mothers in county , year , and age group  divided by the number of women in age group  measured in thousands. The average dependent variable in treated counties in the year their LSP starts is 7.8 births per 1,000 teens; 8 births per 1,000 women 20-29; 2.1 births per 1,000 women 30-39; and 0.2 births per 1,000 women 40-49. See notes to Figure 6 for details on the specification. The full sample includes 112 counties (65 treated) and the long sample contains 60 counties (28 treated).


Figure D5. Reweighted Divorce Results with Propensity Score Trimmed Sample
[image: ]
Notes: The figure plots event-study estimates from equation (1) for divorce rates. The sample includes 636 counties from Sample 1 with estimated propensity scores between 0.1 and 0.9.


Figure D6. Reweighted AFDC Results with Propensity Score Trimmed Sample
[image: ]
Notes: The figure plots event-study estimates from equation (1) for AFDC rates. The sample includes 636 counties from Sample 1 and 359 counties from Sample 2 with estimated propensity scores between 0.1 and 0.9.


Figure D7. Reweighted Nonmarital Birth Results with Propensity Score Trimmed Sample
[image: ]
Notes: The figure plots event-study estimates from equation (1) for nonmarital rates. The sample includes 88 counties from Sample 3 and 21 counties from Sample 4 with estimated propensity scores between 0.1 and 0.9.



Table D1. Estimated Intention-to-Treat Effects of LSPs on Contiguous and Non-Contiguous Counties

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	 
	Divorces per 1,000 Women
	AFDC Cases per 1,000 Women
	Nonmarital Birth per 1,000 Women

	
	A. LSP relative to Contiguous Counties

	Pre-LSP
	
	
	

	Years -6 to -2
	-0.139
	-0.525
	-0.169

	
	[0.137]
	[0.982]
	[0.124]

	Shorter-Run Post-LSP
	
	
	

	Years 0 to 5
	0.533
	4.216
	0.553

	
	[0.171]
	[0.897]
	[0.150]

	Longer-Run Post-LSP
	
	
	

	Years 6 to 13
	0.372
	9.773
	

	
	[0.280]
	[1.935]
	

	
	
	
	

	Counties
	998
	603
	89

	 
	B. Contiguous Counties Relative to Non-Contiguous Counties

	Pre-LSP
	
	
	

	Years -6 to -2
	-0.873
	1.556
	-0.00370

	
	[0.169]
	[0.845]
	[0.449]

	Shorter-Run Post-LSP
	
	
	

	Years 0 to 5
	1.887
	-2.933
	0.109

	
	[0.212]
	[0.944]
	[0.218]

	Longer-Run Post-LSP
	
	
	

	Years 6 to 13
	6.947
	-9.518
	

	
	[0.319]
	[2.547]
	

	
	
	
	

	Counties
	2429
	408
	42



Notes: The table presents estimate from the reweighted specification. Panel A: control group consists of nearby or contiguous counties of treated counties.  Panel B: the treated group are non-treated contiguous counties next to treated counties.  The control group consists of non-treated counties that are not contiguous to treated counties.


Table D2. Estimated Intention-to-Treat Effects of LSPs by Urbanicity & Black Migration

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	Divorces per 1,000 Women
	AFDC Cases per 1,000 Women
	Nonmarital Birth per 1,000 Women

	 
	A. Drop - Highly Urbanized Counties

	Pre-LSP
	
	
	

	Years -6 to -2
	-0.0208
	0.940
	0.0420

	
	[0.198]
	[1.127]
	[0.289]

	Shorter-Run Post-LSP
	
	

	Years 0 to 5
	0.796
	4.467
	-0.163

	
	[0.257]
	[1.297]
	[0.128]

	Longer-Run Post LSP
	
	

	Years 6 to 13
	0.378
	4.247
	

	
	[0.480]
	[2.718]
	

	
	
	
	

	Counties
	2524
	453
	50

	 
	B. Drop – Counties w/ Highest % in Black Population

	Pre-LSP
	
	
	

	Years -6 to -2
	-0.0479
	-0.822
	-0.135

	
	[0.139]
	[1.176]
	[0.282]

	Shorter-Run Post-LSP
	
	

	Years 0 to 5
	0.395
	3.717
	0.686

	
	[0.170]
	[1.056]
	[0.135]

	Longer-Run Post LSP
	
	

	Years 6 to 13
	0.136
	9.858
	

	
	[0.270]
	[2.269]
	

	
	
	
	

	Counties
	2144
	485
	89



[bookmark: _GoBack]Notes: The table presents estimate from the reweighted specification. The samples match those in Table 4 except they drop counties that are between 69 and 100 percent urban in1960 or in the top quintile of the percent change in the black population share between 1960 and 1970 (+74 percent or greater; counties with no black residents in 1960 are kept in the sample).













