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LETTERS OF TRANSMITTAL

NovEMBER 29, 1973,
To the members of the Joint Economic Committee:

Transmitted herewith is a voliume of studies entitled “The Family,
Poverty, and Welfare F.ograms: Household Patterns and Govern-
ment Policies.” This is Paper No. 12 (Part II) in the series Studies in
Public Welfare, prepared for the Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy as
part of its comprehensive review of the Nation’s welfare-related
programs.

The views expressed in these studies are those of the authoys and do
not nccessarily represent the views of the Subcommittee on Iiscal
Poliey. the Joint Economic Committee, or the committee staff.

Wrient Parman,
Chairman,Jout Economic Commitice,

NoveMmier 27, 1973,
ITon. Wricnrr Patarax,

Chairman, Joint Economic Committee,
U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Cuatrarax : Transmitted herewith is a volume of studies
entitled “The Family, Poverty. and Welfare Programs: Household
Patterns and Government Policies,” Paper No. 12 (Part IT) in the sub-
committee’s review of public welfare programs,

The studies in this volume examine patterns of household composi-
tion and income sharing among low-income families as well as cur-
rent and proposed government policies directly related to family strue-
ture. Among the vitally important questions considered in this volume
are:

How serious are the problems of establishing paternity and of col-
lecting support payments from absent fathers of welfare recipients?

Would greater efforts to establish paternity and collect support pay-
ments pay off in terms of higher incomes for recipients and/or tax-
paversavings?

How do public welfare benefits vary for different types of family
and household units? What financial incentives exist for families to
break up and to form separate households?

What problems result from the fact that. depending on the program
or set of programs, the recipient unit may be the individual, the fam-
ily, the houseliold, or some comhination of the three ¢
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What is the process by which unstable household living arrange-
ments occur among low-income families?

The authors address these and other controversial questions and in
so doing make a contribution to raticnal public debate on topics highly
relevant to government policy. The papers represent the views of their
authors um? do not necessarily represent the views of the Subcom-
mittee on Fiscal Policy, individual members thereof, or the siubcom-
mittee staff.

This volume was edited by Robert I. Lerman. Alair A. Townsend
provided general direction and compiled many of the papers.

Marta W. GriFriTHS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy.



FOREWORD

Fainily organization among low-income groups and its relationship
to Government programs are broad subjects. This two-part series in-
cludes discussions of many important topics, but it 1s not comprelien-
sive in scope. The papers in this volume (part IT) deal with patterns of
household composition and income sharing among low-income fam-
ilies as well as current and proposed Government policies directly re-
lated to family structure. In part I, published by the subcommititee
on November 4, 1973, five autliors exainined various factors influenc-
ing levels of illegitimacy, marital instability, female headship of fam-
ilics, and participation m welfare programs. As an aid to the reader in
coping with snch a wide range of 1ssues, the opening paper in part I,
“The Family, Poverty, and Welfare Programs: An Introductory Es-
say on Problems of Xna]ysis and Policy?’ by Robert I. Lerman, pro-
vides an overview of the subjects and findings discussed in parts I and
II. Thus, only a few words are necessary to introduce the papers in this
volumne.

Government policies relevant to famnily structure make up one set of
topics. Irene Cox describes and analyzes liow public income transfer
benefits and eligibility conditions vary for different family types and
houschold units. I.ee Rainwater, and 8:1:'01 Stack and Herbert Semmel
recommend changes aimed at improving these Government policies.

. Harry Krause and Stack and Seminel discuss the Government role in
determining paternity and in obtaining child support payments from
absent fathers of clilldren on welfare. Krau§§ argues for increased
vigor by Governinent in these two areas while gacﬁ and Semmel con-
tend that such stricter enforcement would be self-defeating.
The other major topics concern how low-inconie persons combine
to form households and to share income. Marc Friedand Ellen Fitz-
¢ gerald, Andrew Billingsley, Rainwater, and Stack and Semmel report
findings on these patterns based on participant-observer stiwdies of low-
income families. They describe actual patterns of illegitm:(g,’marital
instability, and household formation and dissolution. Billingsley also
discusses some evidence from case studies dealing with the effects of
family breakdcwn on the behavior and development of children.
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TREATMENT OF FAMILIES UNDER INCOME TRANSFER
PROGRAMS

By Irexe Cox*
IxTRopUCTION

It is generally accepted that a basic purpose of publicly supported
social welfare })rograms is to support, strengthen, enhance, and pre-
serve family life. Public education, housing, health programs, income
maintenance, and a variety of other human service programs are
essentially concerned with direct, cemmunity, or environmental sup-
{))orts for family life and the fulfillment of family responsibilities.
Public income transfer programs which distribute more than $100
billion annually have a major role in underpinning the economic
well-being of families,

These are broad statements of general purpose which require much
more specification if we wish to examine the role or effectiveness of
social welfare programs in general or of income transfer programs
in particular in relation to 510, suppori of family life. Examination
of the cffect of income transfer programs on the economic well-being
of families is difficult, since complcte factual data on the impact of
various benefit sources on families is lacking.! But the question of the
cffect of this variety of income support programs on family life,
family stability, and family functioning is even more difficult to
answer. Fortunately, this paper has no such ambition, We propose
only to begin to fornulate more specific questions and issues by look-
ing at the design of the major income transfer programs as they
relate to treatment of families. Some initial questions are: How do
income transfer programs deal with families? How do they reflect
general concepts of “family” and family responsibilities?

First, the concept of “family” must be considered. We tend to think
of the typical family as a “nuclear” or “primary” family consisting
of parents and their minor .children, or spouses without children in
the home, but we also accept other groups of related individuals
living together as families. The U.S. Bureau of the Census defines a
family as two or more persois related by blood, marriage, or adoption
who reside together. Sociologists have identified many types of famil
structures which are encompassed. in the general usage of the word,

*Staff sociologist, Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy.

1 Subcommittee papers Nos. 1 and 6 report explorations of this qu stion which
is a major focus of the subcommittee’s overall study. See Studies in Public Wel-
fare, Paper No. 1, “Public Income Transfer Programs: The Incidence of Multiple
Benefits and the Issues Raised by Their Receipt,” Apr. 10, 1972, prepared by
James R, Storey for the Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy; and Paper No. 6, “How
Public Welfare Benefits Are Distributed in Low-Income Areas,” prepared by
James R. Storey, Alair A. Townsend, and Irene Cox for the Bubcommittee on
Fiscal Policy, Mar. 26, 1978,
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althongh terms snch as “extended family™ are usnally nsed to dJde-
=cribe houscholds including relatives other than these in the parent-
minor ehild primary unit,

The concept of family usnally implies living together It alsa
comnotes kinship ties with imnlieations for personal relatiosnhips and
varying degrees of legal and moral interdependency and responsi-
bility regardless of living arrangements. A common thread is rela-
tionship, but *family™ is also nsed to deseribe vavionsly related or
unrelated persons who live together as an economic and social unit.

Future anthropologists will have a diffcult time determining what
“family” means m our heterogeneous society. And they will get very
little help if they depend on eligibility definitions of income transfer
programs as a source of enlighteninent. With the possible exception
of housing programs, none of the major income transfer programs
define a “family” as an eligible unit. Instead, they define eligible
individuals. The primary beneficiary is defined by his status relative
to a particular program’s eligibility criteria: covered wage earner,
veteran, unemployed worker, dependent child. Other individnals who
may be included or entitled to benefits are defined by their relation-
ship to the primary heneficiary. T

Relationship, defined by blood. marriage, or adoption. is a basie
clement in defining families and is a primary consideration in most
income transfer programs. However. velationship is used to define sup-

. port obligations and dependency status, not to define a family as »

unit. In fact, living together as a family unit is not generally a basic
requirement, especially where the primary family is concerned. For
instance, in the social security program, evidence of relationship
usuatly establishes dependency and entitlement, of primary relatives
(wife and children) of the wage-earner. vegardless of past or cvivent
living arrangements. Living together in a family setting is used as
evidence of dependency for some secondary relatives and as a basis
for inclnding adult caretakers of beneficiary children such as the
mother in old-age. survivors. and dizability insurance (QASDI) and
parents or other relatives in aid to families with dependent children
(AFDC).

The only program with “Family®” in its title (AFDC) generally
exclndes primary families which meet, the ordinary conditions of
stable families. That is, families consisting of both parents and their
children are excluded unless the father is incapacitated or, in 23
States, is unemployed. Families with able-hodied working fathers are
excluded from federally assisted AFDC in all States regardless of
the level of income or need of the family. However. the program rec-
omizes extended families by including children living with relatives
other than the parent. )

The administration’s family assistance plan. which did not gain
Senate approval, defined a “family™ as the eligible unit and went even
further in recognizing extended families by including all vrelatives liv-
ing in'the home with children. The food stamp and food distribution
programs define the eligible unit as a “household” which may include
unrelated aswell as related persons. o T e
. Althcugh currently operating programs generally define individual
cligibility rather than family eligibility. all tvpesof beneficiary family
arrangements are possible and are implicitly or explicitly recognized
oy the various programs, inclnding “families” consisting ¢f unrelated
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persons sharing household facilitier IIowever, there is no- common
definition of family or of entitlement based on relationship. XEach

rogram has its own. rationale for defining eligible persous or nnits
hasecl on the purpose of the program and on a variety of traditional,
legal, cn]tur:g, or moral concepts. Changing concepts of program
purposes and objectives have been reflected 1n"changes over time in -
eligibility definitions and coverage. The variety of programs with
varying rationales and definitions results in some incorsistencies and
differing potential incentives? or disincentives for family for:nation
or disso?ntion, or for establishing or changing lega! relationships.

Socral Instraxce Procrams
Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability 1 nsurance (0ASDI)

The social security system’s major purpose is to protect wage eimeis
against loss of earnings due to retirement because of age or disability.
Coverage has been extended to specified dependents of workers re-
flecting the premise that persons dependent on the wage earner should
also be protected against loss of income when the wage earner suffers
a risk to income covered by the program. The definition of dependency
is crucial. Emphasis is on relationship, which reflects basic concepts
of legal responsibility for primary relatives and also recognizes re-
S{)onsibilit.y assumed by the wage exrner for certain relatives beyond
the primary family unit.

Evidence of relationship is sufficient to establish dependency of wives
and children of wage earners whether they lived together as a family
unit and whether or not the ‘wage carner actually sup orted them.
Illegitimate children also are entitled to benefits on the father’s wage
record if paternity was acknowledged in writing or established by
judicial decree. Wives age 62 and widows age 60 or disabled widows at
age 50 are recognized as dependents, and other wives and widows with
entitled minor children in their care may receive benefits. However,
aged and disabled husbands and widowers must establish that they
have, in fact, received more than half of their support from their
wives in order to receive bencfits as dependents. Husbands are not eligi-
ble as caretakers of minor children under any circumstances. Although
this difference in treatment of spouses may be a reflection of the cul-
tural expectation that a man has primary responsibility for support
of the family, the Social Security Act alsa reflects changing attitudes
toward the role of women. Prior to 1950, dependent husbands and
widowers were not entitled to benefits under any cireumstances, and
childrca of women workers received benefits only if there was proof of
prior substantial support by the mother. c :

For relationships beyond the primary rélationship of spouses and
legitimate or legally recognized illegitimate children, dependéncy and
entitlement to benefits is established either through an assnmption of
dependency—if the relative lived with the wage earner—or through
evidence of actual support, or both. Stepchildren are assumed to be
dependent if they lived with the wage earner,or, if not living with the

*“Incentive” ir used here to refer to a potential economic advantage which
might accrue under certain conditions and which could be a factor in influencing
choices made in respect to family structores and living arrangements, The extent
to which such incentives actually influence choices is not knowi.
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stepparent, may gain entitlement if there is evidence of actval support.
Simylar mles apply to illegitimate children when paternity is 1ot
legally established or acknowledged in writing but other acceptable
evidence of paternity exists. Under the 1972 amendments, a grand-
child or stepgrandchild whose parents are dead or disabled may gain
entitlement if the child lived with and was supnerted by the primary
beneficiary for at least a year. Survivin%lpamnts and stepg:rents ofa
wwage earner are entitled to benefits if there is evidence that they re-
cerved more than half of their support from the wage earncr.

There is one exception to the general premise thatﬁgpendency “n the
worker, either assumed, as in the case of primary relatives, or estab-
lished by evidence of support for other specified relatives, is a condi-
tion of entitlement to benefits. The 1972 amendments to the Social Se-
curity Act removed the requirement of dependency on the worker or a
court order for suplport of a divorced wife age 62 or older or a divorced
widow age 60 or older, if married 20 years before the divoree, and a
surviving divorced wife with eligible children in her care. This is a
change from the concept of benefit entitlement to protect dependents
against interruption of income due to the retirement or death of the
wage earner. Ynstead, the purpose js to provide compensation to a di-
vereed wife who did not build up her own entitlement while marri:d
and lost the entitlement she would have had as the wife of the worker.

This is another illustration of changes in the program which reflect
changes in family patterns. Early provision (1939) for ccverage of a
wife on the husbands’ earnings in gart recognized the wife’s role as
homemalker in sharing in the family’s economic effort. But 't also con-
veyed the cultural expectation of marital stability and continued d -
pendence of the wife on the husband. Coverage was extended co
divorced wives with eligible children in their care in 1950 and to aged,
dependent, divorced wives and widows in 1965, providing the marriage
had lasted 20 vears before the divorce. The 1972 amendments reinforce
recognition of divorce in family patterns, and legislation has been in-
troduced to reduce the number of years of marriage required for en-
titlement under this provision. In a sense, this progression of changes
represents not only acceptance of the fact of divorce but a public will-
ingness to compensate a woman for spending several years with the
wrong man. The latest charige, however, is primarily a response to one
of the problems »£ equity resulting from coverage of nonworking wives
on the husband’s wage records a provision which is also being ques-
tioned by working wives who raceive no more or little more in benefits
than nonworking wives, even though they nizy have paid social se-
curity taxes for several years. This questioning reflects the changing
roic of women and an expectation of equitable treatment as taxpayers
instead of emphasis on protection as dependents.

. In general, it appears that the rules defining entitlement to OASDI
benefits reflect concern for legal relationships which define primary
families and for legal responsibility for primary relatives and assumed
responsibility for other close relatives where there is a strong moral
presumption of responsibility. For entitlement purposes, whether or
not the individnals lived together as a family unit is not of importance
except. to establish dependency of some secondary relatives. The as-
sumption that a man i8 responsible for his wife and children does not
require that they kave heen living together or that he has, in fact, been
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supporting th:em. A man can have two wives receiving full benefits

(the family maximum does not apply to a divorced wife) even though

he did npt support either of themn. His legal and acknowledged illegiti- -
mate children are entitled to benefits even though he did not live with

or support them. ) .

The emphasis on legal relationships rather than living arrange-
ments extends to conditions under which benefits may be reduced or
terminated. The marriage of a child beneficiary under age 18 or over

.18 and in school alweys terminates the beneht. And, except for widows

“age 60 or over, the marriage of other survivor beneficiaries to a non-
beneficiary terninates the benefit. A widow age 60 or over continues to
receive full benefits if she marries a beneficiary who is a disabled child
over 18 years of age,® or a dependent widower or dependent parent.
He: benefits are reduced to one-half if she marries 2 nonbeneficiary or
a beneficiary receiving retirement or disability benefits. For other sur-
viving dependents who marry beneficiaries, the benefits may be con-
tinuea, reSuoed, or terminated depending on the beneficiary status-of
the spouse. The rules appear to be related to changes in dependency
statue. They attempt to relate entitlement to comparable situations
applicable to other married couples and to reduce somewhat the dis-
incentives to remarriage. The rules are complex, and survivor bene-
ficiaries contemplating marriage are well advised to scek information
on the effects of entering into a marriage contract. However, the legal
relationship is parariount and there is no change in benefits if a couple
lives together without. a legal marriage.

In general, OASDI rules for original entitlement of dependents
reinforce legal marriage but are concerned more with consequent legal
obligations than with the family as a living unit. Desertion, divorce,
and nonsupport are not discouraged but the insurance-type coverage
of dependents, with no additional premium or tax paid for such cover-
age, 1S an incentive for establishing appropriate legal relationships
including paternal acknowledgment of illegitimate children. There is
some incentive to having children, but this is limited by the effect of
the family maximum which provides full benefits for only two
children.

There are somne disincentives to remarriage for survivor benefici-
aries, but these are ameliorated by extension of full or partial benefits
to widows over 60 and to other beneficiaries under certain conditions.
Widowed mothers under age 60 with cligible children in their care
lose entitlement if they remarry. However, the children retain entitle-
ment and the operation of the family maximum often results in con-
tinuation of the same total amount of benefits when tha mother remar-
ries. In addition, the children may also be covered for potential bene-
fits on the stepfather’s wage reoord).

Unemployment Compensation

Tha purpose of this program is to replace a portion of wages for a
temporary period when a covered worker is unemployed. Only 11
States include an allowance for dependents. The amounts are reia-

% A disailed child can be any age. The term “child” denotes that the benéﬂciary
draws benefits based on the parent’s earnings record. ’ '
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tively small (more than $6 a week in only two States, with maximum
allowances ranging from 3 to $46 in most of these States). Depend-
ents are variously defined as children under 16 (two States) or under
18 (nine States), older children who are not able to work {(seven
States), wife or husband (seven States), parent and brother or sister
(two States). Stepchildren are included in 10 States. Parents,
brothers and sisters, and, in one State, the wife or husband must be
unemployable.

Military and Cicil Service Retiverient

A major emphasis of these programs is wage replacement.foz retired
workers and servicemen. These retirement benefits are usuz:ly more
gencrous than social security benefits since they are based on riilitary
pay at retirement, or on the highest 3-year average salary under civil
service. In contrast, social security benefits are based on covered wages
averaged over several years.

No allowance for dependents of retired persons is made in military
or civil service retirement benefits. The surviving spouse of a retired
civil service beneficiary, and the surviving spouse and dependent chil-
dren of a retired serviceman, may receive benefits if the retiree so
elects and accepts a reduced benefit at the time of retirement. Sur-
viving dependent children of a deceased retired civil service beneficiary
are eligible to receive benefits. Children, including stepchildren and
illegitimate children are eligible if under age 18, under 22 if a student
(under 23 if the child of a serviceman), or over 18 if disabled before
age 18, Civil service regulations specify that stepchildren and illegiti-
mate children must have been living with the worker. The widow o:
widower and children of a worker covered under civil service who dies
while he is employed are eligible to receive benefits. Under military
retirement, the surviving spouse loses benefits upon remarriage at any
age. The surviving spouse of a civil service worker loses benefits if
remarried before age 60. :

Veterans Compensation and Veterans Pensions*

Veterans’ dependents who may receive benefits ave children (under
18, or under 23 if attending school, or over 18 and disabled) including
stepchildren who are members of the veteran’s bousehold and illegiti-
mate children whose paternity has been acknowledged or established
by judicial decree or other evidence; wife, widow, or dependent and
disabled widower; and dependent parents, includinﬁ natural parents
or a person standing in the relation of parent to the veteran before
his entry in service. A wife or widow must be living with the veteran
or must have lived with the veteran until his death, or separated from
the veteran through no fault of her own; and must not be living
openly with another man and holding herself out openly as the wife of
such other man. There is a provision that her benefits may be rein-
stated on evidence of termination of the relationship or conduct creat-

‘The veterans pension program is an income-tested public assistance program
and should be classified as a public assistance-type program. It is included here.
however, because of the similarity of its dependency features to those of the
veterans compensation program.
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ing an “inference or presumption of remarriage or open and notorious
adulterons cohabitation or similar conduct.” ®

Prpric AssistANCE ProcraMs

Adult Assistance Categorics—.lid to the Aged, Blind, or Disabled
(44ALD)

These programs of assistance to aged (age G5 or over), blind. or
disabled persons (over age 18), authorized by \he Social Security Act,
currently are administered by the States or localities with Federal
sharing in program costs. They are to be reylaced in 1974 by a fed-
erally adininistered program of supplemental security incone for the
aged, blind, and disabled.

The AAR1I programs do not treat the family as a unit but are con-
cerned with individual eligibility. Degcndents are not covered simply
because of their relationship to & beneficiary, but must instead meet afl
the conditions for eligibility themselves in order to receive benefits, For
instance, the ‘vife of & man receiving old age assistance does not receive
benefits un:: s she is fuliy eligible as an aged, blind, or disabled indi-
vidual, A wife and minor children may receive AFDC benefits if they
are eligible under that program. There is an indirect relationship, how-
ever, since the spouse’s or parent’s ability to provide support affects the
eligibility and amount of benefits to dependents.

Tiere 18 a provision in the current AABD programs which permits
the needs of an “essential person” to be included in the payment of the
primary beneﬁciar{. The essential person may be a spouse who is not
.ndividually eligible, such as a wife under 65, or another needy person
living in the household. However, an essential person is not included
because he or she is dependent on the beneficiary but because the bene-
ficiary is dependent on the essential person for personal care or house-
bold tasks which he cannot manage for himself.

Although individual eligibility and individual needs are the pri-
mary consideration, living in a family setting may reduce the amount
of benefits payable to a beneficiary. This happens when the benefit in-
cludes only the Leneficiarv share of common household expenses or
other adjustments are made because of the number of persons ia the
household. Thus a man with an ineligible wife may actually reccive a
lower benefit because of her presence in the home even though she has
no income.

Supplemental Security Income( ftgl )the Aged, Blind, &nd Disabled
S,

This ;Lm%-nm, to be initiated January 1974, also provides for indi-
vidual eligibility. A benefit amount is specified for a couple which is
130 percent of the benefit level for an individual. The SSI program
enacted in 1972 (Public Law 92-603) made no provision for including
an ineligible spouse, or other “essential” persons, but specified that the
benefit for a couple is to be paid only when both spouses are eligible

' “Wife” or “widow” is defined in VA regulations as meaning “husband” or
“widower” if the veteran is a woman but the regulations use the feminine pro-
noun and depict situations applicable to a male veteran and wife or widow.
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as individuals. An amendment passed in July 1973, however, provided
that, in cases in which an essential persen is included in the State’s as-
sistance s)‘ayment in Decemnber 1973, the SSI benefit will be increased to
include the needs of the »ssential person. This provision will not apply
to new applicants for SSI.

The legislation provides for recognition of legal marriage as appli-
cable under aﬁpropriate State law and, in addition, provides that a man
and woman holding themselves out =3 husband and wife in the com-
munity in which they live will be so considered even if not legally mar-
ried. In a sense, this is recognition of a family unit not based on legal
marriage, but the basic purpose for the provision is to limi the amount
payable to that applicable to a couple rather than that which could be
paid to two unrelated individuals.

Similarly, the Jegislation reflects acceptance of the fact that couyles
may separate by providing for recognition of hustand and wife as
individuals if they do not live together. Howr:ver, as a disincentive to
separation in ord‘:er to obtain higher benefits, 2 couple may net be
treated as individuals until they have lived apart at least 6 months.

An individual or couple who live with other persons in a family set-
ting may have their benefits substantially reduced. The statute pro-
vides that when beneficiaries live in another person’s houseliold and
receive sup%)ort and maintenance in kind from such person. the benefit
amount will be reduced by one-third in licu of estimating a dollar value
for this type of in-kind income. The basic benefit payable to bene-
ficiaries with no other income is $130 per month for an individual and
$195 for a couple. These amounts would be reduced to $86.67 and $130
if the beneficiaries live in another person’s household, even though they
pay their full share of household expenses.

As in the present adult assistance program, the needs of dependent
minor children are not included but the spouse and sninor children may
receive assistance under the AFDC program. The SSI legisiation
specifically provides that an SST recipient is not to be considered as a
member of the AFDC family and his income and resources are not to
be considered as avsilable to the AFDC family unit.

Although SSI is termed an “adult” assistance program, there is no
minimum age for blind and disabled persons. Therefore, assistance
may be provided for blind or disabled minor children. The income of
parents with whom the child under age 21 is living is considered in
determining the child’s eligibility. The child is treated as an individual
recipient and his income is not considered to be available to the family
applying for or receiving AFDC.

Aid to Families With Dependent Chililren (AFDC)

The emphasis of the AFDC program is on the child who is deprived
of parental support due to the death, disability, or absence of a purent
“from the home, or due to the unemployment of the father in the 23
States which heve elected to provide assistance in these situations. By
definition, therefore, more than half of the States exciude from AFDC
intact families with an able-bodied father in the home. whether or
not he is employed ; and, in all States, intact families with a full-time
employed father in the home are excluded from the program regard-
less of the family’s income or needs. * ‘
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The program was called “nid to dependent children™ when it was
initiated in 1935. Although it requircd that a child be living with a
parent or other relative 1n order to receive assistance, the parent or
caretaker relative was not included as a recipient for Federal matching
purposes until 1950. Only one parent could be included even though
the family received assistance {)ecause of the presence of a disabled
father in the home. The optional provision for assisting children with
an rnemployed parent was added in 1961, and in 1962 provision was
made for both parents to be included as recipients for Federal mateh-
ing purposes. At that time, the name of che program was changed to
“aid to families with dependent children.” This change was more
rhetorical than real since the program still excludes most families with
both parents in the home.

The AFDC program provides assistance to a child who is living
with relatives other than the parent. The needs of a relative who is
caring for the child also may be included in the assistance payment
if the relative is eligible under conditions generally applicable to par-
ents. For instance, a widowed grandmnother not old enough to receive
old age assistance may be included in the assistance payment if her
income and resources are insuflicient to meet her own needs. Therefore,
althoug’s primary intact families are substantially excluded, the pro-
gram recognizes extended family arrangements to several degrees of
relationship. The Social Security Act includes children living with
“grandfather, grandmother, brother, sister, stepfather, stepmother,
stepbrother, stepsister, uncle, aunt, first cousin, nephew, or niece.”
Regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW) interpret this to include relatives by adoption of the child
or the child's parent; blood relatives including those of half-blood
and é)ersons from preceding generations as denoted by prefixes of
grand, great, and great-great; and spouses of the specified relatives
even after marriage is terminated by death or divorce.

Although it is necessary to establish the relationship of children to
parents or other caretaker relatives with whom they are living, there
18 no requirement that the parents of a child be legally married to
each other. Children and their parents living together as a family
may receive assistance if the father is disabled or unemployed even if
the parents are not legally married. A similar family is not eligible
if the able-bodied, employed, natural but unmarried father lives in
the home with the children and their mother.

The presence of other persons in a household does not have a direct
bearing on basic eligibility of the children, but living arrangements
may aflect the amount of benefits paid. As in the adult categories, the
assistance unit {(one or more children and caretaker relative. if in-
cluded) may roceive less if household expenses are shared with non-
recipienis or if the nonrecipicents are contributing toward the recip-
ients’ support. However, the Supreme Court has ruled that it may not
be assumed that the income of a person living in the home is available
to the children if that person has no legal obligation for support. Only
voluntary contributions may be considered. regardless of the income
of the relative or other person living in the home. Therefore. the chil-
dren may continue to be eligible for assistance if the mother lives with
or marries a man who is not the father of the children. '

20-C24—73——2
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This program, which has the basic purpose of preserving a family
home for children deprived of parental support, hias developed an
odd set of incentives and disincentives in respect to family life. There
are incentives to have children or for a chﬂg;‘ess person to take a re-
lated child into the home: incentives for divorce. separation. and
desertion: and inceatives to live with or marry a inan who is not the
father of the children rather than the father.

H.R. 1—Family Assistance Plan

The program of assistance to families with children proposed in
I.R. 1 (as passed by the House of Representatives in 1971 (92d Con-
gress) ) defined the eligible unit as a family consisting of two or more
individuals (at least one of whom is a child) related by blood, mar-
riage, or adoption who are living together. This definition includes
pirimary parent-child families with botl: parents in the home and
would also include extended families. Anv other relatives, or relatives
other than parents who are caring for children, could be included for
benefit purposes with their inconie and resources considered in deter-
mining eligibility and amount of benefits. The underlying assumption
was that relatives living together constitute an economic unit and that.
their incomes are shared, whether or not there is a legal obligation for
support,

Several exceptions to the basic definition were made, however. Re-
cipients of assistance under the adult category program were inclvded
for purposes of defining a family but their income and resources were
not to be eonsidered in determining the amount of benefits payable to
other family members. Other persons whose income and resources were
not available to family members could be excluded, except for parents
and stepparents.

