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Abstract
Mothers who experience intimate partner violence (IPV) are at increased risk for experiencingworkplace instability in the form of
absence from paid employment and job loss. In a cross-sectional study, we investigate if experiences of IPV inhibit work stability
among low-income women as well as if the receipt of child care subsidies has a moderating effect on the relationship. Using data
from the Illinois Families Study, we tested the relationships between IPV, work outcomes, and recipient of child care subsidies in
a series of multivariate regressions. Findings indicate IPV is associated with reduced hours worked among low-income mothers
and increased unemployment among low-incomemothers. However, both of these relationships are moderated by receipt of child
care subsidies suggesting that mothers who experience IPV can maintain employment at the same level as women not experienc-
ing IPV with receipt of child care subsidies. Our findings indicate the importance of receiving child care subsidies among low-
income mothers and support subsidy accessibility to survivors of IPV. Results of our study are limited in regard to the age of the
data, the cross-sectional use of the data, and the lack of a control group that was not receiving any type of government assistance.
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Introduction

Women who are survivors of intimate partner violence (IPV)
face a multitude of employment barriers. The experience of
violence hinders a woman’s ability to work directly when
partners hide car keys or call excessively during work hours,
and indirectly through the psychological consequences of
abuse (Swanberg et al. 2006). Women who are subject to
physical, psychological, and/or economic abuse by their ro-
mantic partner (hereafter referred to as survivors) face addi-
tional challenges as mothers, due to the high cost of child care
and the economic consequences of leaving an abusive partner.
The current study investigated how experiences of IPV impact
work among low-income mothers and how financial assis-
tance for child care can help mothers maintain employment.

IPV, Workplace Disruptions, and Work Instability

Workplace disruptions are tactics used by abusers before, af-
ter, and during work hours to prevent survivors from
performing to the best of their ability. In one of the earliest
known studies of survivor employment instability, approxi-
mately two thirds of participants reported experiencing work-
place disruptions (Shepard and Pence 1988). However, re-
searchers more recently have found much higher rates,
reporting that 85% of survivors experience workplace disrup-
tions (Logan et al. 2007; Swanberg et al. 2006).

Directly, abusers disrupt work through excessive calling or
emailing, sabotaging childcare, threatening coworkers, and
stalking. Receiving unwanted phone calls is thought to be
the most common workplace disruption tactic with one study
reporting that 62% of survivors repeatedly received unwanted
phone calls in a 12-month period (Swanberg et al. 2006). In
Logan and colleagues (Logan et al. 2007) mixed methods
study, a survivor working at a hospital recalled, BI was so
embarrassed, but he just keeps calling me back, at an emer-
gency room where you can’t have the phone off the hook^
(p.279). If calling does not capture survivors’ attention, abu-
sive partners may resort to stalking. In a study of survivors
seeking protection against abusers, survivors stalked at work
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reported being unable to perform at their job significantly
more often than those who were not stalked (Logan et al.
2007). Stalking might lead to missing work because of its
association with extreme forms of IPV like homicide or
attempted homicide (McFarlane et al. 2002; Logan et al.
2007). Indirect workplace disruptions include abusive behav-
ior before or after work that hinders survivors’ mental state in
terms of concentration and performance while working. For
instance, in Lloyd (1997) one participant recounts, BAround
that time, when it [abuse] was on my mind, I did have prob-
lems …concentrating, and I was depressed about it, you’re
just violated in such a way.^ In a longitudinal study of survi-
vor employment instability measuring multiple forms of emo-
tional distress, the relationship between emotional distress and
employment instability was statistically significant for those
women who were survivors (Lindhorst et al. 2007). Therefore,
indirect workplace disruptions that disrupt survivors’ concen-
tration and performance may be comparable to direct
disruptions.