Appendix E: Additional Census Results

Figure E1. Effects on Distribution of Poverty Ratio
[image: ]
Notes: The distribution regression estimates use points in the poverty-to-income ratio as outcomes. 


Figure E2. Distribution Regression Estimates for Unearned Income and the Distribution of Annualized AFDC Benefits in 1967
[image: ]
Notes: The distribution estimates are reproduced from the main text, and the AFDC benefits are household level total monthly benefits in December, 1967 (DHEW 2011) inflated to 2017 dollars using the CPI and multiplied by 12 to represent annual benefit amounts. The figure shows that the observed changes in unearned income that we attribute to AFDC take-up almost perfectly match the pattern of actual AFDC benefits.


Figure E3. Distribution Regression Estimates for Number of Children by Mother’s Education
[image: ]
Notes: The distribution estimates split the Census samples by mother’s education and use the numbers of own children to form the dependent variables.


Figure E4. Permutation Inference for Single Motherhood
[image: ]
Notes: The figure presents histograms of the 500 placebo estimates for the Census estimates. We reassign treatment status across the 81 sample counties keeping the number of treated counties the same.


Figure E5. Permutation Inference for Marital Status Effects
[image: ]
Notes: The figure presents histograms of the 500 placebo estimates for the Census marital status estimates. We reassign treatment status across the 81 sample counties keeping the number of treated counties the same.

Figure E6. Permutation Inference for Poverty
[image: ]
Notes: The figure presents histograms of the 500 placebo estimates for the Census poverty status estimates. We reassign treatment status across the 81 sample counties keeping the number of treated counties the same.

Table E1. Balance in Demographic Changes, Census Sample
	
	(1)
	(2)

	 
	Reweighting Estimator
	Fixed Effects Estimator

	Immigrant
	0.006
	0.005

	
	[0.007]
	[0.006]

	Interstate Migrant
	0.004
	-0.011

	
	[0.024]
	[0.012]

	White
	-0.020
	-0.029

	
	[0.008]
	[0.011]

	12+ Years of Education
	0.005
	0.003

	
	[0.005]
	[0.012]

	16+ Years of Education
	0.005
	0.001

	
	[0.008]
	[0.004]

	Employed
	-0.003
	0.001

	
	[0.019]
	[0.007]

	In School
	0.006
	0.002

	
	[0.004]
	[0.003]



Notes: The table presents evidence of balance across LSP and non-LSP counties in demographic and education trends. Standard errors (clustered by county) in brackets.


Table E2. Balance in age distribution trends
	
	(1)
	(2)

	 
	Reweighting Estimator
	Fixed Effects Estimator

	Age 20-24
	0.007
	0.001

	
	[0.006]
	[0.004]

	Age 25-29
	-0.006
	0.000

	
	[0.005]
	[0.007]

	Age 30-34
	-0.001
	-0.006

	
	[0.008]
	[0.005]

	Age 35-39
	-0.010
	-0.002

	
	[0.005]
	[0.006]

	Age 40-44
	0.004
	0.005

	
	[0.003]
	[0.005]

	Age 45-49
	0.002
	-0.002

	 
	[0.006]
	[0.004]



Notes: The table presents evidence of balance across LSP and non-LSP counties in changes in the age distribution of mothers. Standard errors (clustered by county) in brackets.

Table E3. The Effect of LSP on Marital Status
	
	(1)
	(2)

	 
	Reweighting Estimator
	Fixed Effects Estimator

	Married
	-0.016
	-0.020

	
	[0.007]
	[0.007]

	
	(.020)
	(.000)

	Divorced
	0.001
	0.004

	
	[0.002]
	[0.002]

	
	(.351)
	(.138)

	Divorced or Separated
	0.007
	0.011

	
	[0.005]
	[0.004]

	
	(.100)
	(.002)

	Never Married
	0.008
	0.009

	
	[0.002]
	[0.003]

	 
	(.014)
	(.000)



Notes: Standard errors (clustered by county) in brackets, one-sided p-values from a permutation test are in parentheses.

Table E4. CHC Falsification, Census Sample
	
	(1)
	(2)

	 
	Reweighting Estimator
	Fixed Effects Estimator

	Unmarried Head of Household
	-0.012
	0.021

	
	[0.016]
	[0.006]

	
	(.573)
	(.000)

	Living with the Father of Any Children
	0.011
	-0.024

	
	[0.016]
	[0.006]

	
	(.323)
	(.000)

	Poor
	-0.020
	-0.001

	
	[0.011]
	[0.006]

	 
	(.834)
	(.377)



Notes: Standard errors (clustered by county) in brackets, one-sided p-values from a permutation test are in parentheses.
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