Criteria for determining when an individual’s income was not to be
considered available were to be established by the Secretary of Health.
Education, and Welfare. We assume thst the criteria would have
apJ)lied to exceptional circumstances oriy and would not have pro-
vided for inclusion or exclusion at the individual’s option. Such an
option would permit ths inclusion of nonresponsible relatives if they
had little or no income but would allow their exclugion when they had
income or acquired income through earnings or other sources which
would reduce the family benefit. This would defeat the purpose of a
houschold definition and would be inconsistent with the concept of a
heusehold as an economic unit. ‘

Although the program was designed to enccurage family stability by
assisting families with both parents in the home and recognizing ex-
tended families, various incentives and disincentives with potential
effect on family structures were present : :

® Incentive to have a child;

® Incentive for low-income fathers to remain in the home;

® Incentive for separation when income exceeded the break-even
point if the income advantages of family splitting are perceived
as having greater vaiuve than living toget?xer as a family;

® Disincentives for 2 mother to marry 8 man with income who is
not the father of her children; .

® Incentives for childless relatives with little or no income to join
the family; and
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® Disincentives for relatives with income to join or remain in
family houscholds. For instance, there would be a disincentive
for employed older children, single adults, or other relatives
with :.come to remain in the home if they are expected to
make all income available to the family group. This would also
discourage arrangements where a family with young children
lives with older relatives in order to + conomize.

Although the basic family definition was designed to treat all related
houschold members as a family, the required and allowable exceptions
meant that some households would nr:a)e treated as families. If a par-
ent or stepparent received assistance under the adult category he was
not to be considered a membrer of the family for benefit purposes and
his income would not reduce tive benefit to other fanily members. How-
ever, if the parent’s income was from other sources, he was considered
i'; mtf'.imber of the family and his income would reduce the family

enefit.

Other relatives in the home would not be considered as members of
the family for benefit purposes if they received adult category assist-
ance. If income was from other sources, a relative could be included
as a family member for benefit purposes, or would be excluded as a
member of the family for any purpose if the determination was made
that his income was not available to other family members. Since a
family, by definition, consisted of two or more members, no family
would exist, and no benefits would be payable, if a child lived with a
relative not receiving public assistance, such as a grandparent, whose
income was not available to the child. '

IN-Kinp Bexerirs

Health Benefits

. Medicare, like social security cash benefits, is concerned with indi-
vidual eligibility. Coverage is limited to persons age 65 or over and,
effective July 1, 1973, to disability insurance beneficiaries after they
have received cash benefits for 2 years. Disabled beneficiaries include
individuals receiving benefits as disabled widows and widowers be-
tween the ages of 50 and 63 and disabled children over 18 years of age.
However, the primary conditions for. medicare coverage are age or
dis:;,lbilxty insurance status, not relationship or dependency status, as
such.

Medicaid eligibility is largely linked to the categorical assistance
programs. Individuals who are recipients of cash assistance under the
adult catej;ories and those who are included in AFDC assistance units
are eligible for medicaid (except in one State which has no medicaid
program). In addition, individuals or members of families who are
not receiving cash payments but who would be eligible on the basis of
income and other conditions relative to the appropriate category, are
eligible to receive medicaid benefits. In States which extend coverage
to the medically needy, individuals are eligible who meet the basic
conditions for categorical eligibility but have incomes, after deducting
medical costs, above the State’s assistance payment standard up to
the level specified by the State which, for Federal matching purposes,
may be no more than one-third higher than the assistance standard.
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Therefore, individual eligibility and not family or dependency status
is required for aged, blind, or disabled persons. The only exception
is that a spouse under age 65 who is included in the AABD pavment
as an essential person may receive medicaid benefits. This exception
does not apply to the medically needy. Therefore, a mnan age 5 who
has incomne slightly above the assistance standard may be eﬁgible for
medicaid under the medically needy program but his wife under age
65 is not eligible even though thef' depend on the same family income.

Similarly, since the categorical rules apply, families with children
generally are treated the same under medicaid as they would be under
AFDC. In order for a family to qualify, the children must be deprived
of parental support because of the death, disability, or absence of a
parent, or the unemployment of the father. However, States may elect
to cover children under 21 who are eligible on the basis of income
even though the conditions in respect te deprivation of parental sup-
port are not met. Eighteen States have adopted this provision which
l)ermits recognition of the needs of families with both parents in the
rome. However, only the children in such families and not the parents
may receive medical benefits.

Food Stamps and Food Distribution

The unit considered for eligibility for these food subsidy programs
is the household rather than the individual or related family mem-
bers. A household is defined as a “group of persons, excluding roomers
and boarders * * * who are not residents of an institution or board-
ing house, who are living as one economic unit sharing common cook-
ing facilitiesand for whom food is customarily purchased in common.”

The 1971 amendments to the Xood Stamp Act added a provision
which excluded households consisting of persons under 60 years of age
* unless all household members were related to each other. In June 1973,
the U.S. Supreme Court (3foreno v. USDA. District of Columbia)
ruled this provision to be unconstitutional. The apparent intent of

ngress was to deny food assistance to “hippie” communes as an at-
tempt to combat the unconventional living arrangements popularly
associated with them. As applied, however, other types of houscholds
were excluded, such as family groups with an unrelated friend living
in the home. The Supreme Court upheld the district court’s conclusion
that the “unrelated person” provision created an irrational classifica-
tion in violation of the equal protection components of the due process
clause of the fifth amendment.

The basic definition recognizes living arrangements of related and/
or nonrelated persons who live together in a family-type setting. It
assumes that persons who live together share their income and re-
sources & least in the purchase and preparation of food and that it
is therefore appropriate to consider total household income in de-
termining eligibility for a food subsidy. The household definition is
also being challenged in the courts. A U.S. district court has granted
a temporary restraining order (Knotwles v. Butz, N.D. California)
against the operation of regulations which determine eligibility on
a household basis and which require that all individuals residing in
the same living quarters be eligible for stamps in order for any stamps
to be received. . - ' e
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Provisions which relate eligibility to the receipt of cash assistance
henefits permit varying treatment of households depending on their
makeup and sources of income. A household in which all members are
recipients of assistance benefits i1s automutically eligible for food
stamps or food commodities. This can resuit in assistance households
receiving the minimum food stamp bonus or the full amount of dis-
tributed commodities even thongh total household income exceeds the
eligibility level for other households of the same size. For households
including assistance recipients and one o1 more nonrecipients of as-
. sistance, or households including nonrecipients oniy, eligibility is de-
termined by comparing total honsehold income to an eligibility level
adjusted for household size.

An additional complication, and a move away from household con-
sideration, will result from exclusion of some SSI recipients from the
food subsidy programs. A 1973 amendment (Public Law 93-86) pro-
vides that a person who is receiving SST benefits will not be considered
a member of a household for food subsidy purposes if the SSI benefit
and a State supplement, i€ any. is more than the assistance payment
and food stamp bonus he would have received under current programs.
If applied literally this could result in a household including an SSI
recipient being eligible for benefits when his income is excluded while a
comparable houschold with no SSI recipient is ineligible when total
household income is considered.

[For further discussion of effects when food stamps are combined
with other programs, see p. 201.]

The household definition provides an incentive for persons with low
incomes to live together, a disincentive for persons with higher incomes
to stay in the home, and a disincentive for assistance recipients to in-
clude nonrecipients in the household. Living together in order to econ-
omize sometimes can result in a loss of benefits.

Although the household definition appears to imply acceptance of
living arrangements of extended families and households including
nonrelated persons, congressional reluctance to assist “communes”
indicates a limited acceptance of this type of arrangement. In addi-
tion, the houschold definition serves to limit eligibility by assuming
that combined household income and resources are mutually available
and shared regardless of relationship and support obligations among
houschoid members.

Somz Proprems 1x CoorpiNaTioN oF Programs
. Effects of Differing Treatment of Family Members
1. OASDI AND SSI OR ADULT ASSISTANCE CATEGORIES

‘The assistance categories for the aged, blind, and disabled originally
were designed to assist persons with risks to earnings comparable to
those covered by the social secuity programs but who did not have
sufficient coverage for socis) security entitlement in the early years of
eperation of that program. They were considered to be “residual” pro-
arams which would decline as social security coverage was extended.
Although the numbers of old age assistance recipients decreased as
social security coverage expanded, there was still a need for supple-
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mentation of low incomes of some social security beneficiaries and
other aged, blind, or disabled adults with little or no income.

'The recently enacted SSI program recognizes the supplemental ob-
jective of the adult assistance program both in its title and in its ad-
ministration by the same agency which administers social security
benefits. The definition of blindness and disability under SSI is con-
sistent with social security definitions, but differences in eligibility due
to old age can result in different treatment of individuals and couples
ander SSI and OASDI. At the time they were enacted in 1935, both
OAA and OAX covered individuals age 65 or over. Since then, retire-
ment due to old age has been accepte(f under OAI for workers at age
62. Benefits are payable to wives at age 62, and to widows and de-
pendent widowers at age 60. However. for OAA and SSI entitlement,
old age continues to be defined as age 65.

Since the age definition is not congruent. assistance to supplement
social security benefits is available only when the beneficiary reaches
the assistance definition of old age even though he qualifies for social
security benefits on the basis of age and his incorae is below the SSI
henefit level. Under the social security programs, a worker may retire
between the ages of 62 and 65 and receive an actuarially reduced benefit.
If a man age 62 with a wife the same age accepts the reduced benefits
because he is unable to find work, the couple is not eligible to receive a
supplement until they reach age 65 even though their combined income
is below the SST benefit level.

In addition to age difference, treatment of married couples is af-
fected by differing views of the dependency status of wives and dif-
ferences in treatment of the earnings of husbands and wives. Consider
a man aged 65 with a wife aged (2. He is eligible for the full social
security benefit and his wife, as his dependent. is eligible for a benefit
cqual to one-half of the man’s primary benefit. If his benefit is below
$150, lie may be eligible for a supplémental payment from SSL The
SSI program would not consider the wife as a dependent of the hus-
band or as cligible for an assistance supplement. Instead, her income
is counted in determining the eligibilityv and amount payable to the
husband. [The statute provides that the income and resources of an
ineligible spouse living with the eligible individual are to be included
in the income and resources of the eligible individual. whether or not
available to him, except to the extent determined by the Secretary to
be inequitable under the circumstances.]

Treatment of a ‘wife as the husband’s dependent in OAI and as
responsible for her husband’s support irx SSI has other ramifications.
Consider a couple, both age 65 or over, and eligible for both OAI and
SSI. The husband receives $100 per month in QAT benefits and the
wire receives $50. The couple is eligible for SSI benefits of $65 per
month. [ The benefit level for a couple is $195 with $20 of other income
disregarded.] Under the QAT retirement test, the social security bene-
fits are reduced by one-half of all earnings jn excess of $2,100 a yvear
and $175 per month:® Xf the husband works, his exeess earnings reduce

r-‘_Beginﬁiixg i;;'Ja).m:_lryl'-lsn; these amounts wil)l-be $2,400 per year and $200
per.momth, . . T



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

195

the wife's benefit as well as his own. Therefore. if the hushand has reg-
ular earnings of $475 per month, the OAT benefits are reduced to zero:

v (ﬁ"._‘—’;_l":‘f’_ =$150) ?

If the wife works, her share of the benefits (350) is reduced to zero
when she has regular-earnings of $275 per month.

-.’)~— - Lkt

§:,‘2.2___1"" =$50)
The husband continues to receive $100 in O.AI benefits if her earnings
exceeds $275. Thus, earnings of the wife can receive more favorable
treatment than earnings of the husband.

Under the SSI program, $20 of income from any source is disre-
earded. In addition, the first $65 of monthly earnings and one-haif of
the remainder above $65 is disregarded; or the first $85 plus one-half
of the remainder if there is no other inconie to be disregarded. The
brealk-even level when income is from earnings is $475.

(&‘:—:’ —8 _ glg_;)

Therefore, if the husband earns $475 per month, the couple is not
eligible for OAI or SSI benefits. However, when the wife earns as
much as $295 per month, the couple is not eligihle for supplemental SST
payments. This happens because the husband continues to receive an
OAI payment of $100 per month. $20 of which is disregarded in com-
puting the SSI payment. The wife’s countable income from earnings

15 $115, (3255 g5
2

and their combined countable income is $193. Therefore, their total
gross income when they are no longer eligible for an SSI payment
(and medicaid) is $475 when the hustand works but only &395 when
the wife works.

2. OASDI AND AFDC

The position of wives and widows with minor children in their care
is viewed differently under these programs. Under QASDI, the mother
is included as caretaker of the children. She is not required to work
and, in fact, the earnings disregard is viewed as a disincentive to em-

loyment since her share of the benefit is reduced if her earnings exceed
$2,100 & year and $175 per month. However, she continues to receive
benefits for the children. ' :

7 Yllustrations used here assume regular monthly earnings over a year's time
which would reduce social security benefits to zero for the entire year. At lower
earnings levels, differences in accounting periods (perial of time over which
income is counted in Jdetermining benefits) and method of reducing benefits
would result in much more complicated effectz. Under social security. which
has an annual acepunting period, the full monthly benefit {s withheld until
the estimated total annual reduction is scconnted for. But SSI uses a quarterly
rather than an annual’ aceounting period. This could result in situations in
which an individusl or a couple receives SSI benefita during the time that

. rocial security benefits are withheld, but are not eligible for ST when rocial

rectirity benefits are reinstated even though monthly earnings are the same
throughout the year. S e N
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Under AFDC, the mother is included as the caretaker but she is
expected to work, if child care is available, to support or assist in the
support of herself and her children. In this program the less liberal
carnings disregard ($30 a month plus one-third of the remainder plus
work expenses) is seen as an incentive for cmployment. Therefore, if
a family is deserted by the father or the parents are divorced, the
mother is expected to work if the family receives assistance under
AFDC, with the earnings disregard seen as an incentive for employ-
ment. If the father dies and the children are entitled to social security
benefits, the mother is included and the earnings test is seen as a dis-
incentive to employment. .

In another respect, however, AFDC may treat a mother more lib-
crally than does social security. If the on(l;' eligible child is a student
between the ages of 18 and 22 (21 for AFDC), the mother caring for the
child is not included under social security but is included under AFDC.
Such mothers and students whose income, is low would gain more
favorable treatment under AFDC than under OASDL

Both programs have essentially the same provisions if the mother
remarries. When a mother receiving social security benefits remarries,
her share of benefits is discontinued but the children continue t~ be
cligible. Similarly. the children in an AFDC family continue ¢o be
eligible if the mother marries 2 man who is not the father of the chil-
dren. Although the basic premise that the stepfather is not responsible:
for the children is essentially the same, there has been considerable
reluctance to accept this in respect to the income-tested AFDC pro-
cram. Ilowever, there is a difference in that, for entitlement purposes
in the social security program, an assumption is made that the step-
father is supporting the children if they live with him. This could
result in a rather anomalous situation. When an AFDC mother re-
marries, the children continue to receive AFDC because the stepfather
is not held responsible for their support. However, if the stepfather
dies, the children are entitled to social security benefits on his wage
record because it is assumed that the children were dependent on the
stepfather.

The operation of the family maximum in the social security program
lessens the effect of the earnings test or remarriage of the mother if
there are two or more eligible children. If the family consists of a
mother and three or more children, there is no reduction in benefits
since three children receive the maximum family benefit (see table 1).
Two children receive the maximum family benefit if total family bene-
fits are $254 a month or less. (A family could receive $254 if the
father’s average wage for benefit calculations was $239 a month.) When
family benefits are higher than $254, there is some reduction if the
mother has excess earnings since benefits for two children are less than
the family maximum. For instance, if the familglsmaximum is $317,
the mother loses $27 in benefits if she marries or has regular earnings
of $230 per month. At a family maximum of $495, the mother loses $90
if she mnarries or has earnings of $355. When there is only one child
entitied to benefits, the famaly benefit will always be reduced if the
mother marries or has excess earnings. Except for benefits near the
minimum, the mother’s share is one-half of the benefits payable to a
mother ard one child. If a mother and on2 child receive $200 in social
security benefits, the mother will lose her share ($100) if she marries
or has earnings of $375 per month. If the total benefit is $320, it will
be reduced by $160 if the mother marries or earns $495 per month.



197

*13330M POIQUSIP 8 10 *¢p 0F8 J8 13)I0Mm DAl 8 03 Pied aq pinom YIR|M jyaueg ; ‘sasodmd jyousq 10) POIEINITED ¥B salvak POIRA0d DBeAY

06 '9€a 0¥ €3G 0€ 'c0Z 00 ¢L1 08 '¥¥1 01 231 06 €6 08 Tt TooEmTEm TTTTTRPIIYR 1
08 ‘¢1¢ 0L ‘t9¥ ¢G ¥or 00 0t 0L '68G 01 1<% 0L °L81 08 9¢1 CTTTTTuapigo 7 J0 “pliya 1 puw .woﬁoz
oV "66¢ 02 '8¥¢ 08 ‘¥6v 0L '¢ch 08 91¢ 01 F¢C . 0L 'LSI og'9er  TTTTTTTTT TTTTTTTTULdpyo € Ju ‘nalp

-IIYyo z puv IoYjo wnunxsw Lpwueg
1qyouaq J0alAING
0S¢ z¥e 08 608 0L 69 0g'geZ. OI ‘€61 0% ‘691 01 ¢¢1 (125 <" S TTeTeeT TTmTTTeTeMgIueq AIswpg

00:$ 009% 005$ 0o0t$ 00£$ Gece Frd ] $S01 14 02§ 9d43 Afrmej pue jyeusg
—J0 1 83J8m Ljyjuour 938104€ 38 SIPYOURY

az1s fipupf fiq spy2uaq puv wnunrowe ipwe! ‘spfousq favwied fijanoss roos fpypuow fo sadworsy— | a1av],

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



G L TR

198
Effects of Different Treatent of Farnings

1. AFDC AND SOCIAL SECURITY BEXNEFITS

The differences in treatment of eariings in thy AFDC and social
seeurity programs can result in different treatment of similar families
wlhen some are eligible for benefits from both programs.

When a family consisting of a mother and three or more children
receive both social security and AFDC benefits, and the mother is em-
ployed, only the AFDC earnings disregard applies since her earnings
do not reduce the social security pavments.® This would usually be true
of a family with two children since the relatively small AFDC supple-
ment for which these fainilies would be cligible would be reduced to
zero beford'thé carnings test would apply to the mother’s social security
benefits. One result of this is that a family receiving social security
benefits becoines ineligible forr AFDC with lower carnings than a com-
parable family with no social security income. Consider a family of
four persons receiving $230 from social security in a State with a pay-
ment. standard of $300. The family would be eligible for an AI'DC
supplement of $70 (see table 2). If the mother works and has work-
related expenses of $60 a month. the family is incligible for AFDC
with earnings of $225, The family with no social security wonld con-
tinue to receive an AFDC payment of $230 to supplement the mother’s
earnings of §225, At this point their gross cash income is the same
($453). but the AFDC recipients continue to be cligible for a foad
stamp bonus of $24 and the full amount of medicaid costs. The AFDC
family would continue to be eligible for AFDC. food stamps. and
medicaid until the mother’s earnings reach $570 per month.

Tawvk 2.—11ustration of combined monthly receipt of social secuvity
and/or AFDC and eornings—-person family

Mother and 3 children with Mother and 3 ciiildren with
social security and AFDC benefits . AFDC henefits only
Income source I I I v
Social security_ . ____.__. 230 $230 0 0
AFD‘C ................. 70 0 $230 0
Earnings.. ..o __._._. 0 225 1225 8370
Total income.__..__ 300 435 . 453 570

L With work expenses of $60, countable income is $70.

Receipt of any other unearned income, such as veterans’ benefits or
support payments, would have similar vesults. The hreakeven point
i3 lower when a family has unearned income since the AFDC payment
is reduced by 100 percent of such income but is reduced by 67 percent
of earnings over $30 per month minus work expenses.

At low levels of social security benefits for a mother and one child.
both earnings disregards would apply over a range of earnings. If

* Her earnings do not reduce the socfal uecurfty payments because the children
remain eligible for the maximum family benefit in any case.




TR SR ey e

199

the minimum amount of family social security henetits ($127) is re-
ceived in a State with a payment standard of $200, the family would
receive an AFDC payment of $73 (see table 3). With earnings up to
$175 a month. social security henefits remain the same but AFDC is
reduced by two-thirds of earnings above $30 less work expenses. If
work expenses are $60, the AFFDC payment will be $36 when the
mother earns $175. For earnings above $173, the mother's social se-
curity benefit will he reduced by 50 percent of the excess hut this
reduction will be offset by an increase in AFDC. The AFDC earn-
ings disregard of one-third of additional earnings continucs to apply
and the family is ineligible for AFDC when earnings reach $292 per
month. The mother continues to receive the minimum of $85 social
security benefit for the child, A comparable family with no social
security benefits or other income would be eligible for AFDC. food
stamps, and medical care until the mother earns $420 per month.

Tanwe 3.—1lustration of combined monthly receipt of social security,
AFDC, and earnings—3-person family

Mothar asd 1 child with mintmum social Security benefits and AFDC

1 11 It v
Social security_ . ... .. 8127 $127 $85 385
AFDC_ ... T3 .36 22 0
Earnings_ _ . .oooo... 0 175 259 292
Total income. - - - . 200 338 366 877

2, AFDC, SSI, AND OASDI

Some of the problems rcsulting from categouscal treatment of fam-
ily members are evident when a famil includes persons eligible for
benefits under. all of these programs. X parent (for illusirative pur-
poses, the father) who is aged. blind, or disabled is treated as an indi-
vidual when he is eligible for SSI. The wife who is not eligible for SSI
and minor children are considered as a separate assistance unit uider
AFDC. However, if the father’s income makes him ineligible for SST
benefits, he is included in the AFDC assistance unit. This difference
in treatment of family units according to the source of income of the
parent, coupled with differences in benefit levels between the two
programs, can result in quite different treatment of similar families—
and of the same family if the source of income changes. The higher
individual benefit under SSI provides additional assistance to fami-
lies if the father is eligible under that category, but this favorable
treatment does not extend to similar families with aged, blind, or
disabled fathers receciving only social secuity, veterans benefits, or
other income.

INlustration : A family consisting of a disabled father, mother, and
two children lives in a State with an AFDC payment standard of
$250 for three persons and $300 for four persons. In the first
instance (see table 4), the futher receives SSI benefits only; in the



200

second instance, he receives social security benefits of $130; and in
the third instance his social sccurity benefits are increased to $150.
The wife and children receive social security benefits equal to one-
half of the primary benefit at this level of payment.

TanLe 4.—Ilustration of combined monthly receipt of social sccurity,

SS8Il,and AFDC
1 i 7 m -“‘l-\-'-
Father:

"Social seeurity . . oo iceemeae 0 $130 $150 $224
S mmeveceeeamemmacemen——. $130 20 0 0

Mother and children: :
Sociad seeUritY o e e e e meceeeaeaa 0 65 75 176
AFDC. e 250 185 175 0
Total family incomee o e v cceeeoene. 3%0 400 300 400

1 AFDC payment includes the father and is adjusted to consider his income.

The income of the third family is $100 less than the total income of
the second family in which the father has the same income but pait
of it is received under the SSI program. As shown in column 1V, the
father would have to have a social security benefit of $224 in order for
the family income to reach $400. (At this level of benefits, the family
maximum is more than 150 percent of the primnary benefit.)

In 14 States with AFDC payment standards at or below $225 for a
family of four persons, the family would be ineligible for AFDC
when the father’s social security benefit is $150 per mouth. The family’s
cash income would be reduced in amounts varying from $40 to $123
when the father is no longer eligible for SSI benefits. :

The problem is further compounded if the father has earnings. (See
table 5.) The earnings disregard is more liberal under SSI than under

1is more. SSI than
AFDC. Benefit losses= (E“”“"gs ~6°), o,(EammggS- ‘é&:) y

T 9
he has no other income. But, if his earnings are high enougfh to make
him ineligible for SSI, he is included in the AFDC family and the

AFDC disregard applieé. (M:%gs—ﬂ) Work expenses are
also disregarded in AFDC but unless the work expenses compensate
for the higher disregard under SSI, the father will have more count-
able income when he is included in the AFDC family, By earning

those few added dollars that make the father incligible for SSI, the
father would cause significant losses in total family income.
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TasLe 5.—~Combined monthly receipt of social security, SSI, AFDC,

and earnings
1 n ni
Father:

Joarnings. o o eeemeeeea 0 1 $155 2 3165
Social SeCUritY - o oo e eeae $100 100 100
o1 ) 50 5 0

Mother and 2 children:
Social security .. oo 50 50 50
AFDC. e eeeececeana 200 200 390
Total family income...o....... 400 510 405

1 Countahle income s $46 {rom earnings and $80 from social security.
2 With work expenses of $30, the fathr’s countable income is $60 from earnings and $100 from social security.
§ Futher is included in AFDC family.,

Tr this example, an increase of $10 in the father’s carnings decreases
the family income by $103 per month.

3. FOOD SUBSIDY AND CASI BENEFIT PROGRAMS

Combining food programs with cash Lencfit programs further il-
lustrates the complexities and inconsistencies which can result from
the variations in treatment of individuals, femilies, and households.
In the food subsidy programs, the housei:sid is the basic unit and
a4 liousehold consisting only of recipients of public assistance is anto-
matically eligible. The amount of the food stamp bonus (total allot-
ment for household size minus the required purchase price) decreases
as family income inereases. The full amount of food coninodities is
received by eligible households. However, under certain conditions
recipients of SSI will not be eligible to receive food subsidies and are
not to be considered members of households for purposes of deter-
mining household eligibility for these programs, This will change the
household concept in some situations. Differences in treatment of
households depending on the source of income of household members
will be accentuated.

a. Food stamps and AFDC

A household consisting only of AFDC recipients iray participate in
the food stamp program even though its incomne excueds the eligibility
level for nonrecipient houscholds. This is likely to happen when a
parent has earnings and continues to receive an AFDC supplement.
Therefore, an AFDC family can receive at least the minimum food
stamp bonus (or the full ainount of food commodities) even though
its income exceeds that of an ineligible nonassistance houschold. For
instance, an AFDC family of three persons with $400 total incomne
from AFDC and earnings may receive a small food stamp bonus ($18)
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while a nonrecipient family of three persons with a net income of
more than $313 is not eligible. (Some exclnsions from gross income ave
allowed in the food stamp programs but. these ave not as generous as
those allowed in AFDC.) However. the AFDC family would not e
cligible for food stamps if a nonrccipient joins the household. even
though the additional person has no income. The net income maxinnnn
for a four person household is $387 per month.
b. Food stamps, SNI, and OASDI

The intent of the provision which makes some SST recipients inelig-
ble for food subsidies is to *cash out™ these programs. or to provide
SSI bencficiaries with the cash equivalent of the food stamp bonus. In
a few States with low payment levels in the current adult assistance
categories, the Federal SSI benefit level will compensate for the loss
of food stamps. States with high assistance payuents may supplement
the SSI benefit and may add an amount equal to the food stamj bonus.
(For illustrative purposes, the Federal SS1 henefit level is used.)

Since the exclusion from food subsidies is related to receipt of SSI.
an individual with equivalent ¢ come from another source could par-
ticipate in the food stamp program.

Amouit of Food staip
Lenetit Lanue

Individual receiving:
1) (N 30 e 0
Social security and SSI... .. ... ._... $150. e 0
Social security . - oo oo $150 to $169.99_ .. __ §11
$170 to S$183....__._ 10

If there are other pertons in the household, exclusion of the SSI
recipient has other effects. For instance, consider a 65-year-old man
recelving SSI benefits with & wife under 65 years of age. The wife may
receive food stamps unti! she reaches age 63 and is included in the SSI
benefits. At this point the household loses food stamp eligibility even
though there may be little or no difference in total cash income.

TABLE 6.—Combined monthly receipt of social security, SSI, and

Jood stamps

Husband age 65; wife age 62 Wile, age €5
1 11 414 v v

Husband:
Social 8€CUrity e v eccecnaao. 0 $100 $130 $150 $130
L - - SR, $130 50 20 0 120

Wife:

Social security. .. ______._.__ 0 50 65 75 65
[T 0 0 0 [ .
Food stamp bonus_.......... 38 30 28 21 0
Total cash income. .. ...... 130 200 215 225 215
‘Total cash and in-kind..._. 168 230 243 246 215

15E1 benelit for busband dod wife,
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The couple has the same combined cash income in columns 11T and
V but in the latter instan~: they are not eligible for food stamp pnrtici-
pation because both recev.e SSI.

Although some SSI recipients are excluded from the food stamp
program, a reverse kind of situation can occur when an SSI recipient,
such as a grandparent, who is not eligible for food stamps. lives with
a family which is eligible to participate in the food stamp program.
Under these circumstances, the houschold can receive food stamps when
the grandparent is eligible for SSY but may not receive them if his
income is from some other source.