As a result of the workplace disruptions caused by abusers,
IPV survivors are likely to experience work instability. While
the exact prevalence of work instability is unknown,
Swanberg and colleagues (Swanberg et al. 2006) found that
71% of recently employed survivors seeking a domestic vio-
lence order (i.e., protection order against a male intimate part-
ner) experienced at least one form of adverse work outcomes.
Likewise, annually in the United States, 1 in 4 large private
employers report incidents of IPV in the workplace or inci-
dents in which an abuser, without relationship to the work-
place, threatens or assaults the intended victim at the work-
place (U.S. Department of Labor and Bureau of Labor
Statistics 2006). Given the high prevalence of survivors’ em-
ployment instability, the current study examines the effect of
IPV on two work outcomes: hours worked and employment
status.

IPV and Employment Status

Although findings are mixed, there is some evidence that sur-
vivors are likely to experience job loss or unemployment as a
result of abuse. In early research, 24% of survivors reported
experiencing job loss (Shepard and Pence 1988). However, in
a nationally representative study of women who had experi-
enced interpersonal crimes, unemployment at baseline was
not associated with a history of IPV (Bryne et al. 1999).
Tolman and Rosen (2001) also did not find a significant rela-
tionship between unemployment and IPV ever or in the past
year in a sample of women receiving government aid.

Qualitative research reveals a multitude of reasons that sur-
vivors resign or are terminated. First, it may be the workplaces
do not have security to protect survivors, as one survivor re-
calls, BI had to resign from my job….My shift ended at
10:00 at night. There’s no way I was going to walk through

the parking lot at 10:00 at night. No way^ (Moe and Bell
2004, p.46). In addition, consistent absence from work could
be grounds for termination. One survivor notes while hiding
from her abuser, BI didn’t show up for three days…I called in
finally and they said do not bother [coming back]^ (Swanberg
and Logan 2005, p.10).

It may be that the effects of IPV on employment status are
most apparent when observed over time because of the gradual
escalation of abuse. In a 10-year longitudinal study of mothers
receiving welfare, exposure to IPV had a direct effect on em-
ployment status (Lindhorst et al. 2007). In this, survivorsmay be
more likely to experience unemployment over the span of sev-
eral months rather than at one selected time when compared to
women who do not experience IPV (Adams et al. 2012).

IPV and Hours Worked

Previous research indicates that absence from work is likely
the most common form of work instability that survivors ex-
perience. In one review of the literature, 11 of 20 studies of
survivors’ work outcomes in the U.S. found survivors work-
ing fewer hours, days, weeks, and months out of the year as a
result of their abuse (Showalter 2016). Tolman and Wang
(2005) concluded that survivors miss 137 h of work annually
or work 10% fewer hours than women who have not experi-
enced IPV. Browne and colleagues (Browne et al. 1999) also
showed that women who experienced IPV were significantly
unlikely to maintain work for 30 h per week during the 6-
month period following their initial interview than women
who did not experience IPV. When work hours are lost by
survivors’ health benefits, chance of promotion and coworker
support may be jeopardized.

Loss of work hours may be associated with experiences of
poverty for survivors. Smith (2001) found survivors earned
$3900 less annually than women who did not experience IPV.
Further, Adams et al. (2012) found that 54% of survivors expe-
rienced material hardships. According to nationally representa-
tive data, women with annual household incomes below
$25,000 are more likely to experience IPV than women with
higher incomes (Black et al. 2011). Taken together, these find-
ings suggest that those who have lower means to deal with loss
of income because of their vulnerable economic status are more
likely to experience IPVand the associated financial burdens.

Child Care Subsidy, Work Outcomes, and IPV

Survivors who have children may face additional challenges
in their workplaces because of the high cost of child care and
the economic consequences of leaving an abusive partner.
Studies have found that adverse work outcomes are signifi-
cantly more likely to occur among mothers who experience
IPV than mothers who do not experience IPV (Crowne et al.
2011; Riger et al. 2004; Tolman and Wang 2005). For
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instance, mothers face a unique work barrier when they need
to protect their children as illustrated by a survivor who says,
B…My baby comes first, you know. I could not leave my child
home alone with him [abuser].. . I finally quit^ (Swanberg and
Logan 2005, p.10). Federal child care subsidies, which were
designed to support maternal engagement in employment
(Healy and Dunifon 2014), may play a protective role and
buffer the negative influence of IPV on work outcomes by
providing access to a safe place for their child as well as
additional financial resources for child care.