Grandparent:

Social 8eCUriItY v o e i e, 0 $130 €150

T ) S, . $130 20 0
Family of 3 persons:

AFDC (or otherincome) ... ..o o ....... 250 250 250

Food stamp bonus. oo ceeene oo icaena- 24 24 0

Total cash income. .. .. coveneaooa. 380 400 400

Total cashandin-kind_ .. .. __...._.. .. 404 424 400

In situations described in I and II, the grandparcut is not a mem-
ber of the houschold for food stamp purposes but in 1II all members
are considered and their income exceeds the eligibility level for a four-
person household ($387).

CoxcrLusioN.

This paper has examined some of the ways in which families are
treated under the major &)rograms designed to provide income main-
tenance to individuals and families. We have found that programs dif-
fer in definitions of eligible individuals, family units, and households
and that =:any types of family structures are recognized in some fash-
ion. This finding should not be surprising in a society which includes
many forms of family structures and living arrangements. However,
the differences in program definitions of eligible individuals and fam-
ilies have consequences or potentia] effects on choices of living arrange-
ments and also can result 1n inequitable treatment of comparable fam-
ily units. An internal rationale is usually discernible when programs
are viewed separately, but potential effects when more than one pro-
gram reaches the same family defy logic. It is small wonder that many
program manuals of policies and 1nstructions appear to be translations
of Alicein Wonderland into bureaucratic language.

As we have seen, F_rograms differ in definitions of ages of eligible
persons, treatment of income, work requirements, earnings disregards,
recognition of support obligations, benefit levels by category, and cir-
cumstances under which individuals are or are not incluced as family
or household members. This list is not exhaustive. There are many
other factors which can affect families and add to administrative com-
plexities, such as differences in accounting periods, asssts tests, and
treatment of earnings and other income of various family members not
discussed here.



204

A common element across most programs is the consideration of re-
lationshipy and support obligations, but there are considerable differ-
ences in the way this is treated. In general, the major social insurance
programs are concerned with legal relationships and obligations for
support of dependents as a basis for determining the entitlement of de-
Yendents for benefits. These programs are not concerned primarily with

iving arrangements of beneficiaries. The need-based programs, on the
other hand, emphasize the determination of financial need of recipi-
ents, and are concerned with responsibility of relatives for current sup-
port and with living arrangements and family structures as they af-
fect current need. Aftbough the major social security program includes
some conditions which may affect decisions as to family formation or
dissolution, it is relatively ncutral as to family structure and the
trend in legislation is to make it even more neutral. By contrast, the
Fublic assistance programs include provisions which appear more
ikely to affect choices as to'family structure and living arrangements.
They illustrate some of the conflicting and inconsistent effects of at-
tfemp]t.ing to provide preferential treatment to selected types of
amilies:
® Preference for one type of family excludes others in similar
circumstances. The AFDC program is the prime example. By
selecting families with children deprived of parental support be-
cause of specified risks, families headed by the mother or by an
incapacitated father or an unemployed father in some States are
given preference and two-parent families are generally excluded.
This appeared rational in the early years of the program since
children in the defined families were considered most likely to be
in need. This type of preferential treatment is increasingly diffi-
cult to justify since there are many families headed by working or
employable men with incomes as low as the incomes of recipient
families. The introduction of work incentives in the form of earn-
ings disregards has accentuated the inequitable treatment of fam-
ilies based on structural differences.
® Exclusion of a particular type of family or living arrangement
can result in excluding households other than those in the intended
target group. An example is the food stamp program provision
(since declared unconstitutional) fr:+ excluding households con-
sisting of persons under 60 years of age unless they are all related
to each other. The intent was to avoid assisting “hippie” com-
munes but the provision also excluded noncommune households
such as middle-aged persons who shared living arrangements to
eﬂc;onomlze, or families who had an unrelated friend living with
em.
® Dreferential categorical treatment of individuals can result in
Inconsistent treatment of families of which they are members. For
instance, when aged, blind, or disabled parents of minor chil-
dren receive SSI payments, the family benefits from the higher
SSI benefit level. If the parent’s income is entirely from another
source, such as social security or veterans pension, he is not given
preferential treatment as an individual but is included in the
AFDC family and family income drops to the AFDC benefit level.
® A household definition appears to accept all types of living ar-
rangements but has the cffect of assuming that the income of non-
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responsible persons is available to other members of the house-
hold, even though support by the nonresponsible person could not
be enforced otherwise. .

An cxamination of the differences in treatment of families by
berefit programs raises questions of the propriety, as well as tho
feasibility, of public policy dirccted toward influencing beneficiary
behavior. As reflected in challenges to various leﬁislatlve‘ and adminra-
trative provisions in recent years, questions are being raised about the
appropriateness or even the constitutionality of attempting to influ-
ence or control behavior through the granting or withholding of bene-
fits; or by applying restrictions to selected groups identified by their
relationship to a particular benefit program or need for a particular
tvpe of assistance. Court challenges of policies and judicial opinions
also reflect the fact that freedom of choice and freedom of association
are important values in our socicty. Ifamily security is equally im-
portant and benefit programs, regardless of how they are designed,
are likely to contain factors which may influence choices; and may
compete with or complement basic social, economic, and cultural in-
stitutions which influence family life.

There is also a question of the eflicacy of using public programs to
influence family structures. As illustrated above, attempts to give
preference to or exclude particular family types often have inconsist-
ent and inequitable resuRS. It is probably impossible to design pro-
grams that are completely neutral and complete neutrality is not neces-
sarily the only objective. It should be possible, though, to design pro-
grams with the view of supporting conditions for family life, with a
minimum of distortion of choices for economic reasons.

The problem at present is not simply one of trying to arrive at a con-
sistent definition of a “family,” since there is no unique family pattern
with general applicability. Consideration of individuals and their de-
pendents as the core famly unit, as in the social security program, ap-
pears to be the most workable and consistent treatment of family units
and family responsibility. This has basic legal and social sanctions both
in determining family nced and in designating legal responsibility for
support. However, the basic problem now is that we have a profusion
of income maintenance and income subsidy programs rather than a
coherent inconse support system. Programs Eave been developed to
meet particular needs or to serve particular groups and designed as if
they served a unique body of constituents. As more of the population
is covered by social security, veterans programs, other retiremsnt pro-
grams, or cash and in-kind need-based programs, the problems of over-
lapping and inconsistencies become much more apparent.

Taken together, most of the population is covered by a retirement
program or might find a dprogram to meet a particular need. A major
proglem at present for administrators and beneficiaries alike is to de-
termine the categories or programs ‘which fit the applicant and his set
of circumstances and then to determine how they relate or do not relate
to each other when they reach the same individual or family.

Ad hoc adjustments of individual programs wil] provide no solution
to the basic 1E)roblem. Instead, it is necessary to begin to look at the
present patchwork as a system—to reconsider overall objectives and
the appropriate functions of an income maintenance system rather

20-624—73—3
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than continue to maintain a diversity of programs with original ra-
tionales which are no longer appropnate, and with proliferating coni-
plexities as more of the population is covered.

In the short run, a start can be made on developing a network of
programs rather than a patchwork. A desirable method would be the
Initiation of a legislative mechanism for examining and minimizing
the effects of overlapping programs and inconsistencies in treatment of
individuals and families. Much can be done in present legislation and,
as legislation is amended, in coordinating programs to attain more con-
sistent and equitable treatment of beneficiaries—from using consistent
definitions of age of elifible students, to the treatment of individuals
and dependents as family units rather than continuing the categorical
emphasis which can defeat program purposes and detract from, rather
than enhance, family unity.
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POVERTY, LIVING STANDARDS, AND FAMILY
WELL-BEING

By Lee RAINWATER

InTrODUCTION

Reflection on the past decade of the war on poverty reveals many
aradoxes.! The most central is that while “poverty” has been reduced
y almost half, we have no sense of a reduction in the prevalence of

human problems associated with poverty. The proportion of all per-
sons living below the poverty line decreased year by year from 1979
to 1969—from 22.4 to 12.2 percent of all persons.? In 1970 this de-
cline halted ; poverty increased slightly to 12.6 percent, but this seen:s
to have been a product of the recession. Reductions in the poverty poj:-
ulation seem to go hand in hand with increases in per capita personul
income. No more claborate explanation of the decline in poverty over
the past decade is necessary than to say that the people at the bottom
of tﬁe heap got their share of increasing affluence, and that this shift
in their income moved almost half of them above the poverty line. If
cconomic growth continues at its long-term rate, it is not overly risky
to predict the virtual elimination of poverty by around 1980.

But we know this is ridiculous. Any speaker 1s likely to meet with
audience disbelief if he argues that in 1972 the poverty problem is
almost half of what it was 1n 1959. Iis listeners will be quick to point
to tll)lle undiminished intensity of a broad range of human and social

roblems.

P If one leaves aside the statistical indicators of problems and looks
instead at the quality of life of families at the lower end of the
socioeconomic scale one is impressed by the extent to which it seems
hardly to have changed over longer periods of time than a decade.
The people who would have been considered poor on an “eyeball to
eyeball” basis in 1959 still scem poor today. The people who felt
themselves poor, deprived, oppressed, and wasted by society in 1959

iThe research on which this paper is based in part has heen supported by a
Public Health Service grant, MH-18035, and earlier by MII-15567. Ia the de-
velopment of the ideas presented here I have profited greatly from discussions
over the years with several of my colleagues, particularly Richard P. Coleman,
Phillips Cutright, Herbert J. Gans, and Martin Rein.

The lessons of the 1960's war on poverty have been analyzed in Joseph E.
Kershaw, Government Against Poverty, Brookings Institution, 1970; Robert A.
Levine. The Poor Ye Necd Not Have With You: Lessons From the War on
Poverty, M.IT, Press, 1970; Peter Marris and Martin Rein, Dilemwmas of Socinl
Reform, Aldine-Atherton (revised edition in press) ; Daniel P. Moynihan, Maxri-
mum Feasible Misunderstanding, The Free Press, 1969; James Sundquist, On
Fighting Povcrty, Basic Books, 1969; and Gilbert Y. Steiner, The State of Wel-
fare, Brookings Institution, 1971.

s U.S. Rureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Serles P-60, No. 81,
Charaoteristics of the Low Income ropulation, 1970, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C., 1971, Table A, p. 2.

(207)
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still seem to feel poor, deprived, oppressed, and wasted today. Indeed,
a reader who systematically compares studies carried out in low income
slum or ghetto communities in the 1930’s with recent ones is struck by
the tremendous similarity across that timespan in the style of life and
in the kinds of human difficulties and problems confronting people.
No one who was acquainted with the lower-lower class described in
the 1930s’ studies by such researchers as Warner, Davis and Gardner,
or Whyte would feel at all surprised by the style of life in Boston’s
white slums of today.* And no one acquainted with Negro lower class
life as dealt with by authors such as Cayton and Drake or Allison
Davis would find basic change in the conditions of life of today’s
ghettos (although he might be surprised by the nature of idcological
and political expression).

Yet the material base for life would have changed dramatically.
Today’s low income person has available to him perhaps two-and-a-
half times as much in the way of goods and services.

To find what has not changed in the economic situation of the poor,
we do not have far to look. Although the incomes of people at the
bottom of the income hierarchy (as in the middle and at the top)
have changed dramatically, the pattern of inequality in income distri-
bution has varied only marginally since before World War 11. There
is some reason to believe that there has been a slight shift toward a
more equal distribution during the depression and through World
War IL® Since 1947, however, there seem to have been hardly any
changes in the income distribution. The proportion of the population
with incomes less than half the median family income was 18.9 per-
cent in 1947—it was 18.9 percent in 1970. (It had reached a high of
20.9 percent in 1954 and a low of 18.3 percent in 1968). The post-

®See for earlier descriptions of lower class family and community life
W. Lloyd Warner, et al,, Yankee City, one volume abridged edition. Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1963; Allison Davis, Burleigh B. Gardner and Mary R. Gardner. Decp
South, University of Chicago Press, 1841; Allison Davis, “The Motivation of
the Underprivileged Worker,” in Iudustry and Bociety, W. ¥. Wlite, editor,
McGraw-Hill, 1946; Allison Davis, Social Clasxs Influcnccs Upon Learning,
Harvard University Press, 1948; William Foote Whyte, Street Corner Society,
University of Chicago Press, 1943. For studies after World War II, sce Herbert
J. Gans, The Urban Villagers, Free Press, 1962; Gerald E. Suttles, The Social
Order of the Blum, Uaiversity of Chicago Press, 1968 ; Lee Rainwater, Richard P,
Coleman, and Gerald Handel, Working Man's Wife, Oceana PPublications, 1959;
T.ce Rainwater, And the Poor Get Children, Quadrangle Bowks, 1960.

‘For studies of lower class black communities, xee Davis. Gardner. and
Gardner, op. cit.; Davis, op. cit.; lHorace Cayton and Sinclair Drake, Dlack
Mctropolis, Harper & Row, 1062; John Rohrer and Monro Edmundson, The
Eighth Generation Grows Up, New York, Harper & Row, 1960; liylan Lewis,
Blackways of Kent, University of North Carolina, 1955; Kenneth Clark, Dark
Ghetto, Harper & Rcw, 1965; Elliott Liebow, Taliy's Cormer, Little, Brown,
1867; Uif Hannerz, Sowlside, Columbia University I’ress, 1969 ; I.ec Rainwater,
Behind Ghetto Walls, Aldine-Atherton, 1970; and David Shultz, Coming Up
Black. Prentice-Hall, 1969.

®U.S. Bureau of the Census. Income Distribution in the United States by
Herman P. Miller (a 1960 monograph), U1.8. Government Printing Office, Wash-
ington, D.C., 1966, pp. 12-28, and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Popula-
tion Reports, Serfes P-60. No. 80, Income in 1970 of Familics and Persons in
tie United Ktates, U.8. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1971,
table 14, p. 28,

¢ Victor R. Fuchs, “Comments on Measuring the Low Income Popalation,” in
Lee Soltowy, edilor, Siz Papers on the Size Distribution of Income, National
Burcau of FEconomie Research, 1969, p. 200, and Current Population Survey,
Incomes in 1970, op. cit.
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World War I1 cconomy was capable of practicallv eradicating poverts
in a generation—if poverty is defined as having to live on less than
half of the median family income at the generation’s beginning. But
the post-World War II cconomy does not seem to contain anvthing
approaching automatic mechanisms to significantly change the share
of the inconie that people on the bottom receive. )

The balance of this paper will consider the theoretical and empirical
base for the assertion that only a relatice definition of povcirty has
any relevance for the heman concerns that lie behind Awciioang
interest in poeerty as a pullie policy issue.

Poverry axn Tun Fayiny

Various studies of poor communities from the 1930%s to the preseat
dezl in some detail with the family life of the poor as well as with
interactions between family patterns and local community participa-
tion. From these studies it is possible to condense the principal ontlines
of family relations among the poor,

A descriptive acconunt of those family patterns leaves open the ques-
tion of their dynamies or causes, Some have argued that family hehav-
ior is determined more by social status (indexed by educational level
or occupational prestige) than by income, The emphasis in the Iitera-
ture on social class and on class-related subeultures has tended to re-
inforce this belicf. Yet the one systematic attempt to assess the relative
hnpact. of status versus income variables on }mnily events sugrests
strongly and consistently that income is the most powerfnl socioeco-
nomic variable in its impact on family hehavior, and that whatever
impact social status variables have on family behavior is by virtue
of their efleet on income and not direct.” The income eflect. is even more
powerful if one takes into account not just current income but also
the cffect of “permanent income” or, from the individual’s perspective,
expected future income.

It has sometimes been argued that the family behavior of low in-
come populations differs from that of those in tliec middle of the in-
come distribution hecause the poor have different values and prefer-
ences concerning marriage and family behavior. Until recently com-
munity studies of lower class areas did not systematically address this
issue, and in their manner of presenting findings sometimes seemed to
support such a view.

More recently, however, since the issue of the relationship of class,
subcultures and values and preferences has been confronted directly,
there seems good reason to Lelie\'e that there is no distinctive set of
values regarding family life in the lower class. Instead lower class
people seem to have firmly conventional notions of what marriage and
family life should be like. Even though behavior very often diverges
from those conceptions, the divergence is regarded as an unfortunate
consequence of difliculties in life. The alternative value system of the
lower class seems to exist more in the minds of middle class romantics
(and pessimists) than in the wishes of lower class people themselves,

* See the three articles by Phillips Cutright dealing with “Income and Family
Events,” in the Journal of Marriage and the Family, November 1970 (“Getting
Married”), February 1971 (“Income, Family Size and Consumption”), and May
1971 (“Marital Stability”).
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In that sense the values and conceptions of the good life held by lower
class people are essentially those of the stable working class world
view. Where incomes are higher working class families are able to act
in terms of these conventional ideals. In the lives of lower class people
events continually conspire to frustrate such aspirations.®

It is likely that being on welfare for more than a short time tends
to confirm their lower future income prospects. Having to stay on
welfare brings home forcefully the fact that one does not have much
chance of significantly improving one’s condition in life. When, on
the other hand. a family has had previous experience of not being poor
and temporarily ends up on welfare (for example, on the aid to fam-
ilies with dependent children-unemploved fathers program after ex-
hausting unemployment benefits) the situation of poverty can be de-
fined as temporary and beliavior will not be as much aflected.

The principal family concomitants of living in the poverty milien
can be cllmractcr?-zzed in fairly straightforward ways.

(1) The lower class milien affects family formation quite dramati-
callv. At a lower- and working-class lovoL conples expect to marry
earlier than at middle class ones. although the difference is not as great
a5 it was two generations ago. Even in terms of their own age norms
for marriage, 1t is likely that more people end up married earlier than
they feel is best at the lower class level than is true at higher status
levels. Often the marriages oxe forced by premarital pregnancies. Such
pregnancies are common at all class levels (and are experienced by
about a quarter of all brides) but it scems likely that marriages are
more often truly forced by the pregnancy in the lower and working
class than the middle class—in the middle class getting pregnant is
often the prospective wife’s way of bringing the engagement to a
close.? In addition to marriages which begin with a pregnancy already
in progress, 2 much larges proportion of poor families are formed by
the birth of an illegitimate child. That is most dramatieally apparent
in the case of nonwhites both because the illegitimacy rate’is so much
higher, and becaunse white mothers of illegitimate children are more
likely to give them up for adoption.*°

The overall result of these inating patterns is that at the lower class
level families start earlier, and at a tume when the couple, or the mother
alone, is not well-established in adult status. Growing up in a lower
class world and expecting to have no better prospects are dynamic
factors in producing early marriages and early pregnancies. Many
Jower class individuals see no more attractive aiternatives and there-
fore do not resist strongly the pressures of their peer group for early
sexual participation and toward eaily marriages to'osta?)]ish one’s
adult independence and autonomy. ITigh status confers hoth a wider
range of activities signalling grown-up status and more to be lost by
hecoming involved prematurely in family formation.

! See Lee Rainwater, Behind Ghetto Walls. op. cit. pp. 43-76.

¢ For discusslons of the data on this issue and some of the contradictions in
those data see Lolajean C. Coombs, Ronald Freedman, Judith Friedman, and
William F. Pratt, “Premarital Pregnancy. Status Before and After Marrlage,”
American Journal of Saciology, March 1970, p. 800-820, and Phillips Cutright,
“The Teen-age Sexual Revolution and the Myth of an Abstinent Past,” Family
Planning Perspectives, January 1972, pp. 24-31.

' Phillips Cutright, Illcgitimacy in the United States: 1920-68, Final Report to
the Commission on Population Growth and the American Future, October 1970,
U.S. Government Printing Office, forthcoming.
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(2) Within marriage, lower class families have more children more
rapidly than higher status families. It is by now well established that
the larger family sizes at the lower status levels are not a result of a
desire for them but are a product of insufficiently institutionalized
family planning practices.” If family planning prograins provided the
resources to allow lower class families to have only the wanted number
of children they would not be larger than higher status families.

Because the poverty line is tied to family size, there is a direct re-
lationship between lower class fertility patterns and the prevalence of
poverty. If lower class families had only the number of children that
they wanted, poverty would be cut nearly in half.»2 (However, as we
will argue below, it may be that the direct connection between family
size and peverty lines does not properly reflect the social-psychological
basis of tI::e]ing poor.)

Marital relations within the lower class have been consistently de-
scribed as characterized by a high degree of separateness and a fairly
rigid division of labor between the husband and wife.’* This pattern
hardly can be a direct consequence of low income but it can be under-
stood as part of the adaptive apparatus lower class people have de-
veloped to cope with the uncertainty and marginality of their lives.
The more unstable a fainily’s economic situation, the more its members
are thrown on their own and the less likely they are to feel that they
can rely on each other for emotional support. Not having enough
money to properly operate a family means that the husband is con-
stantly vulnerable to accusations of being inadequate or an incompe-
tent provider, and the wife is constantly vulnerable to accusations of
not being sufficiently encrgetic in making do. The greater failure is
his. of course, and the awareness of it often leads lower class men to
{eel uncomfortable in their homes, and to spend as much time as possi-
ble with their peers—other men who understand how tough hfe is.

These factors produce a common pattern of endemic tension and

-dissatisfaction within lower class marriages. They also tend to confer

greater de facto authority on the wife than is found where the man
achieves more success as breadwinner. The matrifocal character of
lower-class families, much commented upon in the discussion of the
Negro family, in fact is found in many societies where there is an
economically marginal lower class group.

Early in marriage, lower class couples often have a good deal of
difficulty “settling down.” It is not at all uncommon for there to be
several temporary separations.** Where the marriage continues, the
husband and wife often both experience a period of learning to take
their marital responsibilities more seriously, and growing pride in
their ability to do so. For women, this happens naturally as part of
carrying out their wifely and motherly duties; for men there 1s more
often a sense of effort and consequently a more sharply defined sense
of pride at havinz turned their backs on the more interesting and
rewarding world of tleir peers.

2 Norman B. Ryder and Charles Westoff, Reproduction in the United States:
1965. Princeton University Press, 1971.

‘;Phimps Cutright, “Family Income, Family Size and Consumption,” op. cit.
p. 172,

» Rainwater. Coleman and Handel. op. clt.,, Gans, op. cit., Mirra Komarovsky,
Biue Collar Marriage, Random House, 1964,

* Rainwater. And the Poor Get Children, op. cit., and Lee Rainwater, Family
Design, Aldine Publishing Co., 1905.
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But, because family life is cramped and limited by skimpy resources
available for living it, a sense of depression and lowered energy often
grows on the part of lower class husbands and wives. Maintainmg the
marriage and family is important as & sign both of personal eflicacy
and respectability, but the interpersonal rewards in the family are not
very great. Wives conplain over and over again that all their hiushands
do 1ssit in front, of the television and drink beer or go to sleep on the
couch. IHusbands conplain that their wives complain all the time.

All these problems are exacerbated to the degree that lower class
families live in highly homogencons communities. Consistentlv. when
gociocconomic statns is controlled differer.ces persist between Negrroes
and whites in varions kinds of family probleins. One of the most likely
canses is a contextnal effect. That is beeause of patterns of residential
segregation making Negroes mueh more likely to live in neighhorhoods
with a high concentration of poor and economically marginal people.
In the past this also has heen true of the white lower class. It has not
been difficult for commentators to find parallels in carlier descriptions
of white slins to desceriptions of the “tangle of pathologies™ i the
black ghetto. However. concentrated neighhorhoods of very poor white
people have almost disappeared from Ainerican ecities. One ean still
find a few sieh neighborhoods in Boston. hut in inost Ameriean cities
lower class familics live dispersed in stable working class neighhor-
hoods. The resnlt is that white lower class families live in neighbor-
hoods which have more of an infrastructure of commmity 2ontrol than
the black lower class neighborhoods. For hlacks, of conrse. comnmnity
control is mdermined additionally by the sense of Lostility and dis-
tance between local residents and representatives of formal social con-
trol agencies snch as the police, social workers, and schools.?®

‘Where the community is concentrated lower class, one is mnch
more likely to get the growth of street institutions which provide
alternatives to the family for interesting and validating things to do.
This is again most dramatically self-apparent in lower class black
communities where the attractions of the street represent a constant
alternative withont very robust competition from doinestic life in most
socicties. Lower class wives have feared the destruction of-their fam-
ilies by the greater attractiveness of the world ont there—other
women, drink. and gambling are the classic threats. Historically. where

‘the man’s position as provider has been weak enongh, he too has feared

the attractions of the street for his wife; often he Imows that it is
more the wife’s desire for “respectability” that keeps her from where
the action is than the value she places on what he does for his family.

(8) It is with respect to chi}dren, however, that the character of
the community interacts most vigorously with family dynamics. Their

experience of the world teaches lower class people to take a dim view,

of human nature. When this world view is applied to children it tends
to take the form of great anxicty lest the children, like so many others.
turn out to be “bad ones.” Strictness, obedience, and staying out of
trouble come to be emphasized in lower (and working) class child-
rearing. To be successful, however, this strategy requires that the

* We are not referring here to formally conferred community control as in
community action programs or model cities programs, but rather to the informal
block level control exercized as a matter of course by residents of the neighbor-
hood. Formal community control probably has very little to do with this kind
of institutionalized but not official social controL
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parents have effective control over their children’s activities. Such
control is possible in communities in which like-minded adnlts will
support the strategy.’* Where this kind of adnlt community solidarity
is not present, the parents’ only alternative is to isolate the child.
This strategy is often pursued but of necessity begins to break down
once the child goes to school. Only a very energetic parent, often one
who can press older children into service, can maintain this kind of
surveillance for long. To do so with legitimacy requires that the child
perceive his parents to be operating in his best interest, however nn-
reasonably strict they scem, and that he believe there is some hope
for a payoff from living up to these strict standards.

The economic marginality, instability, and conflict of many lower
class family sitnations tend to undercut the legitimacy of parents in
maintaining this stance. When this strategy of protecting the children
from the morally and socially threatening WOI‘]J) their parents perceive
around them breaks down, parents often salvage what self-respect
they can by disavowing responsibility for the child’s behavior. They
say that it is impossible to control him. Given their poverty and the
little protection they can offer their children from the insults and
deprivations of the world, they are often right. In the process, chil-
dren learn in their relations with their parents and from the negative
identities their parents often offer them in anger, that they very likely
are persons of whom not too much good can be expected. Their ex-
periences at school can drive home this lesson day in and day out.

‘ . It scems likely that a principal “cause” of the minor crime, endemic

) in concentrated lower class areas and a source of constant irritation

: , -and insccurity to fhe people living in them, is the failure of lower

ST class child-rearing strategies as it interacts with the growing pes-

s I simism of preadolescents and adolescents on their possibilities for a
E rewarding future. »

. LT (4; Many different factors conspire to produce a higher rate of

»° & - family jnstability in low income.families.’? Middle class preoccupa-

tions with their own concerns often lead them to believe that marital

P

=~ . t
‘.J_ P TR ;7 Ty instability is primarily a “middle class suburban” problem. In fact, of
"IN T | course, the probabilities of divorce are much higher at lower income
e ”“““‘1 i levels. Both early and late in marriago lower income couples are
A about twice as likely to experience divorce as middle and higher in-

ol - come couples.’® Lower class couples are even more likely to separate
' and not get a divorce at all, or to wait a long time before getting a
divorce. Similarly, Jower class individuals, once divorced, are less likely

* See the discussion of contrast in,gang behavior between white and hiack
areas by James Short and Fred Strodheck, Group Process and Gang Delin-
quency, University of Chitagc Press, 1965. The same issues are dealt with in

\ Gerald-Suttles, op. cit, Ly coe s
a 3 Cutright, “Family Stabl]ity,” op. cit. .
4 B Paul Glick and Arthiur“J. Norton, “Frequéncy, Duration and' Prohability of
Marriage and Divorce,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, May 1971, pp. 201-
317. U.S. Bureau of the Census; CuTrent Population Reporta, Series P-20, No. 223,
! “Social and Economic Variations of Marriage, Divorce and Remarriage :-1967,”
: - Washington, D.C, U,S. Government Pfinting Office, 1971. po:\fgl example of
processes of marital disruption~at the turn of the century, seeLilian Brandt,
Five Hundred and Seventy-Four Deserters and Theilr Families, Arno Press, New

|
Lo, York, 1972, Bee also, Phillips Cutright and John Scanzoni, “Income Supplements
, i and the American Family,” prepared for the Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy,
‘ Joint Economic Committee; Paper No. 12 (Part I), 1978,
I 1
Q ‘ i , .
. .,»-_.,‘. B &. .- /.;
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to ro;narry within any given period of time than are higher income
cople.
P T]:\ken together these differences mean that there are far more
female-headed nuclear families at the lower status level than at higher
statuses—although it is difficult to deal with this statistically since it is
the ex-husband’s income by which one would “wish to stratify families
rather than by the woman's own income ( which generally is lower if
she is the head of the family than when she was with her husband).

The discussion of female-headed families and of the welfare prob-
lem generally is plagued by an overly narrow focus on the female head
and her family, when in fact it is the absent husband whose situation
should be the subject of analysis and policy. Thus, it is said over and
over again that employment strategics are not important for dealing
with the welfare problem because few welfare household heads would
be able to work full time at adequate wages. Dut this misses the central
issue. If the men who participated in forming the families that end up
on welfare were not economically marginal there would not. be so many
female-headed families. Tf econemic marginality produces high rates
of (a) illegitimacy, (b) divorce,and (¢) a low rate of remarriage, then
it is the principal cause of the welfare problem. Policy which treats
that issue as water over the dam is narrow and shortsighted, to say the
least. Since the principal future cost of welfare is not that of maintain-
ing families already part of the eligible population, but rather that of
providing support for the increasing number of families that become
newly eligible every vear by virtue of illegitimacy. desertion, and di-
voree, the key to having any impact at all on welfare is to affect the
rate of formation of Jow income family units without a male bread-
winner.

It has also been argued on the basis of impressionistic evidence that
the characteristics of the AFDC program have an indepezident effect
on the family behavior of those low income families whe make use of
it. This is an extremely difficult variable to get hold of, xnd today one
would have to say that there is little to support any of the hypotheses
offered concerning the effect of the particular program characteristics
of AFDC on the family life of its recipients.

There are some tentative hypotheses that find support in lower class
community studies. First, however, there is the common notion that
because (aside from AFDC-U and families with incapacitated
fathers) complete families cannot receive AFDC, hushands and wives,
when they have no other source of income. agree to hreak up so tha
family can become cligible. This has never been offered on other than
impressionistic authority and it seems unlikely.

Far more common and less happy is the lower class pattern in which
the huband’s status within the home is continually undermined by his
inability to provide, in which the wife becomes increasingly hostile
and denigrating of him, and in which he increasinglv acts out away
from home as a way of trying to salvage some self-respect. In the
end, the family breaks up, nct amicably and rationally to get on
AFDC but because the good will Letween the husband and wife has
been used up. (One possible test of the contrary hypothesis would
be the frequency with which families get. back together as the husband
finds steady employment. My guess would be that this is an uncom-
mon occurrence. )
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It may be that over the past decade with the institutionalization of
AFDC 1 ihe Tower class world, wives feel somewhat more secure in
their aggresvion toward their husbands because they know they have
the alternative of welfare. (To assess the possible importance of this
factor one would need to know the amount of time that la[)sos between
separation and going on AFDC). In any case, it is hard to say that
strengthening the wife’s hand is a negative factor. She is, after all,
incredibly vulnerable, far more so in the lower class than in the middle
class situation.

Some of the same considerations may apply to the set of implicit
decisions made by ummarried women which end in an illegitimate
birth. It may be that the knowledige that AFDC is a J)ossibllity be-
comes part of the im{»lis‘it world of the young girl, and in that sensc
the availability of welfare reinforces the pattern of behavior that pro-
duces a female-headed nuclear family by an illegitimate birth. ITow-
ever, this logic really would apply only to the first illegitimate birth.
There is simply nothing in the life pattern of lower class mothers to in-
dicate that the availability of an additional AFDC amount for later
illegitimate births in any way facilitates having these children—the
incremental allowances are sunply too small to have that effect.

There is one possible effect of the design of the AFDC program
for which evidence from studies of lower class commnities is stronger,
though still inferential. This has to do with the jossible efiect of AFDC
on remarriage rates. Mothers on AFDC live a very lonely life. Even
if they were extremely dissatisfied with their husbands they often miss:
them, feel lonely and isolated. The solntion to this problem is to take
a boyfriend. The role the boyfriend plays vis-a-vis the family may be
quite varied from family to family an({ from ethnic group to ctinic
group. ITowever, when there is a steady boyfriend, he and th¢ woman
often come to consider the question of whether they should get mar-
ricd—just as middle-class divorced women and their boyfriends do.
The woman on AFDC has to make a hardheaded and difficult choice
in deciding whether to remarry. She has to give up a steady source of
family income for one that is not certain. In some cases, though she
loves her boyfriend she is lese than sanguine about his potential sta-
bility s husband and provider, JEven when she has no such doubts. she
has to consider the ubiquitous possibility of utiemployment through no
fault of his own. He may, and often docs, earn somewhat more than
the family receives on AFDC, so their standard of living might be
slightly improved by marriage. But the security of their prospects
might not. In this situation, many women opt to maintain security at
the price of a regularized marriage. This decision, in turn, contributes
to higher order illegitimacy rates since, given ineflective contracep-
tion, the woman may end up having children by her boyfriend.** This
effect can be seen to be purely a product of the design of the AFDC
program. Any income support program which did not make a hard
and fast distinction between families headed by women and those
headed by male providers would not have this depressing effect on
remarriage rates.

* See David Shultz, op. ct. 137ff and Lee Rainwater, Behind Ghetto Walls,
op. cit., pp. 1801,
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These, then, are some of the apparent effects of the low-income situa-
tion on family life. The effects are not simply straightforward, but
highly ramified through the lower class coinmunities and lower class
subcultures created to survive the problems of cconomic marginality.
Br now most of these facts are reasonably well known. What is not
fully understood is the process which by “living below the poverty
line” produces these effects, There secemn to be many misconceptions
concerning the psychosocial base for the effects of income. The balance
of this paper, then, will consider the process whereby such simple, cold,
brute facts as the number of dollars in a pay or a welfare check have
their effects on such subtle human issues as personal well-being, nur-
turance, family relations, self-esteem, and the llilm.

PoveErTy Axp PrEnrsonan WeLL-BriNa

Pov: rty is defined as a human problemn because people feel that ¢here
is some connection between the material resources of an individual or
family and their well-being. An undesstanding of the interconnections
between inadequate resources and well-being, therefore, requires that
we start by considering the dynamics of well-being.

Much social and psychological knowledge about people’s sense of
satisfaction and meaningfulness in their lives can be suinmarized by
saying that well-being is a function of engaging in validated activities.
By activities we refer simply to all the tTlings that a person does. We
chose suck a general expression in order to encompass both straight-
forward role performances (for example, carrying out the duties and
enjoying perquisites of father, mother, worker, parent) as well a3 the
less structured and more “voluntary” activities that are carried on
as “Jeisure time pursuits,” or “inforinal socializing™ or “just hanging
around.” People are always doing something—they judge their lives
as satisfying or unsatisfying depending on how rewarding they find
their activities.

Validated refers to the fact that human beings do not behave in
random or arbitrary fashion, but rather are gui(ﬂad by a complex set
of social difinitions of what should and should not, can and cannot be
done, of what ic meaningful or meaningless, instrumental or pointless,
et cetera. In order for individuals to have a sense of well-being they
must feel that most of what they do is done for good and proper
reasons, and is regarded as bath a})propriate and effective by the sig-
nificant people around them. Similarly, in order for the individual to
experience a sense of well-being, his activities must be validated in-
ternally as personally rewarding and as appropriate to his developed
conception of himself. The individual also experiences internal valida-
tion for his activities when they lead to the satisfaction of his “crea-
ture needs.” The satisfaction of creature needs for food, shelter, and
protection from the elements, has played a large role in the discus-
sion of poverty, but in modern soriety it is much more the social form
of meeting them that individuals use to judge their well-being—
because in any “biological” sens: they are well met.

Thus, we can say that if an individnal is able to engage in activities
which are valid in earning him a place among his fellows, and valid
in the inner sense of having met his social, psychological and bio-
logical needs, then he will have a sense of well-being. 1?, on the other
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hand, he is not able to carry ont a set of activities which elicit this re-
sponse, then his sense of well-heing will be diminished.?

In order to understand an individual’s level of well-being we need to
understand (a) whether he has available to him a set of activities that
if successfully carried ont prove socially and psychologically validat-
ing, and () whether he has the resources roqnirod_for carrying out
those activities. The first issne is not problematic in most societics.
Sinee individuals are socialized in the validating ways of their society,
they are not generally at a loss to know what would be a good thing
to do. Of conrse there are pathologies of socialization which result
in some people not being ag’lc to discover potentially validating ac-
tivities—we call these people neurotic, psychopathic, bored characters,
and so forth. Similarly individuals who are culturally marginal may
find it diflicult to discover a set of activitios which will he simultane-
ously rewarded by others and experienced as personally rewarding.
Finally. sometimes individuals pursne activities that are personally
deeply gratifying, and perhaps also are validated by a smali group of
individnals around thein, but discover that the lareer society will not
validate and indeed stimnatizes those activities. The individual in such
a situnation has to give up his special interests, to seek to persuade “so-
ciety" to modify its stance and also validate these activities or to learn
to live with an in-between situaton in which validation is found within
an in-group, or at a purely personal level. Tle tension between the
larger society’s indifference or disapproval and the individual’s own
wisles inevitably reduces the sense of well-being. This kind of disjunc-
tion between activities and social validation ean be defined as a. prob-
lem of liberty. Individuals who share a preference for the “deviant”
validating activities may engage in “moral enterprise” to seck to per-
suade society to allow the proscribed activity as fully validating—par-
ticularly clear-cut examp‘es are the cases of recreational drugs and
homosexuality.

But, for the great majority of situations in which there is a problem
about well-being, the source of the problem lies in the availability of
resources to carry out validating activity. These inadequate resources
may be personal, having the character of impediments to “labor.” Thus,
individnals who are physically handicapped often have difficulty
maintaining a sense of well-being because they cannot successfully
carry out socially and personally validating activities {(and of course,
these dificulties are exacerbated by society’s rigidity about acceptable
substitute activities.)®* But again, for most people, impediments to
personal well-being have to do with resources external to the person
rather than with inadequacy in persanal characteristies.

The basic interference with the wxil-being of people i poverty
comes from the unavailability of resources in the form of goods and
services that would allow them to carry out the validating activities

* Lee Ralnwater, “Work and Identity tn the Lower Class,” in Sam B. Warner,
Planning for a Nation of Cities, MIT Press, 1968 ; Melford 8piro, “Soclal Systems,
Tersonality and Functional Analysis,” in Burt Kaplan, editor, 8tudying Per-
sonality Cross-Culturally, Row Peterson, 1961; and Ward Goodnough, Joopera-
tion and Change. Russell Sage Foundation, 19G3.

" Ct. Erving Goffman, Stigma, Prentice Hall, 1963, and Fred Davis, “Deviance
Diravowal: The Management of Strained Interaction,” Sociel Problems, Fall
1961, pp. 120-132.
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required for well-being. Defined in this way, we can view poverty as
a symbol of larger issucs in the social psychology of materialism.
Poverty can arise only in a materialistic society—defined as one in
which members achieve and act cut membership in it and its nstitu-
tions through the use of objects and paid for services. A materialistic
societv is one in which goods and services are essential to the achiev-
ing and acting out of membership and in which they are not. in such
suflicient supply to be had simply for the asking, the reaching out.
All socicties have materinl underpinnings. In so-called primitive
societics, however, these are simple, and the social organization func-
tions effectively to see that each individual has available to him
through his family, kinship, age grade and other groups, the material
basis for carrying out appropriate roles and activities. Distinctive to
industrialized society is the proliferation of material objects and serv-
ices for sale through which individuals may live out tleir identities,
perform roles, forge their sense of personal meaningfulness. In order
to better understand poverty we nist learn to chart the connections
between the individual’s sense of place and purpase in social space and
life, and his access to and command over the resonrces represented by
goods and services provided through private and public markets.

WEeLL-BEING AND CoNsuMrTION

These social psychological views mesh nicely with a theory of con-
sumption and saving developed by James Duesenberry. The cconomist
starts by being concerned with consumption and this leads him to
broader social and cultural questions. Thus, Duesenberry observes:

1f we ask why consumers desire the things they htiy. we raise a problent which
hias to be dealt withi on several different levels. We kiuow, of course. that cer-
tain goods are purchased to maintain physical existence and physical comfort.
We also know that certain activities are an essential part of our culture. or at
least of parts of it * * * the kinds of activities in whiclh people engage are cul-
turally determined and comstitute only a subset of the possible actious in which
people inight participate. Nearly all purchases of goods are made, ostetsibiy at
least, either to provide physical comfort or to implement the activities wlich
make up the life of our culture. * * * People do 1ot for the niost part desire
£pecific goods hut desire goods which will serve certain purposes. * * * There is
likely to be, at any one given time, a high degree of agreement about the hest
means of satisfying any particular need. This agreement will be particularly
strong In the fields of food, housing, houseliold operation, elothing, and frans-
portation, which absorb the largest part of most famils hudzets * ¢ * On the
whole It appears safe to build a theory of consuniptior; around the four propost-
tions: (1) physical needs and the activities required by the culture require the
consumption of certain kinds of goods; (2) each of the needs, whether physically
or socially generated, can be gatisfied hy any of a number of gualitatively differ-
¢nt types of goody; (3) these diffcrent types of goods. or, in the broader sense,
ways of doing things, are regarded as superior or inferior to one amnotlier: ( 4)
there is a generally agreed upon scale of ranks for the goods which can be used
for the specific purpose.

Given these and other considerations, Duesenberry concludes: “It
seems quite possible that after some minimum income is reached, the
frequency and strength of impulses to increase expenditures for one
individual depend entirely on the ratio of his expenditures to the ex-
penditures of those with whom he associzies.”

Duesenberry then shows that this line of reasoning leads to the con-
clusion that an individual’s satisfaction is not independent but rather
interdependent. A given individual's utility index (U;) is a function
of his consumption (C:) divided by the weighted average of the
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consumption of other persons (23¢,,C;) about whose consumption the
individual has or believes I has soine knowledge:

Ut (sa,)

1
Za”(.'l

Or, the expression

cen be viewed as “a scale factor analogous to the price level.” A man's
satisfaction from his consumptio is adjusted in relation to changes in
the consumption of others just as it is adjusted to changes in the price

level,?2

The weighted average of all known-about persons’ consumption is
rather awkward for emnpirical applications. Fortunately, we have
ood reason to believe that people integrate their disparate experiences
with the particular consumptions of others into formulations concern-
ing different “levels of living.” Riesman and Rosebourough refer to
conceptions of the consumption appropriate to given levels of living as
“the standard package” for these different levels.®* Parsons and Smelt-
ser apply the. standard package concept to three aspects of family
functioning which represent demands for consumption:

In the first Place the institutionalization of the family system * * * implies
a certain minimum of possessions in order for the family 1o muet the cultural
definitions (as opposed to the mere legal definitions) of a family. This list of
goods of course varies in accordance with value caanges., But it ecriainly in.
cludes & minimum level of nutrition necessary for “cuitural survival” which
implies far more than mere biological survival; shelter of a certain quality:
some minimum symbolic differential of intrafamilinl sex and generation
roles ¢ ¢ ¢ (The standard package) is relatively invuriant in the face of moder-
ate income changes. Its acquisition is the culturally defined goal of the faiiy
as a consuming unit.

They also observe that a certain amount of spending is required by
families in order to manage tensions within the small family group,
and to serve as reward and symbolic exchange among family meinbers,

% yames 8. Duesenberry, Income Saving and the Theory of Consumer Behavior,
Harvard University Press, 1967. Richard A. Easterlin observes that despite the
great salience of Duesenberry’s formulation for understanding personal welfare
in relation to economic processes, there has been almost no useful further develop-
ment of his theor>. Easterlin presents a very suggestive analysis of the relation-
ship between economic growth and personal happiness which provides strong
support for Duesenberry’s formulation: Richard A, Easterlin, “Does Economic
Growth Improve the Human Lot ?, Nations and Houreholds in Economic Growth:
Essays in Honor o} Moses Abramovitz, Paul A. David and Melvin W. Reder,
editors, Stanford University Press, forthcoming. For a recent discussion of inter-
dependent utilities and Paretian standards of income redistribution, see Harold
M. Hochman, “Individual Preferences and Distributional Adjustments,” Amcri-
can Economic Review, May 1972, pp. 353-362. See also the discussion of the strong
relationship between psychological well-being (happiness) and income in Norman
Bradburn, The Structure of Psychological Wcll-Being, Aldine-Atherton, 1969,

p. 80 I,
P 2 David Riesman and Harold Rosebearough, “Careers and Consumer Be-
havior,” in N. Bell and E. F. Vogel, editore. £ Modern Introduction to the Family.
the Free Press, 1960. See also, “The Analysis of Generational Shifts in Con-
sumption,” in Reuben Hill et al, Family Devclopment in Three Generations,

Schenkman Publishing Co., 1970.
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and particularly between parents and children, as a way of concretiz-
ing value and sentimental transactions among the family members,

%ina]] ¥, they observe that “class and prestige symbolism are a major
area of role involvement for the consuinption unit.” Thus consumption
locates the family in the stratification system.?* The fit between a
family’s preferred conception of its status and the status it is able
to actually live out by virtue of its consuinption ability can be prob-
lematic and a source of tension.

Families can be thought of as selecting target “standard packages”
which they regard asappropriate for the kinds of persons they conceive
themselves bo%)c. Thus, the utility for a given individual will depend
on the extent to which he assesses his consumption level as adequate
given the target standard package which he has selected. The contents
and expensiveness of this package will vary depending upon the status
or hoped for status of the individuals and families involved. As back-
ground for any particular consumption standards there exists a very
broad-based consensus on the standard package of “mainstream
America.” ® This is a conception of the going standard of living, an
approximation of which the great majority of Americans can and do
enjoy. Higher status levels of living add to and refine this standard

ackage, but basic to them is the conception of the mainstream package
rom which they depart in a more desirable direction. Living levels
below the mainstream package are thought of as constrained com-
promises, as recipes for “making do,” for “doing the best we can.”

Given the existence of a mainstream standard package, and a
continuum of ever more expensive packages above the mainstreain
Ievel, one can represent a great deal of what has been written about
the stance individnals take toward their position in the hicrarchy of
living levels by saying that each person’s utility will be a function
both of his consumption adjusted by the weight he applies to main-
stream consumption, and of his consumption adjusted to above main-
stream consumption levels. Individuals will differ in the weights theyv
apply to these two consumption levels. For those below the mainstream
and for those at the mainstream with low mobility aspirations, little
weight will be attached to the above-mainstream consumption pack-
ages; for those oriented to higher status levels, higher weights will
be attached to those packages. One would assume, however, that for
all persons the weight attached to the mainstream budget is greater
than that attached to the higher budgets—which is simply to say that
the most important judgment people make about their standard of
living is whether or not it is at least at the mainstream level for their
society,

It is {)ossible to relate these formulations concerning consumption
and utility to the social psychological model of personal well-being
outlined earlier, We said that well-being was a function of validated
activities.

¥ Talcott Parsons and Neil J. Smelser. Fconomy and Society. Free Press, 1956,
pp. 22ff, See alwo the general framework for the analysis of social resources
in James 8. Coleman, Resources for Social Change. John Wiley and Sons, 1971,

* Gerald Handel and Lee Rainwater, “Persistence and Change in Working
-Class Life Styles.” in Blue Collar World, A.B. Shostak and W. Gomberg, editors,
Prentice-Hall, 1964. and Lee Rainwater, “Making the Good Life: Working Class
Families and Lifestyles.” in Sar Levitan, »ditor, Blue Collar Workers: A Sym-
posium on Middle America, McGraw Hill, 1971.
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WELL-BEING=f (VALIDATED ACTIVITIES)

Inturn, validated activities are a function of the availability of valid
models and the availability of the resources to carry out successfully
the activities specified in those models.

WELL-BEING=¢ (MODELS, NOT RESOURCES)

Without doing much violence to reality, we can assume that for most
persons in the U.S. valid models are a constant. That is, all the evi-
denco suggests that at the value level there is an extremely broad con-
sensus in the society as to a wide range of models for activities that are
supposed to be personally rewarding and socially acceptable. These
models include various arcas of role performance 1. family and occu-
pational life and a wide range of leisure-time, voluntary, and informal
social activities.?® Given constant availability of valid models, well-
being as a function of validated activities is affected primarily by the
level of resources an individual has for achicving in terms of these

maodels.
W ELL-BEING=w (RESOURCE LIVEL)

In turn, the resource level adequate for achievement of validated
models of activity is a function of the individual’s ability to consume,
adjusted to the standard package consumption implicit in the vali-
dated models.

RESOURCE LEVEL=% (CONSUMPTION/STANDARD
PACKAGE)

With appropriate substitutions then we get

WELL-BEING=% (CONSUMPTION/STANDARD
PACKAGE)

There are, of course, other factorsthat affect well-being but the brunt
of the argument developed so far suggests that a primsry source of

*hat there is consensus concerning conceptions of life Zoals is argucd about
American society by Rolyrt Merton, in his classic essay on “Social Structure
snd Anomie,” Social Theory and Social Structuirc, Free Press, 1957. The accuracy
of this view with respect to lower class behavior has been analyzed hy Hyman
Rodman in “Lower Class Value Structure,” Social Forces, Decemnber 1963 ; Hylan
Lewis, “Culture, Class and the Behavior of Lower Class Families,” Culture, Class
and Poverty, Washington: Crosstel, 1907 ; Louis Kriesberg, “The Relationship
Between Socioeconomie Rank and Behavior,” Social Problems, Spring 1963. pp.
334-353: and Lee Rainwater, Behind Ghetto Walle, op. cit.,, 261ff. S, M. Miller
and Pamela Roby (The Future of Inequality, Basic Books, 1970) have analyzed
conceptually and in some empirical detail the questiou of the distribution of a
wide range of resources in American society. An initial effort at a eross-national
survey of distribution of a variety of resources is contained in 8. M. Miller and
Martin Rein, “The Possililities and Limits of Social Poliey,” prepared for
Working Meeting of the Rescarch Committee on Poverty, Social Welfare and
Social Policy of the International Sociological Association, Bucharest, December
1971. See also Peter Townsend, “Measures and Explanations of Poverty in High
Income and Low Income: The Problem of Operatienalizing the Concepts of
Development, Class and Poverty,” in Peter Townsend, editor, The Concept of
Poverty, American Elsevier Publishing Co., 1970.

20-624—73—4
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variation in the personal well-being of individuals is variation in their
resource levels. Resources here would be broadly defined to include not
only external assets and supplies (consumption) but also internal fac-
tors such as health, intelligence, ctc. Ilowever, since most of the “in-
ternal” factors which are important in adult functioning are them-
selves products of a complex interaction between the developing in-
dividual and his environment, consumption plays a large role in
the development of those resources also.

Personal well-being, then, as most immediately a product of social
and psychologically validating activitics, can be regarded as most
dramatically affected by the individual’s command over the socioeco-
nomically determined resources necessary for engaging in those
validating activities.

Because the cultural models of validating activities change over time
to accommodate changes in the mainstream package, the individual’s

rossibilities for achieving a sense of personal well-being by engaging
in validating activities is indexed by his consumption position vis-a-vis
the standard package at any given time. (For clarity, this states the
matter in an overly precise way. Obviously, the psychosocial meaning
of the consumption level represented by the standard package does not
shift by precise amounts each year. However, over longer periods of
time, probably even as short as 5 years, individuals perceive noticeable
shifts in the “size” of the standard package.)

Poverty, INEQUALITY, AND MEMBERSIIIP

The Council of Economic Advisers at the beginning of the war on
poverty defined the prevalence of poverty as involving “the number
of families who do not have the resources to provide minimum satis-
faction of their own particular needs.” But the Council went on to
observe that “By the standards of contemporary American society inost
of the population of the world is poor; and most Americans were poor
a century ago. But for our society today a consensus on an approxi-
mate standard can be found.” 2 In fact, however, it is not possible t«
find an approximate standard that is based on the presumably absolute
logic of “low cost” or “econoiny plan” budgets. If we are to define the
poor, as the Couneil does until it tries to develop a measuring instru-
ment, as “those who are not now maintaining a decent standard of
living—those whose basic needs exceed their meuns to satisfy them,”
then one must recognize that the standard involved is inevitab¥y one of
relative equality/inequality.

The issue of inequality and the goal of equality have tended to be
neglected in modern political discussions and in social science scholar-
ship and research responsive to major political issues. The approaches
to equality which so preoccupied political philosophers in the nine-
teenth century until recently seemed to have reached a dead end.® For

* Economio Report of the President, January 1964,

* See John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, Harvard University Press, 1972, for the
most thorough modern trestment of equality. See also R. I1. Tawney, Equalily,
G. Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1952; George Bernard Shaw, The Road to Equality,
Beacon Press, 1971; the selections in William T. Blackstone, editor, The Con-
cept of Equality, Burgess Publishing Co., 1969 Talcott Parsons, “Equality and
Inequality in Modern Soclety, or Social Stratification Revisited.” in Edward O.
Laumann, Social Stratification: Research and Theary for the 1977's, Bobbs-Mer-
rill, 1970. For a discussion of equalitarian impulses in contemporary Amevica, see
Herbert J. Gans, “Tie New Equalitarianism,” Seturday, Review, May 6, 1972,
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all the emphasis on equalitarian values in our traditions, the issue of
inequality per se has tended to be fragmented and refocused into a
number of other concerns, one of which has been defining povety ac-
cording to some absolute standard of subsistence. To base a social
science analysis on the effects of inequality has a kind of old-fashioned
ring to it. Equality as an ideal has come to seem an aybitrary or ab-
stract, unreal since it is so obvious that people have different tastes,
want different things, experience life in different ways, and so on. The
sameness which is conjured up by the idea of equality seems both im-
possible and unattractive. The impasse in equalitarian thinking was
a resnlt of concentration on making models of the process by which
society might be equalized, which tended to make the idea scem cither
unachievable or irrelevant to issues of social justice.

One mode! of equality dominated a great deal of early socialist think-
ing. It might be called the “top down™ model. The em})hasis was more
on taking resources away from the rich and powerful than on dis-
tributing those resources to people who were less cich and less power-
ful. Such a model tends to reach a pragmatic dead end with respect to
antipoverty objectives when it is discovered that distributing all of the
personal income of the very rich would have a fairly small nnpact on
the economic status of evervone else. So the writers on equality gen-
erally have had to admit that confiscatory approaches would not
accomplish much for the material well-being of those at the bottom
(even though it might have great consequences for power and status
eqnality). This approach has also seemed to reach a pragmatic politi-
cal dead end with the discovery that of course the rich and powerful
will fight tooth and nail against any proposal to take away all that
they have,

Another model, increasingly emphasized as the confiscatory
approaches were discarded, is one emphasizing not so much the pro-
duction of equal results as the equality of opportunity to achieve
rewards in a society which it is accepted will continue to be highly
stratified into “haves” and “have-nots.” This concept dominated a
great deal of discussion of racial inequality and led to the svmbolic
importance of Negro “firsts,” that is. Negroes who are the first to win
some important position or reward. The logic here tends to emphasize
the extent to which the disadvantaged minority is excluded both from
participating in the unequal reward system of the society and from
making outstanding contributions £o it—as in the rhetorical point that
used to be popular before the latest civil rights revolution : “Think how
many Negro Nobel Prize winners have been lost because we denied
Negroes equality of opportunity.”

This pattern for equality has been considerably frustrated by the
discovery that inequalities are so tenaciously interconnected that it
becomes almost impossible to produce equality of opportunity except
in a situation in which there is already equality of result (as Nathan
Glazer has nicely observed in his comments on Negro family studies
since Frazier’s landmark study).» E uality of opportunity thus has
come to be seen as a kind of wi]]-offhe-wnsp. But, the long effort to
provide a social science base for policies aimed at the goal of equal

® Nathan Glager, “Introduction” in E. Franklin Frazier, The Negro Family in
the United Statcs, University of Chicago Press, 1965,
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opportmnity has had a great impsaet in teaching ns what the real im-
plications of those ideals for social arrangements are for a society that
might even approximate the achievement of equalitarian ideals.

Much earlier discussion of eqnality assumed that who men are ana
what they want are given (by human nature. genetics. ete.) and that
eqnality and equalitarian social forins mnst he treated without con-
sidering the question of how the person is formed in society and by its
institntions. The increasingly strong evidence that who men are and
what they want even to such apparently innate characteristies as
intelligence, are social prodncts, recasts the whole issue of equality, of
eqnal opportunity. and, most importantly for onr diseussion. of what
represents a “snbsistence” level of resonrces. Much discussion of equal-
ity foundered on the question of what to do about the presence in
society of individuals whoese productivity wonld not merit an equal
reward. and what to do about incentive if people are rews ded in
excess of their contribution to society. Onee one adinits the perspective
that men’s productivity is itself a produet of society and not just of
their own innate ability and motives. the incentive issue appears as
the problem of how to structure a society so that it does not produce
persons of low productivity: that is, how society ean he structured so
that problems of unmerited reward are trivial rather than significant.