The current subsidy program stems from the passage of
welfare reform and was implemented to reduce child care cost
related to employment. The high cost of child care may pro-
hibit parents from securing employment as they are forced to
stay home to care for their children in order to avoid care
expenses. A number of studies have found that child care
subsidies are associated with a greater likelihood of working
(Bainbridge et al. 2003; Blau and Tekin 2007; Brooks et al.
2002; Crawford 2006; Tekin 2007). Additionally, receipt of
child care subsidies is associated with an increased likelihood
of working standard hours (8 am–6 pm; Tekin 2007) and a
greater ability to meet employer demands related to working
additional hours (Press et al. 2006).

In the general population research, child care subsidies
have been found to decrease work disruptions, including
experiencing a change in schedule, working fewer hours than
desired, being unable to work overtime (Press et al. 2006), and
being absent from work (Weinraub et al. 2005). One study
found that receipt of subsidies was associated with a lower
likelihood of having to miss work because child care fell
through (Forry and Hofferth 2011). Because stable child care
is a challenge for many low-income women, receipt of a sub-
sidy likely reduces the overall work disruptions low-income
women face.

Child care subsidies may be particularly helpful to mothers
who are experiencing IPV. First, to the extent that survivors
miss work because they fear leaving the child home alone with
the abuser (Swanberg and Logan 2005), access to child care
subsidies would provide access to a safe place for mothers to
leave their child while they are working.

Second, after leaving an abusive partner, many women
experience economic strain because of the loss of additional
economic resources from their partner (Anderson et al. 2003;
Riger et al. 2002). In one study, 67% of survivors with chil-
dren who had recently accessed IPV services reported having
child care needs (Allen et al. 2004). Because child care is very
costly, this economic strain can make it difficult for mothers to
leave abusive partners who are helping to contribute to child
care costs and, in turn, making child care assistance a valuable
resource (Anderson et al. 2003; Dichter and Rhodes 2011;
Riger et al. 2002). In a national study of survivors receiving
IPV services, participants who were receiving government
assistance, including child care subsidies, were significantly

more likely to feel economically empowered than non-
recipients (Hetling and Postmus 2014). Further, survivors in
multiple studies have identified a need for child care assis-
tance (Eisenman et al. 2009; Dichter and Rhodes 2011). In
fact, in one study of women who were experiencing IPV,
subsidized child care was the number one most helpful tangi-
ble service survivors received in the aftermath of violence
(Postmus et al. 2009).

Despite these possible pathways for the buffering impact of
child care subsidies, no known study has specifically exam-
ined the impact of child care subsidies on the relationship
between IPV and our selected work outcomes.

The Current Study

The current cross-sectional study addressed the following re-
search questions: (1) In a sample of low-income mothers, is
IPV associated with work status? (2) In a sample of low-
income mothers, is IPV associated with work hours? (3)
Does receipt of a child care subsidy moderate the relationship
between IPV and work outcomes for these mothers? We hy-
pothesize that IPVwill increase the unemployment of mothers
who are experiencing IPVand that IPVwill reduce the number
of hours that mothers work. Further, we hypothesize that the
relationship between IPV and both work outcomes will be
buffered by receipt of child care subsidies.

The current study built on previous research of child care
subsidy receipt and mothers’ employment. While studies have
established that IPV does decrease work stability (Browne
et al. 1999; Meisel et al. 2003; Tolman and Wang 2005;
Swanberg et al. 2006), a review of the research has yielded
no known studies that explore the relations between IPV, re-
ceipt of child care subsidies, and work outcomes. Further,
given the mixed results on the effect of IPV on work status
(Shepard and Pence 1988; Bryne et al. 1999; Tolman and
Rosen 2001), the current study adds to existing research by
exploring work status among low-income mothers who met
inclusion criteria. Based on previous research (Press et al.
2006; Postmus et al. 2009), there is reason to believe that
receipt of child care subsidies will improve work outcomes
for mothers experiencing IPV but the current study is innova-
tive in exploring child care subsidies’ protective effect.

Methods

Source of Data

To explore the impact of receiving child care subsidies on IPV
survivors’ experiences of employment, we utilized cross-
sectional data from the Illinois Families Study (IFS) The IFS
data utilizes stratified sampling of 1899 TANF recipients in
1998 residing in urban and rural areas (Joo Lee et al. 2004).
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The stratified sampling design led to overrepresentation of
TANF recipients living in southern Illinois and so researchers
constructed base weights to correct for this overrepresentation.
In addition, nonresponse weights were constructed using sam-
pling frame data from administrative records that account for the
greatest amount of variation in response probabilities (Holl et al.
2005; Joo Lee et al. 2004; Institute for Social Research 1992).

In addition, the IFS data were linked to the child care subsidy
administrative data from the Illinois Department of Human
Services (IDHS.. Among selected sample (N = 1899), the cur-
rent study focused on the 72% of participants who responded to
wave one of IFS fromNovember 1999 to September 2000 (N =
1362), agreed to link their survey into administrative data (N =
1260), and mothers who had children who were 12 years or
younger (N = 1100). The IFS is ideal for this analysis given that
IFS contains work outcomes, IPV items, and administrative re-
cord of child care subsidy receipt. Using Little’s (1988) MCAR
test, we tested the missing patterns and found that they were
missing completely at random. In addition, given the low miss-
ing rate (less than 0.5% of some variables), probably due to the
benefits of face-to-face interviewing, we used complete data on
all study variables (N = 1087). Despite having relatively low
missingness in the data, it should be noted that the group of
1087 mothers that comprise our sample likely differ from the
full sample of mothers that were identified for the overall study.
Specifically, only mothers who responded to the first wave of
IFS and to have their administrative data linked were included.
Mothers who did not agree to participate or to have their data
linked likely differed from mothers who agreed in important
ways. Additionally, due to the age of the data and the evolution
of welfare policy since the time of collection, our cross-sectional
use of the data, as well as the lack of a control group in which
participants were not receiving any type of government assis-
tance, the current study has limitations that must be considered
when interpreting the findings and their generalizability.

Measures

Dependent Variables Two variables were used to measure
employment. First, work status was measured by a binary
variable from BAre you currently working for pay?^ for which
responses are coded as (1) for yes and (0) for no. Second,
number of working hours was measured as a continuous var-
iable from BIncluding overtime, how many hours did you
work last week for all of your employers combined?^
Although these items are only asked at one point in time from
wave 1 survey, related cross-sectional studies (i.e., Lloyd and
Taluc 1999; Swanberg et al. 2006) have similarly conceptual-
ized workplace outcomes.

Independent Variable Experiences of IPV among mothers
served as an independent variable in this study. Mothers were
asked about their experiences of IPV based on three items of

physical abuse, which were adapted from the Conflict Tactics
Scale (Straus 1979) and from theMassachusetts study of women
on welfare (Allard et al. 1997). If participants responded that
their partner had hit, slapped, or kicked them; thrown or shoved
them to the floor; and/or hurt them badly enough for them to go
to the doctor in the past 12 months they were considered to be
experiencing IPV. IPVwas measured as a dichotomized variable
in which responses are coded as (1) if a mother reported experi-
ence with any of these violent actions in the past 12 months and
(0) reported none of these violent actions in the past 12 months.

Moderator Mother’s IFS survey data was matched to the
Illinois Department of Human Services (IDHS)‘s Child Care
Subsidy administrative data. At the time of the survey, fami-
lies were eligible for child care subsidy if their household
income was below 50% of the state median income
($1818.00 per month for a family of three) or 157% of the
federal poverty level (Lewis et al. 2000). Although the IFS
draws from caseloads of TANF recipients, not all participants
in the study were receiving TANF and thus are not all subject
to the same requirements to receive subsidy. If receiving
TANF, parents did not have to be working to receive child
care subsidy but they had to participate in a work related
activity. For families not receiving TANF but meeting house-
hold income guidelines, subsidy eligibility criteria were con-
sidered met if they were involved in one of the following
activities: working, obtaining a college degree and working
part-time, or accessing English as a Second Language pro-
gram, vocational training, or a high school degree equivalent
program. The duration for all families to be eligible for child
care subsidy receipt was two years.