This leads one in the direction of a model of equalization which
might be ealled a “bottom up” model as opposed to a “top down” or
equality of opportunity model. Tn the “bottom up” model of equaliza-
tion the central question is: “What material resonrces are necessary to
be a fully participating and fnlly contributing member of the society #”
Tt is a question of what level of resources are necessary in order for
individuals to enter the mainstream of society and he self-sustaining
within it. Interestingly, many definitions of poverty take this into
account. but then back away from the eqnalitarian implications. Tn 1958
John Kenneth Galbraith defined poverty very much along these lines
when he said that “people are poverty-stricken when their income, even
if adeqgnate for survival. falls markedly behind that of the community.
Then they cannot have what the larger community regards as the
minimum necessary for decency ; and they cannot wholly escape. there-
fore, the judgment of the larger comnmnity that they are indecent.
They are degraded for, in 2 literal sense. thev live outside the grades
or categories which the community regards as respectable.” 2

Harold Laski faced this issue in an even more direct way. and his
choice of words for discussing equality makes it easy to begin to see
some of the connections between traditional behavioral science concerns
with socialization, personality development, motivation, and the like.
and the apparently abstract issue of equality. Taski characterized
equality and its social implicaticns along the following lines:

Equality means that no man shall be so placed in society that he can overreach
his neighbor to the extent which constitutes a denial of the latter's citizenship.

Equality * * * means such an ordering of social forces as will balance the
share {n the toil of living with a share in its gain also. It means that my share in
that gain must Le adequate for the purposes of citizenship.

In institutional terms (equslity means that) the urgent claims of all niust be
met before we cau meet the particular claims of some. The differences in the social
and economic position of men can only be admitted after a minimum baria of

civilization is attained by the community as a whole, That minimum basis must
admit of my realizing the implications of personality.

* John Kenneth Galbraith, The Affluent Socicty, Houghton Miffiin, 1958,
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Equality * * * involves * * * rendering to cach man his own by giving him
what enables him fo be a man. It is only by making identity (that is, equnality up
to the point of sufficiency) the basis of our institutions, and differences the answer
to the necessities of social function that we can make our society call into the
play the individuality of men.®

In these quotations is embedded a theory of socialization and of the
just socicty that is congruent with the dominant thrust of behavioral
science development over the past several decades. The image of the
good society contained here is that of a society in which each man s
who he knows he skould be. Well-beiny arises from activities that yield
membership. That is,each man isa fuﬁy formed member of his society.
Much of cultural and psychological anthropology has been devoted to
describing and analyzing in detail how primitive, traditional societies
operate to prepare for their members the “minimum basis of civiliza-
tion” that reahzes for them the “imf)lications of personality.” Much of
sociology has involved cataloging the various ways in which exploita-
tive societies deny full membership to their members—comnonly by
tribal and ethnic subjugation or of exploitative capitalist economic
arrangements. e

The central social science issue becumes that of how a society posi-
tions its members by its stratification of the exgeriences and resources
available to them. Erving Goffman’s concept of virtual social identity
is relevant here. He suggests that both generally and with reference to
particular social situations, persons in a society develop expectations
as to what attributes, characteristics and possessions an “ordinary”
person is likely to have, and that these expectations are converted into
demands on others, which are usually smoothly met because the other

erson 1is indeed the ordinary person whom we expected. The “in ef-

ect” characterization of others appropriate in a given society or a
given situation constitutes a virtual social identity appropriate for
that society or situation.®

The person who is able to fit into that identity is then characterized
by himself and by others as a “whole and usual persor.” When he

ossesses attributes that make him different in a less desirable direction

rom persons in the category in which he i3 supposed to fit, Goffman
shows he is subject to processes of stigmatization that deeply affect his
life career and his personality. People who feel comfortable in their
role as members of a society are those who Eerceive themsel ves as pos-
sessing those attributes and resources which construct a virtual social
identity for persons in their society. Following from Laski’s observa-
tions is the judgment that the good society is one which programs the
experiences of 1ts members as they irow to adulthood and make com-
mitments as mature adults so that they experience themselves as, and
are treated by others as, “whole and usual” persons—so that there is
concordance between a virtual social identity appropriate for their
society, and the actual social identity that they inhabit.

The discussion in the previous section emphasizes the importance
not only of identity at any one time but of identity thirough time. One’s
own sense of identity involves a conception of a likely life course (or
of alternative life courses with subjective probabilities attached to cach

® (Italic mine.) Harold Laski, The Grammer of Politics, Yale University Press,
1925, quoted in Blackstone, op. cit.
# Erving Goffman'’s Stigma, op. cit.
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possible development). And just as the actual social identities of in-
dividuals are matched against virtual social identities which represent
society’s conception of who its members are, the actual life careers of
individuals are paralleled by the virtual life careers which they carry
around in their heads to summarize their understandings of how mem-
bers of their society progress through life. Much of the discussion of
socialization, particularly as it varies by social class, can be seen as
turning on the question of the prospective life carcer the child sees for
himself and the extent to which there is a disjunction between it and
a virtual life career he has learned is appropriate for full members of
the society. A virtual life carcer, when 1t seems a possibility for the in-
dividual, becomes a powerful stimulus for anticipatory socialization
in ways that facilitate adaptation and productivity in the society. A
marked disjunction between society’s virtual life careers and individ-
uals’ conceptions of their own likely life careers tends to set up iden-
tity processes which reduce the degree of their commitment to ac-
tivities which are likely to earn a reward in the larger society.

The much discussed measures of subjective perception of control
over one’s fate may be a roundabout way of treating the extent to
which there is or is not a disjunction between the life career the
individual projects for himself and ones he knows are appropriate
and desirable for members of his society. It may be that because social
scientists are career-oriented and mobile they have tended to develop
concepts with an activist bias like “control over one’s fate” rather than
concepts which go more directly to the issue of how individuals cal-
culate the probability of good things happening to them if they he-
have naturally, if they are themselves; that is, of the extent to which
they perceive themselves as so positioned that things will go right for
them if they behave in what scems like a reasonable and congenial
fashion. Part of the fascination of books such as Black Like Me is that
they provide dramatic illnstrations of what happens when the “person”
doesn’t change but the contingency of “good things happening” when
he continues to be himself changes dramatically.®® (Much the same
kind of consideration probably also applies to the concept of “inability
to defer gratification” which has been used in a great deal of discus-
sion of lower class behavior. Here again the central factor involved
seems to be that of the subjective probability assigned to different kinds
of futures.)

A focus on life career as opposed to identity and life situation at
any given time also tends to shift our concern with economic resources
from income at any one time to the income stream through the individ-
ual’s life. Thus there is an important parallel between the subjective
sense of life career and economic concepts of assets, human capital, and
permanent income whici: indicate the ability of the individual to sus-
tain a given level of consumption through time. (This kind of longi-
tudinal emphasis is approximated statistically by measures of life-
time income.)

In the best possible data world one would discuss poverty and in-
come inequelity not in terms of cross-sectional comparisons of current
income but in terms of lifetime income, or more exactly, lifetime
command over resources. As it is now, a good deal of discussion of

" J. W. Griffith, Black Like M:¢c, Houghton Miffiin, 1961.
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poverty confounds the problem of allocation of income to a given
individual at different portions of his lifecycle (for example, the
problem of the old poor) with the question of the total amount of
resowrces that are likely to be available to him throughcut his lifetime.

From the point of view of the individual’s sense of memberchip in
the society it is probably the datter that is the most important. That is,
the amount of money-hie has available right at the moment is less im-
portant to him than the stream of resources that he has reason to be-
lieve will be available to him into the future.

If one defines the good sdciety as one in which individuals have
those experiences in life necessary for them to regard themselves as
members of their, sotiety, that is as persons who are who they know
they should be, then the goal of equality can be assessed against this
more general standard for judging the good or just society. The first.
response of the cross-culturally sophisticated social seientist is likely
to be that in fact equality is not necessary for the development of a
sense of valid membership in their society among its members. Thus
the anthropologists is likely to point to societies in which stratifica-
tion and elaborate systems of role variation based on positions in
kinship, ege grade or other hierarchies are central, and yet where there
is little evidence that their members do not regard themselves as hav-
ing a valid place within them.

In fact, the anthropologist would also note that the vast majority
of cultures are highly egalitarian in resource distribution for all the
elaborateness and specificity of their role systems. and that even where
there are enormous differences in sacred or political status, material
differences tend to be fairly small. We would note that the crucial
characteristic of highly stratified societies in which individuals never-
theless have a sense of place, of valid membership. is that there is clear
definition and overall articulation of each individual position or class
of position in the system so that the existence of varied and invidi-
ously ranked positions is not anomalous. Thus one could say that one
way of abolishing poverty is to make the poor content with their lot
by convincing them that. their status has meaning and purpose within
the overall design of the society, to say that there are validating ac-
tivities for which one does not need mainstream resources. ITowever.
the moment one considers such caste-like arrangements as a solu-
tion to the problem of the destructive consequences of inequality one
is immediateiy struck by how totally dysfunctional such arrange-
ments would be for industrial society. In industrial society people are
socially positioned principally by their relationship to the economy.
No other role system challenges the importance of that central posi-
tioning institution. Industrial societies seem to require a considerable-
degree of openness in their operation ; they require mobility of labor:
they challenge competition from other sources by their own dynamic,
and so forth. Therefore industrial societies are required to be vela-
tively open societies. They cannot function effectively if traditional-
istic or rigidly stratified. The individual’s command over material’
resources becomes the central measure of the extent to which he is
a fully participating member of the society at any one time and
prospectively. -

And it is apparent from a wide range of sociological studies that
people know this about their society. People tend to define themselves-
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and others very much in terms of their judgments about individuals’
command over the resources produced, whatever the going definition
of a satisfactory standard of living may ve. The study of lower class
behavior and subculture must focus on how groups experience them-
selves in history as distinet from the going definition of a member’s
lifetime trajectory (that is, the going defimtion of virtual social iden-
tity and virtual life carcers). We aiscover that when a group finds
itsclf so removed fromn command over resources that it cannot par-
ticipate in society in these terms it adepte to its position by develop-
ing a lower class culture. The daily ex).~ri.ces of the group as well
as its accumulated wisdom tells its memuwers that they are not part
of the socicty, that they are not able to function in an ordinary way,
and that therefore they must develop extraordinary techniques for
adapting, for making a life from day to day, and from year to year.

Lowger Crass CuLture axp Lower Crass INcoMEs

One of the clearest of the “social goals” giving widespread sup-
port for transfer programs is the desire to increase “stability” and
“health” of low income families. An example is welfare reform aimed
at eliminating the presumed family-destroying characteristics of the
current AFDC program. In fact, however, there is little in the way of
solidly grounded empirical research on cither the extent or mecha-
nisms by which low income, and ill-designed welfare programs affect
family stability and health. Instead we have a wealth of quahtative
studies in the ethnographic and community-study traditions which
seem to document the processes operative in lower class families ard
suggest some of the causes for the higher rate of “broken families”
at lower socio-cconomic levels. Once one moves past census tabula-
tions, however, quantitative measures of the various kinds of family
pathologies associated with low income, or empirically grounded quan-
titative models of these processes, are simply not available.

At the more theoretical level, accounts of the dynamics of lower
class behavior traditionally have been polarized around two kinds of
explanations: the so-called “situational” explanations of lower class
behavior offered primarily by sociologists who follow Robert Merton,
and cultural expﬂmations ogemd by persons representing a hroader
ranige of disciplines from rsocial and personality psychology to
anthropology.?

One reading of the ethnographic data from ghetto studies carried
out during the 1960’s would take the situational versus cultural view
as a false and misleading dichotomy. A synthesis of the two views has
been offered by Hyman Rodman in his paper on “The Lower Class
Value Stretch.” In a series of papers I have tried to synthesize these
two perspectives by systematically comparing participant observation
data from an all black public housing project in St. Louis with the
reports of other ethnographers of the wlite and black lower class.
Much the same kind of synthesis is represented by Ulf Hannerz’s
Soulside : Inguiries Into Ghetto Culture and Community.™

% Seymour Splllermmn and David Elesh, “Alternative, Conceptions of Poverty
and Their Implications for Income Maintenance,” Social Problems, Winter 1971,
pp. 358-373.

® Rodman, op. cit., Ralnwater, Behind Ghetto Walle, op. cit., Hannerz, op. cit.
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In brief, a synthesis of the situational and cultural perspectives
maintains that a “lower class culture” exists but that it r(-}n-cm-nts a
configuration of values, beliefs, knowledge, and teckniques for copin
with the world, some of hich are shared +with the larger socicty an
some of which are distinctive to the lower ¢lass. This culture is viewed
as adaptive to the situation of socio-economic marginality which de-
fin -2 the lower clase position in the sociai hierarchy. Froin this perspee-
tive of “adaptive culture,” the “culture of poverty™ analysis of lower
class situation is criticized because it fails to take into account system-
atically the ways lower class culture is adaptive to the day-to-day and
year-to-year reality in which lower class children and adulis find
themselzes. The situational perspective is eriticized beeause it failx to
take into accovnt the fact that socio-cce.comic position has an eifect on
how individuals develop, on the social and personal identitics they
form as they grow up, «iid on the particular techniques they develop
for mastering their environment. The situational perspective fails to
take into acconnt the “opportunity cost” lower c¢lass people incur as
they perfect their ability to survive in their particniar worlds.

The adaptive culture perspective emphasizes values concerning the .
desirable life as the principal clement lower class enlture shaves with
the larger culture. There seems to be a broad consensns amaong lower
class, and stable working and lower middle class Americans concern-
ing “the good life” an individual will live if he has the opportunity.
Lower class people share with those above them a belief in most of the
conventional virtues. With respect to the family, they share a helief in
the desirability of stable, monogamous marriage and they feel their
children should be born legitimately and reared in two-parent fanilies.
At this level there is no distinctive “culture” of the lower class.

However, the more cconomically marginal a group is to the Ameri-
can mainstream of stable working class and lower white collar workers
and their families, the more “lower class? the adaptations it develops
to its situation. The social pathologies associated with low income can
be understood as products of these special adaptations. Illegitimacy is
a product of a special adaptation in the lower class courtship institu-
tion which puts both boys and girls under strong pressure to engage in
sexual relations without regard to the possibility of marrizge. Pres-
sures of economic marginahty and participation in street life os 2 way
of salvaging self-esteem produce patterns of marital relations con-
ducive to a ?.ﬁgh rate of marital disruption. The same pressures dis-
courage remarriage.

AxTtroverty Poricy AND Resovrce LirveLs

This model of the dynamics of lower class life suggests that lower
class behavior will change only as the situation of economic marginal-
ity r(xsl]xiring special adaptations changes. Therefore this model pre-
dicts that any structural change which significantly reduces the eco-
nomic marginality of lower class families will also significantly in-
crease the similarity of lower class behavior to that of the stable work-
ing class. The crucial issue, unresolved by the qualitative research on
which the theory is based, involves the amount of change that would be
“sigmificant enough” to lead to changing adaptations. The logic of the
model requires that we look at change in resources in terms of the “dis-
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tance™ they allow the individual to move toward the mainstream, This,
in turn, requires that we know something about what “mainstream”
resources are. and that we have a inetric for expressing a given absolute
amount of resources in terms of their approximation bf the main-
streamn amount. '

This becomes a particular issue with respect to the input. represented
by government weifare programs. The question of whether an eflect
on family behavior reasonably can be expected from transfer payments
depends erucially on the shape of the function that relates resources
to family helhavior. These functions would describe the effect. on par-
ticular populations of the inputs oi given amounts of resources, For
example, our interest would be in determining the degree to which
the probability of a marriage staying intact would be increased by a
given increase in income for a given group of couples.

To the extent that poverty policy is concerred with the question of
whether the “culture of poverty” is stronger than the intervention. the
essential issue is whether a family’s bahavior will mnost strongly resem-
ble that of other families in its “earnings elass™ or othier families in
its “income class.” The “earnings class” (at least averaged over a
roasonnble;{ime period) would index the extent te which the family
was associafed with “the culture of poverty” while its “income class”
would add transfer payments (umearned and “nnmérited” income)
on top of earnings. s :

The central hypothesis of welfare programg is that. the additional
acome the transfer payment produces for families will change their
personal well-heing. According to the moddd out{im‘d above, whether
or not this turns out to be true will depend on the social effect of the
increased income and the meaning the income increment. has in terms
of new possibilities which can be lived @t threugh having and spend-
ir = *he additional money.

Changes in #amily hehavior are seen as an effect of the added utility
‘the money brings. But since absolute dollars of income have meaning
in the relationship of the individual’s new total income to some going
standard of mainstream income, it is unlikely that one would find the
main effects of transfers nationally simply hy relating alsolute income
as the independent variable to various dependent variables. One step
taken toward recognizing that given amounts of money represent dif-
ferent value to different families has been using a welfare ratio a la
Morgan. Orshansky or (as proposed in a modified form) Watts, Ifere
income is converted into a measure seeking to relate income to necds.®

However, there is no warrant for assuming that the experts® defini-
tions of what a family needs at some level of subsistence have mnch
relation to the social psychological reality in which familv members
operate. For example, the living standard budgets on which welfare
ratios are hased tend to change over time principally to offset price
inereaces, However, we do have very solid indications that people’s
conceptions of income sufficiency vary moro directly in relation to the
general economic level of the society.

®* James N. Morgan, et al.. Income and Wealth in the United Rtates, McGraw
‘Hill, 1962; Mollie Orshansky. “Counting the Poor” Roeial Reeurity Bulletin,
‘Government Printing Office, 19685: and Hamld Watts, “An Economic Defi~ition

-of Poverty,” in D. I*. Moynihan, editor, On Understanding Poverty, Basie Books,

1969.

."l
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MaprinGg Lf¥iNG Levers

In the 19th and 20th centuries as concern with the problems of those
at the bottom of society became increasingly specialized, those whose
job it was to supervise charitable activities began to formalize livin
standards using family budgets. Oscar Orrati carried out a historical
survey for the period 1905-60 of living standard budgets at three

levels—“minimum subsistence”, “minimum adequacy,” and “minimum

comnfort.” ** An examination of his findings suggests that in terms of
the social levels they represented, the three budgets served as dividing
lines between three classes of people, all of whom Vcere sech to live
nelow the average income level for the society. These classes were:

1. A “charity” clazs. These budgets Ornati called minimum subsistence. Except
in the carly part of the 1905-G0 period they have been uscd almost exclusively
for charity purposes—to establish standards of “minimum decency” or “mini-
Juum for physical efliciency.” In the few cases where the budgets have been used
for wage determination it has been With a characterization (for example, “lowest
Lare exjstence™) inllic:lling that the budget is not supposed to provide more than
the minimum daily resources for staying alive and functioning. Charity bhas be-
colne more pubtle and more bureaucratized; now the principal versions of the
winimum subsistence budget are the State AFDC budget standa¥da. -

*2..4 “poor-but-honcat-lcorker” class. The budgets that Ornati called “minimmn
tdequate” seemt to have been established principally to fix a kind of floor for mem-
hership in the established working class. These budgets wore almost a1 related
1o wage determination; when gthey were axed Hy ritabT®institutions it was
for the purpose of establishing the point at whigh™clients could be citected to
hegrin to pay for social agency services. Characf™izations of the budgets suggest
1hat the focus was on a kind of minimum “gocial” subsistence rather thap a pre-
sumed minimuen physieal subsistence—budgets were eharacterized as represent-
ing “a‘fair living wage,” “the working margin,” “minimum wholesome living,"
“minimum but reasonable.” .

3. The avcrage-American-worker class. These budgets were for purposes of wage
Qetermination and comparison. Many of the budgets were prepared for cstablish-
ing the wages of civil service workers, a further Indication of the “averageness”
of the class the badget level was to denote. Interestingly enough, however, the
Indgets tended to be characterized by thelr developers much more in terms of
some presumed necessity than otherwise. Thus many of the budgets are said to
represent the consumption necessary for “health and decency” or “minimum
health and comfort.” QOccasionally. however, the budget makers were a little
more forthright. Thus the 1923 budget for the Eastern Massachusetts Street
Railway wage determination swas characterired as representing only an income
that was “proper and_suitable.” And in 1926 and 1927 when the National Indus-
frial Conference Boafdestahlighed a standard for industrial workers in twelve in-
dustrial citles it was charactefized simply as “a falr American standard.” Again
as the matter has become bureaucratized (in this case at the U.S. Bureau of Lalor
Nratistics) the point of the budget has become somesvhat more obvious. Thus the
minimum comfort hudget Ornatl u~ed for the later years of his survey ig the
Purean of Labor Statistics’ “Interim eity worker's family bndget” which is
characterized as “mndest but adequate” by “prevailirrxé srtandards.” The prevail-
ing standards characterization introduces much more directly the relative em-
yhasic for this budget.

The higher two budgets were fairly explicitly relative in their
logic—the makers sought to construct budgets that would enable fam-
ilies to live at a particular consumption level rolative to the average
for the society as a whole. To a certain extent these budgets were a

" Occar Ornatl. Poverty Amid Afluence. the Twentieth Century Fund. 1008,
See also the discussion of changing consumption and styles of life from the 19th
iuto the 20th century by Dorothy & Brady in Davie, Easterlin, Parker, et al,,
American Eromomic Qrowth: An Economist's History of the United States,
llarper and Row, 1972,
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substitute for accurate family income statistics, In the absence of such
statistics the budgets makers conld make budgets for “minimun com-
fort” or “minimnm adequacy™ to try to represent concretely some con-
sensus concerning a living level near the median for the soriety, and
another living level (“iminimum adequacy™) below the median bt
not so far below as to represent great depnivation,

The lozic of the charity class budget, however, is somewhat different.
The budget maliers tended to describe thom as “subsistence hudgots™
with the note that they represented the minimum goods and services
needed for the family simply to continue to exist. Such bndgets were
oé’t(}\p considered a8 for emergencies rather than for a consistent Tovel
of living,

However, all three budget levels in fact tended fo increase in fairly
constant ratio to the overall level of afliucnce of the society.

Over the 1905-1960 period all three budgets inereased in eonstant,
dollar value, with the minimnm comfort hudget inereasing the most
(120 percent) and the minimam adequate Inudeet elose hehind (111
percent). The minimum subsistence budget did not increase guite sn
dramatically—only 93 percent—and after 1530, it ineveased much
more slowly than the others, snggesting that the furtlier professionali-
zation of welfare has tended to dampen the grwih of charity ¢lazs
budgets in line with the “ahsolute” logic of subsistence.

In the period since around 1935 there scems to have been a very
stable relationship between minimnm subsistence bndgets and per
capita disposable personal income. The budgets are phrased for fonr-
person families so that a convenient index of the level of the minimum
snbsistence budget is its ratio to four times the per capita dizpozable
personal income. (We'll eall this latter the fomily disposable income.)
If one ignores the World War II years, from 1935 to 1963 the minimum
charity class bndgets range from 42 percent. of family disposable on
the high side to 34 percent on the low side. There is no disccrnible
linear trend during this period—the ratio tends to go up and down
around theé total' period average of 36.5 percent. Tt is only after 1963,
when the new social security poverty index was fixed except for price

. changes, that this relationship begins to change. By 1971 the SSA

poverty index amounted to only 29 percent of family disposable
income.

If our analysis of well-being and utility is accurate, howev- '+, more
important than standard of living budgets made by experts are the
standard of living conceptions held by the people themselves. A very
useful historical series on public conceptions of living standards 1s
provided by a Gallup public opinion poll question which has heen
asked in exactly the same form since 1946: “What is the smallest
amount of money a family of four needs to get along in this commnu-
nity ¢” Table 1 presents the mean responses of national samples for
21 surveys during the 1946-69 period, and relates those responses to
median family income, per family consumption (per capita X 4) and
the average weekly spendable income for workers with four depend-
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ents in private nonagricultural industries.®® It is apparent that there
is a constant relationship to family disposable income. The relation-
ship to workers’ earnings also scems quite stable. There is a small
downward trend in the proportion of median family income the “get
along™ amount represents—perhaps reflecting the slight increase in
the proportion of fainily income attributable to wives’ earnings.

TasLE 1.—What is the smallest amount of money a family of } needs
(weekly) to get along in this community?

Percent
Percent averuge
Constant of madian Parcent weekly
Current doliars family  per fanily spendable
Dute of survey dollars (1u6y) fncome consumptiou carnings 4
January 1946.________ 42. 80 80. 30 ..... P, 5D ceveecena -
August-December
19472 ... 45. 20 74. 00 78 53 101
June 1948 . oo ._... 5193 78. 80 85 56 107
Mav 1949__ . _._... 49, 73 76. 40 83 54 100
February 1950. . .__.. 47. 98 73. 00 75 50 92
April-December 1951.__ 55. 00 77.20 86 57 101
October 1952 ._______. 62. 00 85. 50 83 58 107
March 1953 ___.__. 59. 80 82. 00 73 54 99
April 1954 . ____.._.__ 63. 85 87. 90 79 LY 105
November 1957______. 74 77 97. 10 78 59 110
May 1958 o coeo .. 82.17 103. 70 69 b& 114
August 1960 ..o .. 81. 54 101 10 75 - 59 112
January 1961____.____ 83. 23 101. 20 76 - hY 111
January 1962..__.___. 83. 13 100. 80 73 57 108
April 1963 ... __._. 83. 24 99, 40 71 55 106
November 1964._.____ 85. 35 100. 70 68 53 103
December 1967_____.__ 109. 16 119. 20 71 57 120
February-October
1969 C e meeeeeeat 119, 72 119. 72 66 55 107

VIn I.ﬁvate nonsgricultural industries for 8 worker with 3 dependents.
? Indicates average of 2 surveys.

From 1959 to 1970 per family consumption and the Gallup “get
along” figure both increased by about two-thirds. In contrast, the
Consumer Price Index and the low incomne, “poverty” budget which
is tied to ‘t increased by only 27 percent. Across this 10-year span a
comparison of families which relied on the poverty line to place them
relative to the mainstream would be of a relatively less deprived group
in 1959 with a relatively more deprived group in 1970. If the compari-

® Iyata on the get-along question and several other Gallup and Roper questions
discussed Lere are available in the files of the Roper Public Opinion Research
Center. We wish to thank Prof. Phillip K. Hastings and his staff for their as-
sistance in detafled talwiation of the Gallup get-along question for surveys from
1937-69. Claude Fischer and Sally Nash carried out further ecalculations to
prepare data on this and the Boston Soclal Standards Survey for this
presentation. .
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son wer based on some target such as the “get along™ figure, the two
groups would be quite comparable in their relationship to the main-
stream. For our purposes we can consider the “get along™ figure ax
indicating an income allowing a family to live a lifestyle characteristic
of the lower margins of the stable working class—not really in the
mainstream but within striking distance of it.

ComMmoNITY S1ze axp GermiNg ALONG

An important source of variation in the social meaning of miven
amounts of income has to do with.the local community context. The
mainstream lifestyle an individual is most intimately acquainted with
may vary depending on the region of the country and t;;e size of the
community in which he lives. Again the Gallup “get along™ result«
can serve as a usefu] index. f these variations. Detailed analysis of two
surveys in 1969 indicates that regional variations are not sigmificant
after community size is controlled for, while community size 18 an im-
portant varizhle in all regions.

Table 2 presents data for surveys from 1946 to 1969 on variations in
average amount needed by community size. From that table, one can
see that until the early 1960’s the amount needed in the largest cities
was, on the average, about 45 percent higher than the amount needed
in farm and rural areas. By the mid and late 1960’ that difference
seems to have narrowed somewhat, with about 35 percent more neede
in the larger cities.