Child care subsidy receipt was measured using monthly
receipt data of child care subsidy. It was measured as a dichot-
omized variable indicating (1) if a mother received at least
one-month child care subsidy in the past 12 months before
the survey and (0) if a mother did not receive any child care
subsidy in the past 12 months before the survey.

Covariates We controlled for a number of factors related to
IPVand workplace outcomes (Hart and Klein 2013; Swanberg
et al. 2006) and factors controlled for in the survivors’ em-
ployment instability literature (i.e., Adams et al. 2012; Bryne
et al. 1999). Using baseline survey data, maternal race and
ethnicity were coded as Black (non-Hispanic), white (non-
Hispanic), and Hispanic or other race. Maternal education
was dichotomously coded to indicate whether the mother
had less than a high school education or more. Marital status
was dichotomously coded to indicate if the mother was mar-
ried versus not married. Similarly, participants were coded as
having a mental health problem if they answered yes to the
question BIn the past 12 months have you ever felt that you
needed treatment for a mental health problem?^ Age and
number of children were treated as continuous variables.
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Analytic Strategy

We used STATA 15 for all cross-sectional analysis in this
study. Independent t-tests for continuous variables and chi
square tests for categorical variables were used to compare
the group differences between mothers who received child
care subsidies and mothers who did not receive child care
subsidies. Multivariate logistic regression was used to explore
the effect of IPVon work status that was measured as a binary
variable while controlling other variables. Multivariate OLS
regression was used to explore the effect of IPVon the number
of working hours (which was measured as a continuous vari-
able) while controlling other variables. To see the main effect
of IPVand the moderating effects of receiving child care sub-
sidies on work outcomes, we used hierarchical multiple re-
gression: a IPV variable was included in the first model along
with other confounding variables, a child care subsidy receipt
variable was include in the second model, and an interaction
term of child care subsidy receipt and IPV was included in the
final model. As previously mentioned, statistical weights were
used in all analyses to adjust for the overrepresentation of
small counties and survey non-response.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive statistics of the sample can be found in
Table 1. The majority of participants identified as non-
Hispanic African American (79.1%) with a small portion
identifying as Hispanic or other race (13.3%) and non-
Hispanic White (7.6%) The average age of participants was
30 years of age (SD = 7.14) and the average number of chil-
dren that mothers had was 2 children (SD = 1.25). Most

mothers were unmarried (80%), and about 40% of the sample
attained less than a high school education. Approximately 7%
of the sample was experienced a mental health problem that
they felt warranted treatment in the past 12 months and ap-
proximately 5% had experienced at least one form of IPV. In
terms of workplace stability, about half of the sample (50.5%)
were employed and the average working hours in the last
week were 16 h (SD = 18.6). Compared to mothers who did
not receive child care subsidies mothers who received subsi-
dies were more likely to have a high school degree, more
children, were employed with longer working hours, less like-
ly to have mental health problems, and less likely to experi-
ence physical IPV.

Multivariate Regression Results

IPV, Child Care Subsidy, and Work Status The findings from
the regression models are located in Table 2. Model 1 (M1)
showed the main effect of IPVon work status, Model 2 (M2)
adds the main effect of receiving a child care subsidy, and
Model 3 (M3) adds the interaction effect between the two.
In M1, we found that there was no main effect of IPVon work
status. Adding in receiving a child care subsidy (M2), we
found that subsidy receipt was associated with an increased
likelihood that the mother was working: mothers who re-
ceived a child care subsidy were 2.69 times more likely to
be working compared to mothers who did not receive a child
care subsidy. Finally, after including the interaction effect be-
tween IPVand receiving a child care subsidy (M3), we found
the interaction was statistically significant. The relationship
between child care subsidy receipt and work status was stron-
ger for mothers experiencing IPV compared to those who
were not experiencing IPV. As illustrated in Fig. 1, among
mothers receiving a child care subsidy (red line), IPV had
almost no impact on work status while among those mothers