TaBLE2.—Gallup “get along” weekly averages by community size

Farm and Up to 50.000 to $00.000 to 1,000,000 a1
rural 49,9991 499,999 3 949,909 abova ¢

January 1946_________ 35. 27 42.13 45. 34 52. 61
August-December 1947 36. 66 45. 88 48, 83 53. 74
June 1948_ ... ..... 43. 29 50. 84 54. 83 61. 31
May j949______...._. 38. 65 49. 24 52. 81 59.32 ___.___. s
February 1950____._.. 40. 42 52, 51 52. 58 52.01
April-December 1951_ . 44.01 57. 84 62. 58 64.38 _.
October 1952....__.._. 51.12 62. 59 66. 06 74.98 __
March 1953 _____...__ 48, 48 62. 55 66. 67 59.799 _...
April 1954 . _________. 54. 44 62. 88 65. 34 63. 70
November 1957........ 62. 07 69. 45 83. 39 90. 10
May 1958, . .. 55. 00 69. 39 74. 45 84. 10

August 1959__ 66. 97 76. 42 81.73 97. 21

August 1960 63. 77 79. 50 87.25 96, R2

January 1961______._._ 68. 72 80. 30 88. 50 91.99 :
January 1962 .. ..... 71. 43 72.99 87.02 02. 24 101. 25
April 1963__ . _______.__ 69. 26 78. 56 87. 77 89. 19 99, 83
November 1964.___:___ 74. 08 81. 60 86. 26 93. 56 99. 42
December 1967__.__._. 92. 81 101. 67 115. 50 115. &3 127. 74

February-October 1969  103. 32 109. 65 121. 80 139. 73 142. 66

1 U'n $7100.000{n 1948-51: 2,500 to 49,909 In 1951-54,
2100,000 o 49,999 {n 1946-51,

8 500,000 an4 over in 1946~54,

4 Not available untit 1957.

The relationship between population of an area and the amount
needed can be described quite closely by the following equation:
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where 8 is a “sufficient income” for a given standard of living (in this
case, to “get along”), /’ is the popu]atign of the arca in which the
respondent lives, and % is a constant. This relationship suggests that
for a family to be as well off in terms of lifestyle as a rural farm family
it would need &%.~ut 8 percent more income in a city of £5,000, 21 per-
cent more in a cicy of 250,000, 28 percent more in a city of 750.000,
and 35 percent more in a city of 2 million. For purposes of illustra-
tion, at least, this little exercise suggests something of the magnitude
of the income adjustinents that would have to be made before families
in different arcas of the country could be cquated in terins of con-
sumption as that bears on personal well-being.

The Gallup get-slong question produces results which mateh very
closely with the amounts in Ornati’s minimum adequacy budgets.
represented today by the Bureau of Lebor Standards “lower stand.
arg” budget for an urban family. Over the 1946-69 period the Gallup
get-along amount for the country as a whole averaged 107 percent. of
the minimum adequacy budget (the range was from a high of 125
percent to a low of 99 percent). It would secem that “getting along”
means having a standard of living that puts you just inside the main-
stream, a level that places you in the lower part of the working class.®

Poverry, Comrort, RicHes, aNp FamiLy Sizg

Gallup has also asked a question about how much income a family
of four needz for “health or confort” or “health and decency™ or some-
times simply to live decently. All of these versions scem to get essen-
tially the same kind of response.*®

The results for the 5 years in which questions were asked are given
in table 3.

® The only other important source of systematic variation in the get-along
amounts involves the soclal status of the respondents. For most of the period
in which the Gallup question was asked the surveys provide no data on family
income. After 1961 income breakdowns are possible. In each survey the higcher
Income respondents average higher amounts in their response to the question.
In 1969, for example, those with family incomes over $10.000 specified an
amount 43 percent greater than those with family incomes under $3,000. Before
1962 we find stniilar variations according to the education levels of the respond-
ents although the range is not as great. There 18 of course a correlation between
community size and family income. The effect of community size can be thought
of as Including three effects; a cost of living effect, a relative income effect
and a residual effect covering other unknown factors. The higher the cost of
living the greater the amount people feel it takes to get along. Similarly. the
higher Jae average income in the community, after controlling for cost of living,
the larger the amount people will think it takes to get along on. In our analysis
of the February and October, 1969, survers these effects accounted for an average
of slightly over 10 percent of the varfance in the amounts Individuals specified
fn answer to the question. In these two analyses the status of the respondent,
measured by family Income and education, aceounted for an additional 5 perceit
average of the variance in individual responses. We see, therefore, that a person's
position in the hierarchy does affect his perception of the amount it takes to get
along, but we algo sce that the effect is quite small.

“ Gallup very often used a “split ballot” technique in the early years to test
queslion phrasings,
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TapLE 3.—Weekly amount necessary for health, and comfort (or decency)

Constant

' . ’ dollars

Year Mean amount . a7
February 1937 . c e ceccccccccecccceaaa $36. 63 . $101, 92
February 1939, o o e cececeaana ) 3140, 91, 41
June 1942 oo cceecccaaae - 39. Z4 . 97. 48
November 1944. oo v e eeecvccccmaes 48. B8 . 11217
August 1963 C oo icircrccccceaa o 1142 o 146. 61

These amounts do not -elate quite so steadily to Ornati’s minimum
comfort budgets as the gei-along ammounts related to his ininimum ade-
uacy. However, for the Jew observations we have, the means of the
rallup samples average 32 percent of Ornati’s mninimum comfort
budgets (which in the 1960’s E)ecomes the Bureau of Labor Statistics’
“moderate standard”). )
In a survey carried out in the Boston metropolitan area, Richard P.
Coleman and I have expanded the levels of living about which survey
informants are asked to respond.® In the Boston Social Standards
" Survey. carried out in the spring of 1971, respondents were asked to
specify how 1nuch incomme was necessary for a family considered living
at various qualitativelzy defined Ieve{s—“poverty,” “enough to get
along,” “comnfortable,” “prosperous and substantial,” and “rich.” Sub-
samples were asked about each of these living levels for families with
different numbers of children varying from none through five. The
geometric means of the annual amounts for the total sample for each
of the combinations of living level and family size are given in table 4.
(There were slightly fewer tkan a hundred respondents for each of the
particular items which means that these averages have fairly large
standard deviations. Qur analysis of response to the items by social
status of the respondent suggest that there are minimal systematic
variations by status level. It is only for the category “rich® that there
is any systematic sxléniﬁcant variation among the social classes. Upper
middle class respondents do see a higher lower limit for the rich level
than do lower middle and working class respondents. Thus for a family
In the middle range of children (2.5 children), the average upper
middle class respondents place the lower limit of the rich level at
slightly over $30,000 a year whereas the working and lower middle
class respondents place that limit at around $21,500 a year.) We can
be interested both in the variation from one level to another, control-
ling for family size, and in variations from one living level to an-
other, controlling for family size. The former analysis can be carried
out for each of the living levels separately, although the small number
of observations Ker liing level suggests that the results would be
fairly unstable. Alternatively, we can look at the relationship across
all the living levels by calculating a multiple regression equation with
the amount specified as the dependent variable and the living level

“The Boston social standards survey involved a sample of 300 respondents
representing the Boston metropolitan area. The survey was carried out by the
survey research program of the Joint Center for Urban Studies and we wish to
thank the staff for their able response to the challenge of a highly complex
questionnaire.
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(ranked from one through five) and family size (two adults plus the
given number of children) as independent variables. When this is
done for the total of 31 items we find an 22 of .984 for the following
form of the multiple regression :

Tasre 4.—Annual incomes appropriate for living levels and family
sizes (geometrio means)

Number of children
Living levels None 1 2 3 4 ]

Poverty (highest income

to be considered living

in poverty). ... ______.. $4,036 $4,477 34,508 (*) 85,458 $5,848
Get along (lowest income

to still have just

cnough to getalong) _._ 5,794 6,683 7,586 $8,298 8, 356 9, 419
Comfortable {(lowest

income to have & com-

fortable level of living). 9,141 __.____. 11,402 10,864 11,912 12, 882
Prosperity (lowest in-

come Lo have a pros-

})erous, substiantial

evel of iving) e c e o e cvceman 11,967 14,158 15,560 15,996 15, 922
Rich (lowest income to

be considered rich) .. _ 17,498 21,380 24,717 21,878 26,122 ___.....

1 No question asked for this combination of level and family size,
Log amount=3.359+0.303 Log size-+0.16 level |

The relationkhip with family size that best characterizes all of the
living levels then is: -
amount=/% size®*

where % is an empirical constant. In other words, the amount of money
considered necessary to maintain a given living level with increased

- family size increases at the rate of slightly less than the cube root of

family size.

Looking at the other variable, the living level specified; =< can zse
the regression equation to indicate the approximate ratios of the liv-
ing levels to ea?:% other, Starting with the comfortable level as a mid-
point and setting that arbitrarily at 100, the income amounts tied to
these different levels seem to be in the following ratios:

t
comfortadle level
Living levels: (pereent)

Poor 48
Get-along 69
Comfortable 100
Prosperous-substantial 145
Rich 200

Apparently you are poor if you have about half the money necessary
to bo comfortagle. You have enough to get along if you have 70 percent
of what is necessary to be comfortable. You become prosperous when
you have about half again as much as is necessary to be comfortable.
And you are rich when you have twice as much as is necessary to be
comfortable.

20-624—T78—8
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The implications of this analysis for variations in “equal welfare”
incomes with family size are quite interesting in policy terms. Many
Federal and State programs vary income limits or benefits by family
size. These variations are usually set in terms of assumptions concern-
ing resources necessary for families of different sizes living at a given
level, but their rationale presumably also includes some expectation
that the public generally would share an understanding that families
with different benefits should nevertheless somehow have “equal wel-
fare.” If we compare our equal welfare ratios based on a formula that
varies the equal welfare income amount by approximately the cube
root of family size with the ratios in two sets of Government stand-
ards, we see some interesting differences (table 5). We note that a
family of seven persons is seen as requiring about 50 percent more
income than a family of two persons to be at an equal living level. The
ratios built into the SSA poverty index and the earlier versions of the
family assictance pro osag (FAP) involve 214 times as much income
for a family of 7 as for a family of 2. If the logic of our respondents
mirrors even roughly the national consensus on the relation of family
size to economic well-being, then these Government standards con-
siderably overestimate the “poorness” of large families and under-
estimate the “poorness” of small families relative to each other. The
exponent for family size im:plied by the two sets of Government
standards is almost exactly do:ble that suggested by the responses in
our survey.

TaBLE 5.—Comparison of incomes necessary for cqual welfare of different
Jamily sizes with poverty line and FAP family size varwations in
payment by family size \

Equal welfare Low tncome Payment

rat{os threshold ratios ratios

Family size (dollars=kN.?) (nonfarm) in FAP

b J PP $1. 00 $1. 0C $1. 00
S J PR 1.13 1.19 1. 30
4 eecemccaen 1.23 1. 52 1. 60
L P 1. 32 1.79 1.90
B e ccceeccaecan 1. 39 2. 01 2. 20
T e e e ccm—————— 1. 46 2. 48 2. 50

It is possible to combine the relationship between community size
and equal welfare amounts with that for family size developed above
and present the following formula as indicating the income amounts
that produce equal economic well-being for different community and
family sizes:

Equal welfare income=/%P0- 0503

If our living levels were measured in terms of the ratio scale we also
could introduce a living level variable (basically a utility variable) into
the equation. However, we have only five ordinal categories. Instead
fet us simEly look at the extremes for each of the five living levels—the
incomes that our formula says would produce equal levels of living for
a two person rural family and a seven person urban family (table 6).
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TasLE 6.—Annual incomces required for various living levels

7-person

2-person metropolitan

Living level rural fomily fomily
Poverty .. e itm——cac———an $3, 012 $5, 914
Getalong_ ..o ceeaaa 4, 354 8, 547
Comfortable. _ . e mmea_. 6, 293 12, 355
Prosperous-substantial .o _ ..o 9, 097 17, 859
Rich. e . 13, 149 25, 814

. The equal welfare living level for the large family in the metropolis
isaliost twice that of the sinallest fainily in a rural area.*

Livixe Levews, Socian StaTus, Anp Famr Incones

We now have 2xanined a number of variations in the social mean-
ings of income based on people’s conceptions of living levels, and of
income requirements as these vary by family size and community size.
We can fill in the pattern of social meanings somewhat more by noting
briefly some of the findings of the Boston social standards survey in
response to questions that ask about income levels identified with dif-
ferent social classes, and incomes that respondents regard as fair and
just for diflerent kindsof people.

In the Boston social standards survey one question asked respondents
to specify the income of persons.at various places in the social class
hierarchy. Respondents were given the names of five social classes along
with the percentage of the population that “social seientists say? fit in

-those classes :

The upper class (2 percent).

The upper middle class (10 percent).
The lower middle class (33 percent).
The upper working class (40 percent).
The lower working class (15 percent).

Respondents were then asked to indicate an income that they wonld
regard as representative of a typical family at the boundary line be-
tween cach of the classes—for example, a family on the borderlirs
between the upper class and the upper middle class—and also of a
family at “the very bottom™ of the lower working class and the “tip
top” of the upper «lass (the top or hottom i ont of 1.000 families).

Respondents were asked two kinds of questions designed to get at the
issue of fair incoines. The first was related to the concept of minimmum

“ It should he apparent that in addition to the other assumptions we make in
offering this formula, we are also assuming that there are no marked differences
between the views people in a given situation hold of the equal welfare income for
that situation and those held Ly others. Thus we have derived the relationship
with community size on the hasis of comparing the incomes peaple in different
community sizes say are necessary to get along in their own community, And we
have combined that result with the incomes for different family sizes given hy
the total number of respondents in the Boston survey, and not just those re-
spondents who had that number of childran. This seems safe for iHustrative pur-
poses since our detailed analysis of the data suggests that there are no marked
differences in amount specified by respondent’s own family size.
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wage, and asked what minimum salary or wage a man who works hard
all year should be entitled to “no matter what his job is”"—the different
questions specified different ages covering 22-, 32-, 42-, 52-, and 62-year-
old workers and a retirement income for a man who had worked at this
Jevel al] hislife.

We presented respondents with a description of “an imaginary
simplified community™ asking them to judge what -7ould be a fair in-
come for cach of five eategories:

The 150 workers at the lower skilled level.

The 400 at the average workingman level.

The 250 at the average white collar level.

The 150 at the midd’e nanagement and professional level.
The 50 at the top management level.

Finally, we asked respondents, after describing to them in fairly
abstract terms the negative income tax mechanism of a. family assist-
ance plan, to indicate what they felt should be the minimum guaran-
teed income level of such a plan and what should be the maximun level
at which responderts received no more payments.*

Table 7 presents the results for all oi these different items—for the
living levels of four-person families (derived from the regression
formula), for the class boundaries, and for the fair income items.
(All the amounts are based on geometric means of the responses given
by the total sample.)

@ I.ee Rainwater, “Public Responses to Low Income Policies: FAP and Wel-
fare,” Joint Center Working Paper No. 8, Joint Center for Urban Studies. 1972.
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TasLr T—Annual incomes associated with various living and status

levels in Boston

Living levels

Class boundarjes

Fair incomes

Poverty ($5,000) ... ...

Above poverty but not
getting along ($7,200).

$3,100: Very bottom of
the lower class (0.1
percentile).

Getting along ($10,400).. $7,400: Lower class/work-

Comfortable ($15,000) .. - oo e eae el

Prosperous, substantial
($21,800)

ing class boundary line
(15 pereentile).

$8,800: Working class/
lower middlc class
boundary (55 percen-
tile).

$15,000: Lower middle/
upper middle class
Eﬁundary (88 percen-

e).
$25,000: Upper middlef
upper class boundary
(98 percentile).
$95,000: Tip top of the
upper class (99.9 per-
centile).

$5,000: Rectircment in-
coie for minimum wage
worker.

$5,500: Guaranteed mini-
mum annual incow.e for
FAP

Minimum annual wage
for: $5,700: A 22-year-
old man. $6,000: A 62-
year old man.

$6,400: Fair salary for 150
lower skilled workers.

Minimum annual wags
for: $6,700: A 32-year-
old man. $6,800: A 52
vear-old man. $7,200:
A 42-year-old man.

$7,500: Fair salary for 400
averagc - workingmen.
€7,5600: FAP maximum
income.

$8,800: Fair salary for 250
average white collar
workers.

$14,500: Fair salary for
150 middle management
and professional work-
ers.

$25,000: Fair salary for
tcolp management peo-
ple.
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This table gives a reasonably coherent view of the range of, and re-
lationships among, living levels recognized by our respondents. They
would seem to regard incomes below gs,ooo a year as be%;)lnd any ordi-
nary experience, even that of the lowest social group. They recognize
a low-living Jevel that is near but slightly above real poverty. They
see this as the level at which the Government should guarantec in-
come, and as representing reasonable incomes for a retired minimum
skill worker ard for a minimum skill worker just beginning his work
carezr at age 22. Then there is a cluster of fair miaimum salaries close
to but sliﬁhtly below the get-along level. These are the minimum wages
for 32- through 52-year-old men.

The get-along line seems to approximate the boundary line between
the working and lower classes, as we might expect. Respondents scem
to feel that a proper family assistance plan would assist workers until
their earnings brought them within the working class—so they spec-
ify a maximum of $7,500 as the point at ‘which benefits would cease.
The results are somewhat ambiguous for the working class-middle
class boundary—as perhaps is to be expected given the gruat overla
it incomes between higher level blue collar and lower level white col-
lar workers. ; :

The comfort line is clearly seen as above that of the earnings of the
great majority of workers—perhaps suggesting something of the im-
ggrtanoe of meanlighting and wives’ working to make the difference

tween %etting along and having a comfortable life stile. The per-
ception that extra hard work is necessary to bridge that gap 1s a
common factor in the resentment working and lower middle class
people feel toward the idea of giving away money to people who
“don’t deserve” it.** Appropriately enough our respondents see a fair
salary for iniddle management and professional workers as about on
the border line between comfortable and prosperous levels and be-
tween the lower-middle and upper-middle class. Finally, the world of

“ The median income for husbands in 1970 was $8,451, We estimate a national
sample would have placed comfort for four at about $9,5600. The median husband-
wife family income was $10,516,
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the rich is that of the $25,000 a year and up workers—the very top of
the upper-middle class and the upper class above it. And the ranfied
area o1 the super rich seems to start at about $100,000 a year for our
respondents.

Poverty 1N THE CONTEXT OF PasT, PresENT, AND FuTore Living
LeveLs

Overall, one is impressed by the great gap between the living levels
in the $6,500 to $9,000 range that are regarded as characteristic and
also as generally fair for the mainstream of blue and white collar
workers, and the levels below $4,000 with which we are typically con-
cerned when we discuss the poor.

We have suggested earlier that across-time comparisons, using the
Gallup get-along and comfort %%tion& are particularly useful to
understand the point that well-being is a function of consumption
relative to mainstream consumption. Table 8 pulls together in one

lace the questions from several Gallop and Roper polls extendi

k to 1937, the Ornati living standards data from 1929 onward, :x:ﬁ
our own Boston Social Standards Survey data for 1970. The table
presents the results categorized by general living level from poverty
through super rich adjusted (a) on a relative basis, and (3) in terms
of constant 1971 dollars. The relative adjustment is accomplished by
calculating for each budget or opinion poll average its ratio to the
family disposable income (per ca)l))ita disposable personal income times
four) for that year. Thus if the budget or poll mean was $5,000 in &
year in which family disposable income was $10,000 the ratio is 0.50.
'We have then projected that ratio forward to 1971 and entered in the
second column the comparable amount in terms of 1971 family dispos-
able income ($14,324). This column then shows a constant amount in
terms of the relationship between a given item and disposable personal
income. The remaining columns show the comparable amount in terms
of constant 1971 dollars.
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A reader who for any given living level compares the amount under
the relative adjustment with the amounts involving the constant
dollar adjustment will note the impressive extent of stability once an
adjustment is made for disposable personal income. Thus in the late
1930’s .espondents in gublic opinion polls defined at over $20,000 in
“relative dollars” the “upper income” group. Bostonians in 1971 say
that a little over $21,000 defines a four-person family as rich—yet in
constant dollars the 1930’s respondents were calling only $9,000 upper
incoms.

Several polls touched the area of standard comfort—asking about
incomes necessary for health and comfort or decency or “the neces-
sities and a few luxuries.” In relative terms results dating from 1937
fit very nicely with the amount our Boston respondents specified
as minimum for a comfortable level of living—but in absolute terms
the constant dollar amounts seem to have about doubled. Responses
for “getting alonF” show a similar consistency. The mean amount for
a family to get along is put at about $8,000 following adjustment for
1971 disposable personal income but it has doubled in constant dollar
values since 1946. Finally, poverty line budgets seem quite stable in
relative terms at slightly over $5,000 a year St:xcept that 1929 was
high}—-but in constant dollar amounts they have almost doubled.
Similar stability is shown by minimum comfort and minimum ade-
quacy budgets 1n terms of the relative adjustment, but we have the
pattern of at least doubling in terms of constant purchasing power.

All of these results-then point to the necessity of paying systematic
attention to relative incomes if we are to properly understand the
meaning of “poverty” for families and individuals. The implications
of this relativity of poverty to mainstream income can be made clearer
by projecting past relation of poverty lines and per capita personal
income into the future. In 1985, according to ierman %Iiller’s ro-
jections, mean family income will be around $18,700 in 1971 dollars,
and median family income will be around $17,100.4¢ The historical re-
lation of the “poverty” or “minimum adequacy” line to personal in-
come would suggest that in 1985 we will be considering around $8,300
as the poverty line for a family of four. Yet today only slightly more
than half of all male workers in the prime earning years of 25 to 54
earn that much. They do not call themselves poor—they are in the
mainstream. If we do not have poverty in 1985 it will not be because
fewer than 2 percent of the population have incomes of less than
$5,000 a year. Abolishing poverty can only be the result of sharply .
altering the income distribution so that very few families with chil-
dren have incomes less than $9,000 or $10,000 a year in 1985.

* Poricy IMPLICATIONS

If the above analysis is corcect—that it is incomes thet are low in
relation to others rather than in any absolute or subsistence sense which
produca the sacial and psychological consequences that we call
poverty—then several general policy implications foilow. Only policies
that achieve a different distribution of income from the present one

® Herman P, Miller, Rich Mon, "oor Man, Thomas Crowell, 1971, pp. 234-
246, and Lee Rainwater, “Post-1984 America,” Sooiety, February 1972,
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can hope to deal with problems of poverty. To be effective policies must
ﬁnemte a distribution of income such that as they grow up, pass

rough maturity, and into old no individuals have living levels
that are far removed from the mainstream living level appropriste to
that stage in life.*¢

Lifo cycle variables very much complicate being concrete about the
income distribution that meet the criterion of policy efficacy. Life cycle
factors complicate matters in two ways. First, the standards by which
geop]e assess their relationship to the mainstream obviously differ

epending on age and family circumstances. It is easiest to think about
these matters for adults who arc married and liave children, or from
the perspective of their children. Individuals spend half or more of
their lives in one or another of these stages so it is perhaps understand-,
able that we tend fairly automatically to focus on the family in defining
the mainstream.

Here the criterion is straightforward enough. An equitable society
would be one in which each individual, as he grew up, as he assumed
responsibility for rearing a family, had available the resources neces-
sary ‘o approximate mainstream consumption. That consumption is
understood to be somewhat age-graded—families normally accmmulate
resources as they go along.

It is not easy to spmi%y the relationships of relative equity for the
period of youth—the time between being old enough to leave home
and being married and settled down with a couple of kids. it is obvious
that there is a feeling that one needs less in the way of vesources during
that time but how much less is difficult to specify, especially since in-
dividuals take up family responsibilities at different ages. The same
considerations apply to the time after the children have grown up
and Jeft home when husband and wife are settling into “the golden
years” and retirement. ,

The other confusion life cycle factors introduce to discussions of in-
come distribution policy results from the fact that many income main-
tenance or security policies really aim at redistributing income within
the life cycle of individuals without notably changing their lifetime
income distribution rank. This is preeminently true of social security.
Family allowance programs also have a large component of this kind
of redistribution since once they get going, individuals repay later
in life the support that they recetved as children, just as they now pay
earlier in life for the support they receive in retirement. Income distri-
bution over the life cycle is an important issue but in much discussion
of social welfare and income security it has served to obscure and
complicate the more crucial and also more sensitive one of income re-
distribution among persons at similar stages in the life cycle.

The prevalence of this kind of confusion—with heavy emphasis
placed on children (often justified as investment in the human capital)

* For too long the Nation has sought to deal with problems of the maldistribu-
tion of income by a service strategy which seeks either to p:rovide opportunity or
elre change the cunlture of poor people. In the 1ast half domen years policy
analysts cnd policy makers increasingly have recognized that the seriice strategy
simply does not work and that the only effective way to change income distribu-
tion is to work directly on it by using an fncome strategy. Lee Rainwater,
“Poverty and Deprivation {n the Crisis of the American City,” U.S. Senate Com-
mittee on Government Operations, Subcommittee on Ex¢ ‘utive Reorganization,
Washington, D.C., Dec. 9, 19686.
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and on provision of security for old age—indicates the need for a
countervailing emphasis on the necessity of redistributing income
among individuals during their years of mature productivity.

There has been increasing consensus that the basic element in any
strategy to do away with poverty must be a guaranteed annual income
prograsn. The considerations ‘)rescnted early in this paper all sup-

rt such a conclusion. They also suggest something of the standards

¥ which a minimum income might be judged. We noted that Bosto-

. . .
nians seem to feel that a guaranteed minimum income of around $5.500
would be sensible in terms of providing what they feel represents a
kind of social miniinum for a decent life. If that amount. is discounted
to a national fizure (hased on the assumption that the same relation-
ship found between community size and the Gallup get-along amount
would apply) we arrive at a 1971 target. gnaranteed annual incomne of
around $4.600 a xear for a family of four. (But as we have noted, onr
respondents would not see that amonnt varying as much by family size
as government standards typically vary.)

Such an amount. is far a{)m'e the level of the FAP gnaranteed in-
come proposal considered seriously hy the 92d Congress. Tt is also clear
that to move toward this higher level of gnarantee requires a shift from
& necative income tax concept to a credit inconse tax format which
. simultancously introduces a guaranteed income and integrates it. into a
simplified and reformed *~come tax system. The country. now willing
to support the idea of a guaranteed incomne as represented by the FAP
proposal. may well move in that direction first. but it seems nnlikely
that incremental additions to FAP could ever reach a level that meets
a public definition of an “adequate guaranteed income.”

The tax credit form of guaranteed incomne is appealing because it
contains little in the way of disincentives to increasing income through
work.'” It faces the issue of income redistribution squarely by rewriting
the tax schedule. It introduces progressivity of income tax so that low
income individuals do not have to pay high tax rates on their earnings
as they do under a negative income tax plan.

The relationship between a guaranteed income program and the
emplovment of low-income. people is a crucial one. High as the sug-
gested minimum guaranteed income level may seem—say 50 pereent
of a “comfortable” level—simply creating an income maintenance
program that brings all families to it will not ‘)roduce the equalization
of personal well-being that is the implict goal of public conrern with
noverty. The relationship between transfers and the tax rate is such
that it seems nnlikelv that guaranteed income can ever go high enongh
to provide the kind of money that would allow all people to “get
along.” Planning should probably assume that it will not be pos-

¥ See James Tobin, “Raising the Incomes of the Poor,” (in Kermit Gordon,
editor, Agenda for the Nation, Brookings Institution, 1968) for an excellent dis-
cussi~v or income transfer strategies and of the tax cradit as a strategy that re-
tains maxlmum work incentives. See also Earl R. Rol;h, “A Credit Income Tax,”
fn Theodore R. Marmor, Poverty Polioy, Aldine-Atherton, 1971, :
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sible to take more than 25 or 30 pcreent of personai income for
redistribution.*® :

The guaranteed income strategy has to be coupled with a guaranteed
employment strategy if a fuller, more secure, self-maintaining and
therefore more lasting and more equitable distribution of income is to
be achieved. For three decades, whenever the American people have
been consulted by public opinion poll concerning their pre}erred strat-
egies for combhating economic disadvantage they have emphasized the
importance of providing people with jogs. Indeed, insistence on the
importance of this strategy grows as one moves froin high-status to
low-status groups.*

However, the Federal Government has not come to grips with this
task. We have had job training programs, other edncation programs
designed to increase “human capital’”’ and now, finally, a more rational
and vigorous concern with the issue of income guarantees via transfers.
But the best income guarantee is not the one of transfer but the gnar-
antee of the capacity to work, be productive, and return to society
what one takes for personal and family maintenance. A nation which
cannot provide every American with a job at a decent wage is telling
too many of its members that they are superfluous.