Table 1 Sample characteristics (weighted)

Variable (Range) Total (n = 1087) Subsidy Receipt (n = 499) No subsidy (n = 588) χ2 / t-test

% M % M % M

Race/Ethnicity
Black 79.14 88.39 69.58 ***
White 7.57 5.76 9.44 ***
Hispanic/other 13.29 5.85 20.98 ***

Marital Status
Single 84.64 88.67 80.48 ***
Married 9.85 7.44 12.33 ***
Cohabit 5.51 3.89 7.19 ***

No High School degree/ GED 40.88 36.66 45.24 ***
Mental health problem 6.73 6.16 7.33 ***
Mother’s age (18~56) 30.10 28.95 31.27 ***
Number of children (1~7) 2.25 2.38 2.12 ***
Severe Physical IPV 5.06 4.90 5.23 ***
Work status (employed) 50.51 59.41 41.33 ***
Number of working hours in the last week (0~75) 16.22 19.51 12.84 ***

*** p < .001
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not receiving a child care subsidy (blue line), IPV had a sig-
nificant detrimental effect on work status.

In terms of control variables, we found that being older and
being Hispanic—compared to Black—were associated with
greater odds of working. There were no significant differences
between White and Black mothers. Having less than a high
school degree, having mental health concerns, and having
more children were associated with lower odds of working.

IPV, Child Care Subsidy, and HoursWorkedModels 4–6 repeat
the pattern of models above, but instead examine hours
worked per week rather than the dichotomous measure of
whether the mother worked or not. In our model of the main
effect of IPV on work hours (M4) we found that physical
abuse was associated with reduced hours worked, by approx-
imately 5.4 h in the last week. In our model of the main effect
of child care subsidy receipt on work hours (M5), we found
that subsidy receipt was associated with increased hours
worked by approximately 8.23 h in the last week. Last, we
found that there is a moderation effect of child care subsidy
receipt on the relationship between IPVand work hours (M6).
Specifically, the relationship between child care subsidy re-
ceipt and hours worked was stronger for mothers experiencing
IPV; that is, child care subsidy had a stronger positive effect on
hours worked among mothers experiencing IPV compared to
mothers who were not experiencing IPV. As seen in Fig. 2,
among mothers receiving child care subsidy (red line), IPV
had very little impact on the number of hours worked, while
IPV had a strong negative effect on hours worked for those
mothers who were not receiving subsidy (blue line).

We find in M6 that being Hispanic compared to being
Black, married (compared to being unmarried), and older
age were associated with an increase in work hours.
However, having less than a high school degree, the presence

of mental health concerns, and having more children were
associated with working fewer hours.

Discussion

In our cross-sectional examination of the effect of IPV on
work outcomes in a sample of mothers who agreed to
have their administrative benefits data linked to their sur-
vey data, we found that IPV is associated with decreased
number of hours worked but not work s ta tus .
Additionally, child care subsidy receipt was associated
with greater odds of working and increased number of
hours worked. Finally, child care subsidy receipt had a
protective effect for mothers experiencing IPV; that is,
child care subsidy receipt buffered the relationship be-
tween IPV and work. Keeping in mind the age of our data,
findings might not reflect the current experience of work-
ing and receiving welfare. In addition, the cross-sectional
design does not allow for us to look at the effect of re-
ceiving subsidy over time and working nor does our lack
of control group allow us to compare receiving subsidy to
not receiving any government assistance. The findings
that receipt of child care subsidy was related to work
outcomes may be confounded by work requirements of
receiving subsidy. Specifically, in order to receive and
continue receiving child care subsidies, parents must be
working or participating in work-related activities (e.g.
searching for a job, completing job training).