An employment strategy for greater equity to abolish poverty inust
have two goals. First, it must distribute unemployment more equally.
That is to say, if demand for labor does not absorb ali persons looking
for work, mechanisins must b developed to produce a more equal dis-
tribution of unemployment. One such mechanism would be a job sub-
sidy to employers varying with the duration of unemployment of the
men they hired ; the longer the person hired had been unemployed the
greater the subsidy to the employer.®

More important for equalizing the income distribution are changes
in the structure of labor demanc; whick would also change the structure
of wages and salaries in a more equalitarian direction. The various

ssible strategies for achieving this goal have been ably analyzed by

ter Thurow and Robert Lucas.®

“Cf. James Tobin, “On Limiting the Doms‘a of Inequality,” Journal of Law
and Economics, October 1970, p. 205, “Serious redistribution by tax and transfers
will involve high tax rates as the following simple calculation illustrates * * *,
If the guarantee level * * * {s a quarter or a third of mean income, and espe-
cially if the government is purchasing for substantive use a sigrificant fraction
of national output, the necessary tax rates would be so high that incentive and
allocational effects cannot be ignored.”

# See Lee Rainwater, “Public Responses to Low-Income Policies: FAP and
Welfare,” op. cit.; Michael E. Schiltz, Public Attitudes Towards Social Becurity,
1935-1965, U.8. Department of Health, Education, and Weifare, Social Security
Administration Report No. 33, 1970; and Amital Etzionl snd Carocl O. Atkinson,
Sociological Implications of Alfernative Income Transfer Vystems, N.Y.: Bureau
>f Socia) Science Research, Columbia University, Septemter 1969,

*® See Jonn F. Kain, “Coping with Ghetto Unemployment * Journal of the Amer-
toan Institute of Planners, March 1969, 11 :30-83.

® See Lester C. Thurow and Robert Lucas, “The American Distribution of
Income: A Structural Problem,” prepared for the Joint Economic Committee of
the Congress of the United States, U.8. Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C., Mar. 17, 1962. Also, Lester C. Thurow, The I'mpact of Taxes on the American
Economy, Praeger Pullishers, 1971, and John Kenneth Galbraith, Edwin Kuh
and Lester C. Thurow, “The Galbraith Plan to Promote the Minorities,” New York
Times Magazine, Aug. 22, 1971,
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If we achieve the goal of alt:;x;g the wage and salary structure
toward %ality, we will have su ed at the greatest domestic chal-
lenge the Nation has ever faced.®* This achievement cannot be the work
of a crash effort or a few single programs, but if the poor are not
always to be with us then it must be attempbeti.

APrenbix A

Family Size, Children's Ages, and the Credit Income Taz Plan

Recent political events have focused attention both on the attrac-
tive features and on some of the potential disadvantages of a credit
income tax form of gusranteed income.®* Here I want to deal with
one of the issues raised by close examination of the credit income tax
niechanism, the redistribution of income from smaller to larger fami-
lies that occurs Pecause of the per capita form of the guarantee.

A per capita phrasiny is appealing to many both on plillosophiczl
and pragmatic grounds. It seeins fitting that income guarantees should
ro to individuals rather than to particular social units. Pragmatically,
it scems desirable to have an incoie plan which does not set up incen-
tives by conferring a different advantage to some forins of family
grouping as opposed to others.®

On the other hand, a guarantee phrased on a per capita basis in-
creases the family guarantee in strict proportion as family size in-
creases. Such a relationship with family size accords neither with the
logic of family budget studies nor with that expressed by ordinary
citizens when judging equal welfare incomes for families of diflerent
size.’

The simplest resolution of this problem is to have different guarantee
amounts for children and adults. The guarantee for each successive
child would decline as in various negative income tax and fanily al-
lowance schemss. ’

Doing this, however, results in awkwardness when children cross the
threshold into aduithood. At what age does a person become entitled
to an adult guarantee? What are the likely effects of this dichotomy
on family splitting and family formation in the late teenage and early
adult period ¢

I will sketch out helow one possible solution which preserves the
credit inrcome taxes format of benefits being attached to individuals
- rather than to particular household units.

® 3. H. Goldthorpe has dealt in useful detall with the broad issue of social con-
sensus, legitimacy and income redistribution in his “Social Tnequality and Social
Integratior. i+ Great Britain,” Advancement of Soiznce, December 1969.

® Russell Lidman, “Costs and Nistributional Implications of McGovern's Mini-
mum Income Grant Proposal,” discussion paper 131-72, Institute for Research
on Poverty, Madison: University of Wisconsin, June 1972. A simpler, probably
more feasible age-tested credit income tax plen has been worked out by Harold
Watts, “Income Redistribution: How It Is and How It Can Be,” testimony for
the Democratic Platform Committee hearings, St. Louis, June 17, 1972. I have
benefited from comments on the Initial draft of this appendix by Robert Haveman
and Russell Lidman.

“ See Tobin, “Ralsing the Incomes of the Poor,” op. cit., and Rolph, op cit.

™ For a discussion of varlations in family need budgets related to family size
and age see Margaret Wynn, FPamily Policy, London: ¥ichael Joseph Ltd., 1970,
especially p. 53 to 86, For public conceptions, see above,
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We start out with a guarantee amount for adults (how that amount
might be arrived at will be discussed later). The modification to be
disscussed here involves the stipulation that each newborn child be-
comes entitled to a percentage of the adult guarantee rather than to
the full amount.

That proportion of the guarantee is then increased each year in such
a way as to reach the full amount at age 25. Thus in this plan, adulits
25 years of age and older receive the full amount of the credit income
tax guarantee and those younger receive some smaller proportionate
amount.

The logic for entitlement to the full amount at age 25 is simply that
we have moved toward a society in which training for adulthood is
assumed to proceed to about the middle twenties—either training
through higher education or on the job. Most people seem to feel that
people in their early twenties are not entitled to quite the same level
of living as older adults are.®®

Depending on how much or how little redistribution toward larger
fumiles is desired, one would choose a particular proportion of the
adult allotment for the newborn. Table 1 gives three distributions, one
illustrative of minimal redistribution to larger families, one of a higher
level of redistribution to larger families, and one in the middle.

TaBLE 1 —Sample appreciation rates on taz credit with increasing age

e

\J {In percent}

Appreciates Appreciates Apg)reclatea
10 percent 6.7 percent 4.0 percent
per annum from from from
Age at last 10 Percent 20 percent 33.3 percent
birthday at birth at birth at birth
10. 0 20. 0 33.0
1.0 21.0
12.0 23.0 36.0
13.0 24.0 38.0
15.0 26. 0 40. ¢
16. 0 28.0 42. ¢
18.0 30.0 43. 0
19.0 31.0 45. G
21.0 34.0 47. 06
24.0 36. 0 50. ¢
26.0 38.0 52. ¢
29.0 41.0 54. ¢
3L 0 44. 0 870
35.0 46. 0 89, 0
38.0 50.0 62.0
42.0 53.0 65.0
46.0 56. 0 67. 0
5i. 0 60. 0 70.0
56. 0 64.0 74.0
61.0 69.0 77.0
67. 0 73.0 80.¢C
74.0 78. 0 84.0
81.0 83.0 88.0
90. 0 89.0 92.0
98.0 95.0 6. 0
100. 0 100, 0 100. 0

“ Sce results preseuted above on public conceptions of & falr minimum wage
in relation to age of worker, p. 0.
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Summary by age group (mean proportion for group)

Appreciates Appreciates Apprecintes

10 percent 6.7 parcent 4.5 pproent

¢ last B percent 20 peroent 333 peroent
%ada;! :te{)mh at birth at birth
Birthto 4 ___ ... 12. 2 22.8 20. 4
509, e, 19. 6 3.8 45. 4
10to 14__ ... 318 43.8 56. 8
16t0 19, .. 51.2 60. 4 70. 6
206024 oo 82.0 83.6 88.0
Oto 19 s 30.2 41 8 55.0
Oto24 . .. 41.0 50.5 61. 9

The minimal redistribution schedule involves 10 percent of the
adult guarantee at birth, appreciated at about 10 percent a year so
that it reaches 100 percent by age 25. The more heavily redistributive
Elan involves an cntitlement of one-third of the adult amount at

irth and this amount appreciates at 4.5 percent a year., The middle
illustration involves a 20-percent entiticment at birth, appreciating
at 6.7 percent a year. Under the 10-percent schedule, a child averages
30 percent of the adult guarantee during his first 19 years. With the
highest guarantee, he averages 62 {)ercent of the adult guarantee;
and at the 20-percent starting level, he averages 50 percent of the
adult guarantee.

The gradual appreciation in the amount of the guarantee has several
things to comnend it. First, children require more in the way of re-
sources the older they get—though no egort has been made to adjust
these figures to budgetary estimates of the ratio of “need” of children
of different ages. Second, the larger a family is, the more disper-
sion there is mn the ages of the children; this mechanism has the
effect of producing lower increments of income for each additional
child (except in the case of quintuplets). Third, because the incre-
ments with age are gradual but increasing, the family knows that
from year to year it will be relatively better off by virtue of the

uarantce and therefore there is to some extent a sense of compensation

or the “work” of raising a family.

The principal inadegquacy of tgis plan in terms of amounts of mone
is perhaps thay it produces relatively less money for families witi
very young children than would be the case if age did not affect the
guarantee. This does not bother me since I am quite unconvineed by
arguments about the importance of the early years of childhood—
at least insofar as smalf) diffevences in income are concerned. The
income squceze at the low income level is probably much more im-
portant for children in preadolescence and adolescence when havi
the things money can buy become much more crucial to the chil
himself,s7 -

If one wanted to minimize the redistribution toward larger families
even more, it would be possible to nse different schedules dependin
on the age order of the child. Thus the oldest child's guarantee coulg
be calculated under the schedule that starts at one-third of the adult

¥ 8ee Wynn, op. cit., for the relation of need to age of child.



253

guarantee, the second and third oldest children’s guarvantees conld be
calculated under the schedule that starts at 20 percent, and the fourth
and fifth children’s guarantees calenlated under the schedule that
starts at 10 percent. (One could even set ap a plan in which higher
order children were not entitled to a share of the gnarantee, or alterna-
tively, a schedule could be calenlated that starts at 1 pereent at bLirth
and appreciates at a higher rate than 10 percent.)

To illustrate the operation of this system, let us take the BLS's FFed-
eral family of four persons which includes a $8-year-old husband, a
wife of unspeciﬁed age, and a 13- and 8-year-old child. Table 2 shows
that family’s entitlemnent under the three schedules and then illustrates
variations in that entitlement at different points in that family’s career.
The family’s entitlement is calenlated by adding the entitlements of the
different members. The husband has a 100-percent entitlement, the wife
also. The 13-year-old under the first schedule has an entitlement of
35 percent, and the 8-year-old has an entitlement of 21 percent. Per-
haps it is simpler to eall these points and to say that the family as a
whole has an entitlement of 256 points under the first schedule, 280
under the second, and 306 under the third. One can sce here the dif-
ferent redistributional effects for family size. In the first case the family
of four would receive 28 percent move than the couple alone; in the
second case, 40 percent more: and in the third case, 53 percent more.
The ratios to a couple’s income wonld of course vary by the ages of the
children. A couple who had twins would receive 10, 20, and 33 percent
more respectively from the three schedules. By the time the twins
graduated from high school, the couple would be receiving 56 percent,
64 percent, and 74 percent more respectivelv. Under a straightforward
credit income tax plan they would have reccived 100 percent more from
the birth of the twins.

As Rolph and Tobin note, under a credit income tax plan which in-
cludes a flat tax rate on all income, there is a precise relationship be-
tween the Nation’s personal income, the size of the population, the
taxes used for transfers, other Government expenditures, and the in-
come guarantee.

Tax rate X income — (per capita grant X population) — other
expenditurcs = 0

We have disturbed that neat relationship by departing from a straight
per capita base. In order Yo make use of the relationship between per-
sonal income, tax rate, and income guarantee, we have to weigh cach
person in the population by the proportionate entitlement he has given
his age. This 1s simple enough. One weights the population 0 to 4 years
of age by the mean proportionate entitlement for that category, and so
on for successive age cohorts. When this is done, the 207 million Amer-
icars in 1971 produce a weighted total of slightly over 149 million
under the 10-percent schedule, over 158 million for the 20-percent
schedule, and 169 million for the one-third schedule (table 2). These
figures can then be substituted in the Rolph-Tobin formulas to make
the same kinds of calculations. The weighted per capita personal in-
come which appears in the next line in the table varies from $5,747
under the 10-percent schedule to $5,075 under the one-third schedule.
20-e34—73—8
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TaBLe 2.—lllustrations for Nation and for the Federal family of 4
(husband age 38, wife of unspecified age, son age 13, daughter age 8)

Mpne aprus  Appsee

per annum from from
10 percent 20 percent  33.3 percent
Federal family's entitlement at birth 8t hirth at birth
Family.o oo eeeeeas 256 280 184
Federal family's entitlement:
At marriage (husband 24, wife 22) ________ 179 178 184
18t child, 886 8c oo oo oo oo 213 224 238
2d child:
Age l . o iacaaa- 228 250 276
Age b el 247 271 297
Age 1l ool 275 297 321
Ake 16, - ceccmeccec e eeeeeeeeee 320 334 351
3d chilq, sge3 (1st childis 13) ceee oo 269 304 344
1971 weigh ted population (miltions) . __.._____ 149. 12 158. 57 1€3. 99

1971 weighted per capita P.L. . ._...__ $5, 747 $5, 405 $5, 075

Credit 8t 25 percent - - oo oo ooz $1, 437 $1, 351 $1, 269
Credit at 30 percent. .- oo $1, 724 $1, 621 $1, 523
At 25 percent tax rate Federal family gets._____. 33,679 $3, 783 $3, 883
At 30 percent tax rate Federal family gets._..__ $4, 413 $4, 539 $4, 660

One can then calculate the adult tax credit either by pegging it at
a particular percentage of weighted per capita personal income, or
one can pick a target guarantee and work backwards to calculate the
tax rate necessary to sustain that. Table 2 shows how much the adult
vredit would be if 25 percent of personal income were reserved to
finance redistribution (the neighborhood Rolph and Tobin use for il-
Iustration) and at a higher level of 30 percent. At 25 percent the :,dult
guarantee under the 10 percent-at-birth schedule would be $143% and
under the cae-third schedule would be $1,296. For comparison, a
straight credit income tax plan at this level would produce a guaran-
tee of $1,034. The Federal family of four when the husband is 38
vears old would receive $3,679 under the 10 percent plan, $3.783 under
the 20 percent plan, and $3,883 under the one-third plan. A straight
eredit ncome tax would give them $4,136. If they had two more
younger children, their guarantee would be $4,023 under the lower
schedule, $4.390 under the middle schedule, $4,089 under the higher
schiedule, and $6,000 under a straight credit income tax plan.

An alternative plan is to take a target income gnarantee—either for
the Federal family of four or for the adult credit—and work back-
ward to the tax rate. Suppose one wants to take as a target an income
for the Federal family just above the poverty line—$4,200 in 1971.
Taking our middle schedule for an exammpie, we have an adult credit
‘of 81,500 ($4,200 divided by 2.8). The weighted per capita personal
income for this schedule is $5,404 which divided into the $1,500 adnlt
credit yieldsa tax rate for transfers of 27.8 percent.



CHILD WELFARE, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY, AND
THE STATE

By Iarry D. Knause*
InrrovUCTION

Welfare is our domestic Vietnam. Increased expenditures have
brought diminishing returns. New approaciics have been discussed for
years, but truly innovative proposals remain stalled. The left wants
double, the right wants half, and the result is deplorable. In the mean-
time, spiraling costs have all but bankrupted State governnients * and
the aid to families with dependent children (A:TDC) program has been
most directly responsible. Within the A¥DC progrun, paternal child
abandonment and illegitimacy are the crucial problem. Detailed sta-
tistics are available elsewhere.® Suffice it to say here that desertion and
illegitunacy accounted for some 44 percent of AFDC families studied
in 1969 and that approximately three-quarters of the AFDC load is
made up of homes from which, for one reason or another, the father is

*Professor of Law, University of Illinois, Cham»aign, Ill. Portions of this

paper are based on H. Krause, Illegitimacy: Law and Social Polioy (1971).

‘ (Used here with permission, all rights reserved, The Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc.)
: This paper was completed in July 1972, and does not cover subsequent develop-
. ments, such as the fate of H.R. 1 or currently pending legislation, such as 8. 2081,

! “Empty Pocket] on a Trillion Dollars a Year,” Time, Mar. 13, 1972, 66.
*“If the situation in welfare was alarming and in a state of crisis at the
beginning of 1970, the AFDC program is now completely out of control. Jan-
. uary 1971 expenditures for aid to families with dependent children were $482,-
! 423,000—a 40.5 percent Increase over the previous January. The number of
AFDC recipients rose from 7,501,000 in January 1970 to 9,773,000 in January
1971—23; million more people in 1 year!” Committee on Ways and Means,
Social Security Amendments of 1971 (H.R. 1), H. Rep. 92-231, 924 Cong. 1st
sess. at 159. Welfare costs generally rose from about 4 billion in 1961 to 8 billion
in 1968 to 16 billion in 1971. Persons “on relief” increased from sbout 7 million
in 1961 to 9 million to 1968 to 14 million in 1971. U.8. News end World Report,
oOct, 25, 1971, p. 63. Much of the growth in welfare rolls has not been due to
increased numizers of eligible recipients, but to “governmental programs de- -
vigned to moderate widespread politicnl unrest among the black poor. One
consequence of these programs was that the poor were suddenly stimulated to
apply for relief in, unprecedented numbers (except in the South): another
consequence was that welfare officials were suddenly stimulated to approve
applications in unprecedented numbers.” F. Piven & R. Cloward, Regulating
the Poor-337-338 (1971).

' U.8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistiozl Abstract
of the United States at 293-97 (72d ed. 1971) ; S8enate Committee on Finance,
Social Security Amendments of 1971, Hearings on H.R. 1, 92d Cong. 1st sess.,
Administration witnesses, pp. 88-92 (1971) ; Bureau of Family Services, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Illegitimaoy and Dependency
XV, XXIV (1963) ; Bureau of Public Assistance, U.8. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Illegitimaoy and its Impact on the Add to Dependent
Children Program 37 (1060) ; M. Burgess and D. Price, An American Dependency
Challenge (1963) ; G. Blackwell and R. Gould, Future Citizens AUl (1952);
Wiitse and Roberts, “Illegitimacy and the AFDC Program,” in R. Roberts, The
Unwed Mother 218 (1966).
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absent.* Norelief is in sizht o The 10 years from 1961 to 1900 saw enongh
new illegitimate ¢hildren to papulate a ety the size of Las Angeles:
the Iast 5 vears, u city the size of Detroit. In 1963, 330,000 illegitimate
children weve added, 318,100 in 1967, 302400 in 1966, 291,200 in 1965,
975,700 in 1964, for a total of 1,526,400 in just these 5 years. Worse.
not ouly has there been an absolute increase in the number of illegiti-
mate births, but the rate is accelerating rapidly. Approximately 10
percent of all birtiis now are illegitimate. In many nrban aveas illegiti-
macy stands at 40 percent and insome it exceeds 50 pereent.®

In the statistics of divorce, separation, and descrtion, the increases
also have been substantinl® The ensuing welfare dependency of this
army of social orphans transcends lack of money—child neglect, as
defined by statutes designed to protect children against their enviror:-
ment, is commonplace.’ o

Rather than follow the tradition of viewing welfare as a problem
of dependent adults, this paper focuses on child welfare and denls with

arental nonsupport an(l]) neglect. This focus is seen as the most
important—what is done or not done in child welfare now will deter-
mine the quality of life a generation hence. Perhaps needless to add.
child welfare is not seen as a concept that is Jimited to financial welfare
dependency, but is seen as a problem that extends well ahove the
poverty line.
Fueormive Farners

In the effort to reduce the welfare rolls, atteinpts at seeking financial
support froz: the mothers of AFDC children (throngh work reuire-
ments) heve been in the forefront of the discussion, even though this
route often is closed by the mother’s need to stay at home to care for
her children.® The father, on the other hand, has not been called to
account. The disregard of the father’s role is at least partially rooted
in the common law view of the illegitimate child as {igwe nulling (no
one’s child) or, prophetically, filius populi—the child of the people.
While the relationship of the mother to her illegitimate child has
long been respected by law, most States have continued to discriminate
heavily in the substantive relationship between father and illegitimate
child. Discrimination extends to rig‘lts of support, inheritance, cus-
tody, name, and claims under father-related welfare statutes, such ar
workmen’s compensation, wrongful death, and various Federal acts.®

¢ Senate Committee on Finance, supra note 3, at 91.

* Sources are cited in H. Krause, Illegitimacy: Law and Social Policy 8,
257-59 (1974).

* Senate Committee on Finance, supra, note 3, at 92,

' National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, report at 129-30 (1968).

“The newest amendatory legislation on this subject {s Public Law 92-223, 85
Stat. 552 [H.R: 1C304), 92d Cong. 1st sess.; see also Conference Report No.
92474 and cf. H.R. 1, 92a Cong. 1st sess. §§ 430444 and H. Rept. 92-231, 924
Cong., 1st sess. at 168. Results under earlier legislation have not been en-
couraging. See Comment, “Public Welfare ‘WIN’ Program: Arm Twisting In-
centives,” 117 Pa. L. Rev. 1082 (1969) ; Comment, “The Failure of the Work In-
centive (WIN) Program,” 119 P. L. Rev. 485 (1971) ; Wolf and Ericksozr, “Work
Incentive Axpects of the Family Assistance Plan,” 9 Harverd Journal on Legis-
lation 179 (1972) ; Comment, “Compulsory Work for Welfare Recipients Under
the Social Berurity Amendments of 1967,” 4 Columbia Journal of Lew and Soctal
Problems 197 (1968).

* Generally, see Krause, supra note 5 at 8-42 : Semmel, “S8ocial Security Benefits
for Ilegitimate Children” 19 Buffalo L. Rev. 289 (1970).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

For examyple. in severn] States the illegitimate child has no right to
claim support from his father and, in most States, his right to paternal
suppart is considerably narrower than that of the legitimate ehild,
Absent a will. the illegitimate child inherits nothing upon the death of
his father in most States, whereas the legitimate child fakes a fair
~hare. Similarly, many State statutes leave the illegitimate child ont ol
vonsideration when paving workmen’s compensation claims or in
wrongful death actions related to the father. With respect to his
mother, on the other hand, the illogitimate child generally has the
samo rights as a legitimate child. )

In short. our social conscionsness, as reflected in and formed by our
law. sees the illegitimate child as the child of his mother. and all Imt.
denics the existence of his father. The following judicial opinion, ren-
dered not in 1661 in New England, but 500 vears later in Ohio, illns-
trates the continuing depth of prejudice:

1t might perhaps e mentioned that (he Decalog, whieh is the basis of eur moral
code, specifically states that the sins of the father may be visited upon the chil-
dren unto the third and fourth generation, so that the argument against making
the chiidren suffer for the mother's wrong can he attacked on ethienl grounds.”

If this tradition helps explain the disregard for the father's role
vis-a-vis his out-of-wedlock child. it seems to be coming to a categorical
end. A recent line of 11.S. Supreme Counrt cases enforees the illegitimate
child’s right to substantive equality with legitimate children under the
equal protection clause of the 14th amendment.’* The essence of these
cases 18 that—

* » » jmposing disabilities vn the illegitimate ¢hild is contrary to the liasic
concept of our system that legal burdens should Lear some relationship o in-
diviZual responsibility or wrongdoing. Ghviously, no ehild is responsible fur his
birth and penalizing the {llegitimate child is an ineffectual—as well as an unjust—
way of deterring the parent. Courts are powerless to prevent the soeial oppro-
brium suffered by these hapless ehildren, but the equal protection clause does
enable us to strike down diseriminatory laws relating to status of hirth where—
ag in this ease—the classifieation is justified by wo legitimate State inicerest, com-
pelling or otherwise.™

Simultancously, the illegitimate child’s legal lot. is being improved
by progressive legislation in many States. And it is only the recogni-
tion _of a broad-spectrnm, substantive legal relationship between father
and illegitimate child which can make it elear that the enforcement of
support is not the father’s punishment. bat. the child’s hirthright. Until
this consciousness develops. punitive associations will continue. Feel-
ings run high on this issue. Some people simply do not want the law to
involve the father. They argue that :

* ¢ ¢ it i not the status of tilegitimacy which most harms poor children but

the resulting denial of government benefits. 1Hegitimacy carries littie stigma in
many poor communities and continuing soeial relationships often exist hetween

3 Yudgze Young in I'n Re Dake, 180 N.X.2d 046, 649 (Juvenile Court, Huron Co,,
Ohio 1961).

N Lery v, Louisiana, 391 U.S. 68. 88 R.Ct, 1509 (1908) : Glona v. Arccrican
Guarantce & Iiability Ins. Co., 391 U.8. 73. 8R 3.Ct. 1515 (196R) : Stanley v. Mlinois
92 S.Ct. 1208 (1972) : Weber v. Aetna Casnalty & Surety Co., 92 8.Ct. 1400 (1972) ;
. v. P.466 SW24 41 (Texas 1971) review granted. 40 U.8. Law Wenk,
3609 (June 27, 1972) : but c¢f. Labine v. Vincent, 401 1.8, 532 (1971). Krause,
“Equal Protection for the Illegitimate,” 85 Mich. L. Rev. 477 (1967).

U Weber v. Aetna Casualty & Swurety Co., 92 8.Ct. 1400, 1407 (1972). (Foot-
note amnitted.)
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illegitimate fathers and children, even if these do not conform to middle class
patterns.

Others argue child sm]iport obligations as & woral imperative. And
Senator Long has developed a dramatic hypothetical case which comn-
paresan illegitimate family with a total income of $11,700 (made up of
welfare payments amounting to $5.700 and the father's $6,000 earn-
ings) with a conventional family which must live within the father's
86.000.”* In such an environment, the truly responsible father will
feel obliged not to marry his children’s mother, so as not to destroy
his fnmi%:'s welfare eligibility."

Tt is not necessary to decide who is “right”. Whatever philosophical
position enc may hold on child abandonment and illegitimacy. the
practicalities are that the social system has a c..vice on this issue onjy
so long as the rate remains small. After the rate reaches a certain
leved, public funds are inadequate to deal with the problem. Our
States are now tumbling from financial crisis to fiscal chaos largely
becaunse of a fatherless child population that still constitutes only a
small fraction of the total child population. For a while longer. «we
shall be able to afford the option of having society take care of the
most immediate financial problems of these children. It seems clear.
however, that our welfare system would break down if child aban-
donment and illegitimacy long continued to increase at recent. rates.
At that point, individual support obligations would have to be en-
forced, or the whole system would have to he changed to provide
State support for all children. Anv other 1nodel probably would have
more and more pareats refusing to marrv for inwillingness or even
inabality to take care of their own children after paying the taxes
that would be needed to support someone else’s. This is not hyperbole.

Sweden now stzuds at this erossroad. . ‘ong with a significant drop
in the marriage rate. Sweden is approac.aing an illegitimacy rate of
20 1.°reent. of all hirths. TTowever. a mandatory paternity action is in-
stituted in nearly all epens of illegitimate hirths in which the father
does not voluntarily acknowledge the child. and fathers are detern:ined
for approximately 95 percent. of all children whe are born out of wed-
Jock. It has heen found. moreover, that court action is required only in
scme 20 percent. of all eases. beeawse the background theat of the man-
datory paternity action encourages voluntary acknowledgments on the
part of the majority of fathers. Once paternity is established. sup-
port obligations are enforced rigidly as an essential snpplement to com-
rehensive soeial services.’® Since Sweden’s tax rates are already far
Lug]ler thun those in the 1Tnited States, no other course seems open.?”
I¢ is ironic that America, with her tradition of individualism. should
continue to view illegitimacy as a public welfare problem. whereas
socislist Sweden has chosen to stay with individual. parental respon-
sibility for child support.

Of course. the immediate relationship bet ween bursting welfave rolls
and absentce fathers has not been lost on Congress. For same time. the

¥ Gray, Book Review, 46 N.Y.U.L. Rev. 1228, 1233 (1971).

1 Senate Finance Committee, supra note 8, at 18233,

*1d.at 48-50.