Consistent with related literature, we did not find a main
effect of IPVon work status but did find a main effect of IPV
on work hours (Tolman and Rosen 2001; Browne et al. 1999).
In Browne and colleagues’ (Browne et al. 1999) study of
homeless and extremely poor families, researchers found that

Table 2 Multivariate hierarchical regression analyses: Adjusted odds ratios and betas (N = 1087)

Work status Hours worked

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Variables OR (SE) OR (SE) OR (SE) β (SE) β (SE) β (SE)
White 1.20 (0.32) 1.41(0.39) 1.43(0.39) 0.47 (2.15) 1.72 (2.11) 1.87(2.11)
Hispanic/Other 1.46 (0.38) 1.99*(0.56) 1.97*(0.56) 3.22 (1.68) 5.60***(1.68) 5.45**(1.67)
Married 1.33 (0.39) 1.46 (0.42) 1.47 (0.42) 4.83*(1.91) 5.48**(1.87) 5.47**(1.86)
Cohabit 0.93 (0.37) 1.08 (0.46) 1.10 (0.47) −3.06 (2.48) −1.97 (2.43) −1.82 (2.43)
No high school degree 0.59**(0.10) 0.63**(0.11) 0.62**(0.11) −4.67***(1.14) −3.96***(1.12) −4.03***(1.12)
Mental health problem 0.35**(0.12) 0.33***(0.11) 0.34**(0.11) −7.05**(2.28) −7.21**(2.23) −6.97**(2.23)
Mother’s age 1.02 (0.01) 1.03*(0.01) 1.03*(0.01) 0.16*(0.08) 0.25**(0.08) 0.25**(0.08)
Number of children 0.87*(0.06) 0.82**(0.06) 0.81**(0.06) −0.84 (0.45) −1.19**(0.44) −1.28**(0.44)
Physical IPV 0.53 (0.20) 0.52 (0.18) 0.20*(0.13) −5.43*(2.55) −5.38*(2.49) −10.46**(3.50)
Child care subsidy 2.69***(0.50) 2.54***(0.48) 8.23***(1.14) 7.71***(1.16)
IPV * CC Subsidy 4.88*(3.94) 10.24*(4.95)
Model fit
AIC 1435.566 1384.754 1381.48
R2 0.053 0.097 0.101

*p< 0.05. **p < .01. ***p <. 001
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only whenworkwas defined specifically in terms of hours and
months did the effect of IPVemerge. Thus, it may be that IPV
has a similar effect with the mothers in the current sample
experiencing IPV who do not suffer from unemployment but
instead struggle to maintain work hours due to abuser-initiated
workplace disruptions (i.e., excessive calling or emailing,
sabotaging childcare, threatening coworkers, and stalking at
the workplace). It may also be that many of the mothers in the
current sample are receiving welfare and thus required to meet
welfare work requirements, confounding the relationship be-
tween IPVand work status.

Our finding that child care subsidy receipt is associated with
both work outcomes provides support for subsidy programs
and policies. Our finding that child care subsidy receipt is

associated with increased work hours is consistent with previ-
ous literature (Bainbridge et al. 2003; Blau and Tekin 2007;
Brooks et al. 2002; Crawford 2006; Tekin 2007). Receiving
subsidy allows mothers to decide if they will seek employment
because they are no longer obligated to stay home to care for
their children in order to avoid the high cost of child care.
Further, our finding that child care subsidy receipt has an effect
on hours worked is also supported by previous literature (Tekin
2007; Press et al. 2006). If mothers are able to obtain child care
through subsidy receipt, they can increase their working hours
thereby increasing income for themselves and their children, a
particularly important phenomenon for mothers experiencing
IPV. It is also important to note that there are work requirements
for receiving child care subsidies. Therefore, in addition to the
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positive benefits of having access to child care, the mothers
may be more likely to work by virtue of the work requirements
of receiving subsidy.

The interaction effect between subsidy receipt and IPV
is in line with findings that child care subsidies are a great
need among IPV survivors (Postmus et al. 2009). When
low-income mothers experiencing IPV have access to
child care by way of child care subsidies, they are void
of the burden of finding day-to-day care and can attend
work, focusing on the financial stability for themselves
and their children. In other words, if child care support
provides a buffer for complex stressors like IPV, child
care subsidies provide a critical tool for this high-risk
group of mothers.

Limitations

Although the current study contributes to existing knowledge of
working mothers and survivors of IPV, the study does have
limitations. First, we relied on a sample of mothers who had
participated in the first wave of IFS data collection and agreed
to have their administrative data linked to their survey data. It is
possible that mothers who did not participate in the first wave or
refused to have their administrative data linked differed from our
sample of mothers in important ways. Second, as is common in
studies examining IPV, there was a relatively low incidence rate
of IPVin our sample, hindering our statistical power. As a result,
the findings may be dominated by the larger sample of mothers
who are not experiencing IPV. Third, in the current study we
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only consider items of physical abuse but in reality survivors of
IPVexperience abuse from their partners in a variety of ways, all
of which should be considered in future work. Emotional abuse
likely effects bothwork outcomes in the current study and future
research would be wise to focus on mothers who suffer from
mental health problems whomay be less likely to concentrate at
work. Fourth, our study is also limited to reports of hours
worked in the past week. Measurement of hours worked over
several weeks or months would give a more reliable estimate of
the time mothers’ spend on-the-job in a typical week and may
capture greater hour instability given the complexity and chro-
nicity of IPV. Fifth, because our employment data asks about
current employment and IPVwas reported on for the past twelve
months, there is a potential lag between IPV experience and
work outcomes. Because this is a frequent problem in this liter-
ature, future research should seek to align the timescales of
questions or, more desirably, to examine each of these constructs
at multiple time points. It is also true that the sample can only be
generalized to other low-income mothers who receive welfare.
This may be of concern given that IPV impacts women of all
socioeconomic statuses (Hart and Klein 2013) and thus it is
unclear how child care assistance might affect mothers whose
finances are controlled by their partners but who are not receiv-
ing welfare benefits. Sixth, the age of the data is a limitation
considering changes in subsidy policy, welfare-to-work stan-
dards, and advances in knowledge regarding the effect of IPV
on employment since the time of IFS data collection. Finally,
because child care subsidies require work or work-related activ-
ities, the relationship demonstrated between subsidy receipt and
improved work outcomes may be driven by the requirements of
receiving the subsidy. However, programs requiring work do
not always have success in improving work among participants.
Studies of the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF)
program, which has similar work requirements, have shown that
stable employment among recipients is not the norm, and that
improvements in employment among TANF recipients were
modest and faded over time (Pavetti 2018).

Future work should test key mechanisms that may underlie
our findings but that we were unable to directly test.
Specifically, future work should examine whether receipt of
child care subsidies was in fact associated with lower levels of
stress among mothers experiencing IPV and whether subsidy
receipt was associated with fewer workplace disruptions. A fo-
cus on these mechanisms will provide key information on both
how subsidies matter in the lives of women experiencing IPV
but also will be useful to the design of other interventions fo-
cused on improving workplace outcomes for this population.

Conclusion

Despite these limitations, the current study has several impor-
tant implications. Findings from this study support the

distribution of child care subsidy to low income mothers, par-
ticularly those who are experiencing IPV. In addition to being
an effective work support for mothers experiencing child care
problems and IPV, child care subsidies may be an important
factor in supporting survivors’ ability to leave abusive rela-
tionships given the prior findings from Postmus and col-
leagues (Postmus et al. 2009) that help with child care was
critical to survivors’ success after leaving their abusive part-
ner. Programs assisting survivors should help connect survi-
vors to public benefits, including child care subsidies, in order
to support them and increase their likelihood of success.
Additionally, policymakers should consider additional re-
sources to child care centers to improve the quality and reli-
ability of care for low-income families. By decreasing the
likelihood that child care arrangements will fall through and
enhancing flexibility to meet the schedules of low-income
working survivors, child care subsidies can positively influ-
ence women’s work outcomes.
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