¥ This information was obtained by the author on a research visit to Sweden
fn January 1972, in discussion with ju’ges, sclentists and officlals of the Minis-
try of Justice and the Department of Social Welfare,

"M «How the Swedes Do It,” Time, Mar. 13, 1972, 76-71,
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Social Security Act has required State welfare authorities to establish
the paternity of children re.eiving AFDC.!* Unfortunately, however,
this requirement was issued in a vacuum. Most States lack a decent.
humane, and efficient process to ascertain paternity. The problem e:ist-
ing in Chicago was described in a recent report to the Illinois legislu-
ture: “( 3oercion, corruption, perjury and indifference to the rights
of the individual defendant pervade in the day-to-day practice in
this area of judicial proceedings * * * Testimony before the Commis-
sion revealed that generally defendants appear before judges who have
a daily caseload of about 140 cases * * * the evidence in most cases
consists of an accusation by the woman and a denial by the defendant.
Under such circumstances, the judges feel constrained to enter a fi-.d-
ing of 3ternity. Not even the slightest corroborating evidence is
uired.” **

Isewhere in the Nation, the situation is similar.*® These scandalous
conditions are one reason why the congressional mundate to enforce
support obligations has not been successful. And iwasonable men and
women will agree that, if this situation were to be maintained. con-
tinued inaction on support enforcement would be the lesser evil. But
there is an alternative. Paternity proceedings could become efficient.
fair, and relatively inexpensive, if scientific evidence were its main-
stay. Legislation to that effect already has been drafted and is now
being considered by the National Conference of Commissioners on
Uniform State Laws. Most importantly, the “Uniform Legitimacy
Act” 2 will provide a wholly new system of elaborate pretrial hearingz
in which, with heavy reliance on scientific evidence, most cases will
resolved without need for formal proceedings in court. It should be
added that, substantively, the act will -+ svide that all children have
equal rights vis-a-vis their parents, regardless of the latter's inarital
status,?*

All that can be said here on the issue of utilizing medical evidence to
ascertain paternity is that blood typing tests and related systems now
can provide a conclusive anawer to most. false paternity charges. Ex-
clusion rates of up to 99 percent of nonfathers have become practical.?
Morcover, contrary to popular oversimplification, tests that do not
result in exclusion of the alleged father show more than that any
man with blood of t'ie alleged father’s type could be the father of the
child in question. Whereas exclusions can Ee established with scientifie,

142 U.B.C. §§002(8) (17) (21), (22). Bee Comment, *AFDC Eligibility and the
Mandatory Paternity Suit,” 10 J. Family Law 174 (1970). No significant change
is proposed in H.R. 1, 924 Cong., 1st sess. See § 402(a) (11),(14).(13) as proposed
to be amended.

¥ State of Illinois, Family Study Commission, Report and Recom:nendations to
the 76th General Assembly, at 55 (1969).

¥ A few years ago, a study made of paternity cases in Wayne County, Mich..
revealed the impressive, bnt altogether excessive, conviction rate of 93 percent
in paternity cases. Glazer, “Blood Grouping Tests in Proof of Nou-Paternity,” 33
Mich. 8t. B.J. No. 1, pp. 12, 17 (1954) ; cf. Sussman, “Blood Groupir.g Tests—A Re
vilew of 1,000 Cases of Disputed Paternity,” 40 Am. J. Olinical Pathology 38
(1968).

= Since this article was written, the act was approved by the National Con-
ference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws and was renamed “Uniform
Parentage Act.”

% An earlfer, complete draft is coutained in Krause, supra note 5 at 240-56.

® See Krause, supm note 5 at 128-148,
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ahsolute certainty, inclusions can be established by degrees of proba-
bility. At the extreme end of the spectrum, paternity can be all but posi-
tively determined if very rare genes are found in both the putative
father and the child. In less extreme cases that do not produce an ex-
clusion, the probability of paternity may be cemputed. To put it \'egﬁ
simply, if the blood constellation of father, mother and child is su
that only a small percentage of a random sample of men would not
e exclided as possible fathers, then it is of considerable significance
that this particular man (if he has been linked with this mother by
other evidence) is not excluded. That “siznificance,” of course, falls
short of the absolute certainty involved inan exclusion but, in a given
case, may equal the weight of other types of circumstantial evidence.
Many foreign countries now apply the new techniques.®

®In Scandinavia, for example, centralized Mood typing facilities in Osdo,
Copenhagen, and Stockholin serve the whole of their respective countries and.
over several decades, have developed great expertise. [Information concerning
Reandinavian practice was ohtained through interviews with Professor Lunde-
vall and Dr. Lie (Univerrity Institute of Forensic Medicine) and Judge Aubert
(Paternity Court), Oslo; Drs. Henningsen and Giirtler, (University Institute of
Forensie Medicine), Judge Mols (Paternity Court), Mr. Grgnning-Nielsen (Jus-
tice Ministry), and Mrs. Thaulow (Mother's Aid Center), Copenhagen; and Pro-
fessor Vamosi (State Laboratory of Forensic Chemistry), Mr. Lind (Ministry
of Justice), and Mrs. Traung {Social Welfare Department), Stockholm. Their
most gracious and helpful cooperation is gratefully acknowledged. See gen-
erally, Henningsen, “Some Asrects of Blood Grouping in Cases of Disputed I’a-
ternity iu Denmark,” 2 Methods of Forensie Science 209 (1963) ; K. Henningsen,
on the application of hlond tests to legal cases of disputed paternity. 12 Revue
de Transfuzion 139 (1969) 137 (1969) : I’. Andresen, The Human Blood Groups
73 (1952) ; Henningsen. “Die Bewertung Blutgruppen<erologischer Ahstam-
mungsgutachten vor Gericht in Dacnemark. wit Erfahrungshericht ueber die
Abgabe positiver biostatistischer Indizien zur Vaterschaft.,” paper deliverad at
m&}etl}nz of Gesellschaft fuer Forensische Blutgruppenkunde, Travemuende
1969,

The Scandinavian laboratories are distinguislhied not only in termns of #heir
use of complex and advanced blood typing systems, but also in terms of kighly
developed safeiy procedures which assure accuracy of the results they report.
This latter point may be the most erucial element of hlood typing. We ean ugree
quickly that it would be betfer not to admit blood tests into wyidence at all thar
to admit unreliable evidenee under the halo of scientific trutth—as often is dor-
in the United States where a recheck of even relatively simple tests revealed
about one-third of them to have lheen in error! {Wiener. Foreword, I.. Sussinan.
Blood Grouping Tests—Medicolegal Uscs, ix (1908) : See also Wiener, “Problems
and Pitfalls in Blood Grouping Tests for Non-Parentage.” 15 Journal of Forensic
Medicine 106, 126 (196R).]1 Specifically. the safety procedures employed in Sean-
dinavia include specialization of and close supervision over highly skilled lal-
oratory personnel, “blind” double testing of all samples with careful independent
rechecking by a third person of any discrepancies that are reported, careful
maintenance and daily testing of testing agents, and tight countrol over the iden.
tification of samples and over other clerical aspects of the testing and reporting
process. The Scandinavian laboratories distinguish themselves further in the
efficiency with which they cooperate with the courts. Standardized routines gov-
ern the taking of hlood samples, the transmission of samples to the laboratories
and the reporting of findings to the courts. Most of this is accomplished by the;
use of well designed standard forms which keep the information compact and
present it in a manner that is understandable to the court.

The courts rely heavily on the medical evidence. and the reputation for ac-
curacy of the Iaboratories is such that the parties and their lawyers usually rest
their case with the medical evidence. Scandinavia also leads the way in terms of
the varlety of grouping systems used. Constant research seeks to develop new
systems for practical use and Years of testing precede the actual use of a new
system. In contrasr? to the limited number of systems accepted for practical use
in American courts, the Copenhagen Lahoratory (and the practice in Stockholm
and Oslo is similar) employs two sets of systems in “layers” :
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Our own courts, on the other hand, have all but ignored recent svien-
tific progress in this area. ‘They have not done so out of malice or ignor-
ance. They have been foreed to do so because no reliable procedures
have been provided to make the new medical knowledge usable in the
courts. On this point, an interdisciplinary committee sponsored jointly
by the American Medical Association and the American Bar Associa-
tion was recently convened to develop appropriate guidelines and pro-
cedures. The committee’s purpose is to evaluate modern scientific ad-
vances in this area in terms of their practical applicability in the court-

“(1) A routine blood group dctermination involving the AsA.BB)—. MN—.
Rh(CDEce)—, I’1—, K—, 1Ip—, and Gi— systems resulting in exclusion of
paternity for about 70 percent of nonfathers ;

“(2) An extended Dlood group determination involving the N—, C*—,
Fy(a)—, and Gm(axb)-types and the Al'— I'GM—, AK—, ADA-—, and
I’GD)— erythrocytes enzyme type systems which increases paternity exclu-
sions to about 90 percent of nonfathers.” [Memorandum prepared by Dr.
IIans Giirtler, Copenhagen, for the author, dated Jan. %0, 1972.]

An exclusion figure approximoting 90 percent of men falsely named ax fathers
is an impressive figure. Ilowever, the Scandavians go further. Cases which do
not produce an exclusion are pursued on the baxis of a “hlood group paternity
index” by means of which the “probability” of the named man's paternity can
be estimated. [See Giirtler, “Principles of Blood Group Statistical Evaluation of
Paternity Cases at the University Institute of Forensic Mcdicine,” Copenhagen,
9 Acta Medicinue ¢t Soctaliz 83 (1956).]1 That index compares the frequency of' o
given father-mother-child blood constellation in & sample »f etual fathers with
the blood constellation in a sample of nonfathers and is related to the constella-
tion obtained in the case in question. If the resemblair« excecds 95 percent or
falls below § percent, the result is repoarted to the court. .

At the outer limits. this approach produces de¢ fuctas inclusions or exchisions.
In less extreme cases. it produces interesting circumstantial evidence. It is of
particular value. of course, when the relative likelihood of paternity of several
possible fathers is being compared. At this point it shoueld Le noted that these
methods all but obviate whatever need there once may have bheen fer the
exceptio plurium.

The use of statistical methods to estimate probabilities of paternity ix not
limited to Scandinavia. For example, one West Germaz case considercd detalied
blood tests to establish a 9955 percent probability of paternity [L. G. Kiiln,
13.10.1961, 16 Monatsschrift Fiir Deutsches Rccht ;309 (1962).] and. in a case
reviewed in 1964, the West German Supreme Court decided that a Dlood test
taken just 9 years earlier that had failed to exclwde defendant as a possible
father was not conclusive {n view of newly developed, more sophisticated methods
of blood testing that now might result in exclnding defendant as a possilode father.
[BGH, 5.2.1984, 11 Zcitschrift Fiir das Gesamte Familicarccht 251 (1964).]

Nore—The Senate version of II.R. 1 and currently pending S. 2081 provide for
the establishment in the United States of regional blood trping laboratorios after
the ficandinavian model. See S. Rept. 92-2230, 92d Cong., 2d sess., Sacial Security
Am/ndments of 1972, at pp. 516-17, and S. 2081, § 458, 934 Cong., 1x¢ sess.

In West Germany, the possibility of formulating a uniform method of using
statistical computations in paternity cases is currently under review by the Fed-
eral Ministry of Health. Official standards may soon be formulated. While cen-
tralized laboratories following the Scandinavian model do not exist, a detailed set
of regulations governs laboratory standards, the identification of subjects, the
taking and shipment of blood samples, ik . efficacy and maintenance of testing
sera, other laboratory procedures, the typing systems that (as of early 1970) are
deemed scientifically reliable, necessary qualifications of blood typing experts, and
the proper evaluation of results. [“Richtlinien fiir die Erstattung von Blutgrup-
pengutachten.” 13 Bundesgesundhcitsblutt 149-53 (1970).]

Blood testing is not the only means of converting the ascertainment of pater-
nity from a matter of ©opinion into a matter of fact. Other distinguishing and in-
heritable human characteristics are under investigation. Given some time. re-
search, the accumulal;vm of information and the development of techniques, ft
may ‘be fully expected : lLat the way toward positive parent-child identification
will be opened. Very goad prospects seem to le in the development of knowledge
in connection with transplant immunology.
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room and to develop specifis legislative proposals, possibly to be in-
corporated into the “Uniforin Legitimacy Act” of the Commiss.oners
on 'niform State Laws.?*

The confines of this paper prevent detailed discussions of these de-
velopments. The interested reader is referred to other sources.?® The
point to be made here is that it is not enough for Federal law to call
for the establishment of paternity and the enforcement of support
obligations if the States lack the apparatus that would enable them to
comply. Nor would it be helpful to impose Federal penalties on inter-
state travel to avoid support obligations,® so long as support obliga-
tions continue to be imposed without basis in fact and without ele-
mentary regard for due process. On the other hand, Federal interest
and assistanme in reforming the paternity action could be very con-
strus tive and would bring unprecedented returns in terms of welfare
dollars saved. The jurisdictional basis for rendering such help, at least
in the context of the welfare program, is implicit in current law.?’
Last, not, least, it should be noted that reform of the paternity action
is needed as much to protect men who are falsely convicted in what in
many States remains a criminal prosecution, as to provide support for
the illegitimate child.

One additional! point concerning the determination of paternit
merits brief attention. Much has been made of a recent case which hel
that the mother’s cooperation in ascertaining her child’s futher may
not be coerced by the welfare authorities through denial of aid. The
court did not reach a constitutional issue that was raised and based
its decision on the ground that requiring the mother to cooperate puts
an additional burden on the child’s right to receive welfare benefits
that is not mandated by the Social Security Act.® Whether or not this
is an intelligent interpretation of the law,® this case has no bearing
on the question whether the child has a right to know his father.®®
Such a right follows from the line of U.S. Supreme Court cases which
establish the father-child relationship under the equal protection
clause without regard to illegitimacy.** Equal protection for the child
born out of wedlock will remain an empty phrase if it is not combined
with active efforts to find the man vis-a-vis whom the child is to have
substantive rights. It follows that each child should have his paternity

% A summary of the project is contained in Newsletter, vol. XIII, No. 2, A.B.A.
Section on Family Law (August 1972).

% The current draft of the “Uniform Legitimacy Act” is available from the
National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws, 1155 East 60th
St., Chicago, Ill. 60637. The work product of the joint A.M.A.—A B.A, Committee
wiil be published upon completion of the study. In the meautime, {™e author,
who i8 cochairman of the project, shouild be glad to provide details to interested
persons. On the use of medical evidence to ascertain paternity generally, see
Krause, supra, note § at 123148,

* S. 3019, 92d Cong., 1st sess. ‘See also House Committee on Ways and Means,
924 Cc..g., 1st sess., Soclal Seemrity Amendments of 1971 (H.R. 1), H. Rep. No.
92-231, at 191, and discussiom, Senate Finance Committee, supra, note 3, at
272-74.

¥ 42 UR.C. §002(a) (17), (21), (22).

* Doe v.. &hapira, 302 F. Supp. 761 (D. Conn. 1969), App. diz., Shapiro v. Doe,
90 S. Ct. 341, 398 U.S. 488 (1970), reh. den. 397 U.8. 970 (1870). Cf. Doe 7.
Swank, (D.C. 1. 1971) 332 F. Supp. 61, affd. Weaver v. Doe, 404 U.8. 987 (1971).

* See Judge Clairie’s dissent at 802 F. S8upp. 768.

% Majority opinfon at 302 ¥. Supp. 767.

% See Franklin v, Julian, 30 Ohio St. 24 228, 283 N.B, 24 818, 817 (1972).
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ascertained at a time wlen there is a reasonable chance of suceess. For
that, the child nceds the aid of the State. And if, in a given casc, the
chiid’s best interests would be served by ascertaining his father. the
mother is no more—and no less—than a witness holding the key to the
child’s case. In her role as a witness, there is no reason why the mother
should not be subject to the duty of testifying concerning the child’s
father. Subject to narrow constitutional limitations, any witness may
be compelled to tell what he knows if his information is relevant to a
legal proceeding. In short, the association with welfare payinents has
been unnecessary, unjustified, and unfortunate. Whether or not a child
is a welfare recipient, the ascertainment of his paternity is his right.s?

It is not proposed that fathers be held financially accountable if
they are unable to help their children, or if their own financial position
is so precarious that the imposition of even a limited =upport burden
would prove ruinous to thiemsselves: er to their new famities. A reason-
able compromise must he made with vezlity. There also may be sitna-
tions in which it wonld not be in the child’s hest interest 1o involve
the illegitimate or fugitive father. There has been a tendeiiey, how-
ever, to transfer arguments that make sense in one context to situa-
tions where they do not apply. The eases in which it wonld serve no
good purpose to go after the father furnish no analogyv for the many
cases in which the impnsition of responsib?lity would make sense.
Secretary of Health, Lducation, and Welfare Richardson estimates
that the percentage of ahsentee fathers who are in a position to make
an economic contribution to thieir children is 32 percent of the total.™
If this estimate is correet, the 1eturns on a policy of enforcing support
obligations would he enormons. '

Another important. consideration enters. Increasingly, our society
is turning from wealth in the form of disposable assets to wealth (or
at least well-being) in terms of social “entitlements.” A man may have
little cash, but he may be well off in terms of entitlements designed
to secure his obligations to his family. The rights in question range
from life insurance policies to survivors benefits under the Social
Security Act and myriad private schemes, and include veteran’s bene-
fits, health insurance plans, workmen’s compensation, and claims under
wrongful death acts, In other words, even if a father is not in a
position to make an isnmediate financial contribution, the as - “+ain-
ment of his paternity ultimately may turn into a valuable as». r
his child.

To conclude, if the child has not received his due, this has been so in
large measure because of a lack of imitative in enforcemeit,* As pro-
}swosed (and partially enacted) in 1968, the machinery of the Social

ecurity and Internal Revenue authorities could go a long way toward
tracing absentee fathers amd, with appropriate changes in judicial
paternity Eroceedings, a very large number of fathers could be ascer-
tained with satisfactory certainty.® :

* Cases cited in note 11 smpra ; Krause, supra. note 5 at 113-15,

¥ Senate Finance Committee, supra note 3, at 273-74.

M Ctf. 8. Kaplan. Rupport From Absent Fathers of Children Receiving ADC
1955. Public Assistance Report No. 41, U.8B. Department of Health. Education,
and Welfare. Social Security Administration, Bureau of Public Ascistance (1860).

® Ree Krause. supra note 5, at 277-78. Cf. H. Rep. 92-231, 92a Cong. 1st sess.
at 190-91: W, Brockelbank amd F. Infausto, Interstafe Enforcement of Family
Support (24 ed. 1971).
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Unfortunately, the American welfare crisis euffers from a nwior
complicating factor. The problem of child abandonmmnent, parental
support and illegitimacy Iits moved perilously close to the problem of
racial diserimination. In consequence, issues have become obseured and
abjectivity hias heen lost. The fact is that black illegitiinacy recently
stood at 29.4 percent of live births, against a 4.9 percent white rate.
The black-white discrepancy is accentuated further by the fact that
some 70 percent of white illegitimate children are adopted whereas
relatively few (hetween 3 and 5 percent) of black illegitimate chil-
dren find families through adoption.*® Without pretense of accuracy,
we may giin some impression of the dimensions of the problem
applyine the adoption rates to the actual birth figures, Tf that is done.
it may Le estimated that approximately 80 peacent of all childiren di«.
advantaged by the operation of the illegitimacy laws are black. This
means that the classification “illegitimate.” which originally had
nothing to do with racial discrimination. now often serves that fume.
tion. In this manner, the AFDC-illegitimacy problem, whizh should
be race neutral, has become sensitized with racial overtones and the en-
forcement of paternal support ohligations has come to be opposed on
ideological grounds.

One well-meaning commentator has argued that :

* * *+ it may well be that instability, illegitimacy and matriarchy are the most
positive adaptations possibile to the ecconomie conditions which Negroes must en-
dure, and will only change with removal of these conditions.

* * * Illegitimacy and the bearing of children generally have a different mean
ing in this population than in the middle clas< one. Adolescent Negro girls often
invite pregnancy because baving children is ti./Jr way of becoming adults. and of
making sure they will have a family in which they can play the dominant role for
which they have heen trained by their culture. If having childrer offers them a
reason for living in the same way that sexual prowess does for Negro men, then
alternate rewards and sources of hope must be available before fllegitimacy
can either be judged by middle class standards, or programs developed to do
away with it. Untll more is known about the functioning and effects of lower.
class Negro family structure, the assuiaption that it 18 entirely or predominant-
1y pathological is premature. It would thus be tragic if the findings of the Moyni-
han report were used to justify demands for Negro self-fsnprovement or the di-
velopment of a middle class family structure before further programs to bring
about real equality are set up.”

Another feels that:

Professor Krause ® ® ¢ errs in suggesting that poor illegitimate children ecan
be benefited by a systematic effort to force their fathers to pay support. First,
such a program would not create more stable families. Rather, the effect wonld
be to encourage fathers to desert their illegitimate children entirely. Second.
many children would not benefit financially even if fathers did pay, since the
support payments would be deducted from any welfare benefits.®

Such attitudes are unf :rtunate. They perpetuate the status quo in
which the black father is encomraged not to stand up for his child.
Scientific support has been drawn from the development of matriarchal
subculiure theories. But it is not clear that a matriarchal subculture
truly exists. The evidence cited for it may merely reflect the only

® For details ree Krause, supra nate i at 257-260.

¥ Gans. “The Negro Family. Refleetinons on The Mogniban Repart.” Comman.
weal, Oct. 15. 1985, reprinted in M. Paulsen, Family Lawr and Poverty 1159,
1162-63 (1969). . .

® Gray, Book Review, 46 N.Y.U.L. Rev. 1228, 1283 (1971).
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possible adaptation to an ccomomic situation in which the black male
‘raditionally has been viable (rather than disinelined) 1o perform his
paternal role.** One sty involving u primarily black samy’s showed
that. far from heing disinterested or mresponsible, many unmarried
fathers voluntarily aid their illegitimate children and the children’s
mother, Specifically, about. 64 percent of the mothers studied had
received some financial aid from the putative father at some time
within 18 months after the child’s birth. “At any one point in time,
about 43 percent of the group were being nided by the putative father
and for about 24 percent the putative father was the main source of
support for the mother and I):J.)y, while forabont 135 percent he war the
sole cource of support * * * The fatlier’s own canployment status was
a ey factor in s role as a sourre of support ; ermployrient was usually
associated with contribution and nnemployinert with lack of contri-
hution.” «© Whatever the truth in the academi- delmie about snbeulture
theorics, from a practical standpoint it seems <iear that, while they
might be benelicial in o period of transition, such theovies hurt if they
help to institutionalize a lack of viable institutions. Certainly, on the
question of ability to pay, timmes have begrun to change. Black men now
are finding emplovment opportunities previously closed to them and
hiack income has hegun to move up.*!

Let it be repeated that knowledge of his parents is a fundamental
Lhuman right of cach child. And if a child’s parents have neglected
or declined to comply with the formalities of the hushand-wife laws.
the parent-child laws should be adapted to that omission. Parentage
is a question of fact, not of sexual morality. So long as ours remains
a family-centered, two-parent. culture, so long as we continue to think
in terms of the primacy ot individual instead of collective responsi-
hility, so long a8 many (nasi-welfare programs remain on an “earned-
by-the-father” (rather than “nced-for-the-child”) basis, so long as the
welfare system remains a stopgap measure to alleviate onl‘y extreme
deprivation—for so long parental responsibility remains “relevant?

® See, e.g., Parker and Klelner. *“Social and Psychological Dimensions of the

. Family Role P’erformance of the Nuvgro Maia,” 31 4. Marriage and the Family
<500, 506 (1969) and Greenleigh Associntion, Inc, A Study of the Aid to Dependent

Children Progratc of Cook Coumty. TN, in abridged form in F. Harper and
J. Skolnick, Problems of the Fuumily 288, 202 (rev, ed. 1962) : “All hut a few
felt great guilt at having illegifimate children. Contrary to-much of the literature
on the snubject of Negro cultural pattern, these mothers did not accept illegitimacy
as a normal way of life. They resented their status and recognized the handi-
caps.” Cf., Blood and Wolfe, “Negro-White Differences in Blue-Collar Marriages
in a Northern Metropolis,” 48 Socfal Forces 59 (1969) ; Aldous. “Wives' Employ-
ment Status and Losrer-Class Men as Husband-Fathers: Support for the Moyni-
han Thesis,” 31 J. Marriage and the Family 409 (1969) ; Goode. “Nlegitimacy,
Anomie, and Cultural Penetration,” 26 Am. Soc. Rev. 910 (3961); Chilman,
“Child-Rearing and Family Relationship Patterns of the Very Poor,” 8 Welfare In
Review 9 (1065); W. Kephart, The Family, S7ciety and the Ir ‘vidual 208-11
(1968).

# Sauber, “The Role of the Unmarried Father,” Welfare in Review, November
1966, pp. 15, 17.

€ U.8. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Adstract of the
United Btates 1971, pp. 316, 322, 323 (1971).
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and must take over where the sphere of public welfare ends, for so
long each child is entitled to and needs the help of both parents.*

IxavrQuare MorHErs

Improved standards of economic assistance. in terms of public aid

as well as more serious cfforts to reach the child’s father, are but. one

aspect of a new public approach to illegitimacy and paternal child
abandonment giviug priority to the best interests of the child. A new
look alco should be taken at the mother-child relationship. To what
extent should public authorities supervise the manner in which the
mother takes care of her fatherless child? How to define the chrenm-
stances under which the mother’s power over her child should be
curtailed or even terminated ? © The opposing interests are the child’s
welfare and the traditional concept of the parent’s ownerlike power
over his child.*

AN states have enacted some form of “neglect and dependesey”
statufo " Most saeh statutes objectively define “neglect™ in terms of
a minimum standard, sueh as “necessary support™ o “parental aban-
donment.” *¢ In addition, however, subjective terms abound, incliding
“injurious” eavironmeat, parental “debauchery,” “depravity,” or the

“In these troubled days, some speak of parental responsibility as a remem-
brance of things past. And it is clear that new Institutions are evolviag or at
least that old institutions are being transformed. Ultimately, the rearing of
children may become the responsibility of the state. Ultimately, parents may
be relegated to a purely biological role, terminating for the man upon conception
and for the woman upon birth, Many modern trends may point in that direction.
See A. Toffler, Future 8hook, ch. 11, “The Fractured Family” (1970). However,
if that be the future, it fs not the present. ¥or the time being, parental roles
remain as impertant as ever, simply because the job of ralsing the young remains
as important ag ever and society has not yet provided an alternative,

“ Child neglect may also be the basis for a criminal prosecution of the guilty
parent(s). See, e.g., N.C, GEN. STAT. § 40-2 (1966) ; Pa. Star. tit. 18, §4732
(1963) ; Wis. STA?. “.an. §52.05 (Supp. 1969) ; DEL. CobE ANN. tit. 13, § 502
(1953) ; Mo. ANN. STaT. § 550.353 (Supp. 1968) ; 8.C. Copz ANN. § 20-303 (1962) :
W. VA. CopE ANN. § 43-8-1 (1966).

“YWhile it remains a basic tenet of our family-centered society that it is in the
best interests of the child to be with its parents even if the pareuts are less
than perfect, the notion of parental right is fading. In custodv matters gen-
erally, it has been argued of late that the “best interests of the child” should
control over “parental rights.” See Kay and Philipg, “Poverty and the Law of
©hild Custody,” 54 Calif. L. Rev. 717, 718-20 (1966). Cf. Painter v. Bannistcr,
258 Towa 1390, 140 N.W.2d 152 (1968), cert. denied. %85 U.S. 949 (1967); In re
Ulear, 58 Mise.2d €39, 296 N.Y.S.2d 184 (1969), upheld the material right al-
though the court found that the terminaiion of the mother’s rights would be in
the best interest of the child. .

“Generally see S. Katz, When Parent- Fail (1971). Statutes t.fe Usted in
Sullivan, “Child Neglect: The Environr.¢ntal Aspects,” 29 Ohio 8t. L.J. 85, 85
(1969). While sore statutes do not distinguish between neglect and dependency,
if the distinction is made, “neglect” usually relates to parental fault whereas
“dependency” is neutral on the fault Issue and relates to the parent’s fnability
to provide for the child. See generally H. Clarke, Law of Domecstic Relations
625 (1968) (defincs neglect) ; Comment, “The Custody Question and Child Ne-
gleet Relearings,” 85 U. of Cadi. L. Rev. 478, 479 (1968).

“ See, for example, ILL. Rev. STAt. ch. 37 § 702—4 (1) (a) (1969).

U
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like.* Tt is true that these terms give the eourts the flexibility they
need to deal with diflicult and diverse situations. On the other hand.
“trial judges with disparate viewpoints may be given license to impose
their theories of child rearing . . . on the community.” ¢ The danger
of judicial arbitrariness is increased by the fact that few appeals ave
taken froz neglect decisions and that sucl cases typically are tried
without juries and in a relatively informal atmosplere.® Moreover,
the feilure of many laws to provide clear and objective standards
allows investigating oflicers or social workers wide discretion in judg-
ing what parental conduct falls so fur short of the norm as (o con-
stituie child reglect.* Thus, the decision whether a neglect case will
or will not be brought, often depen.s on the personal “neglect tiresh-
old” of the indiyilial -wlel worker (or even on ulterior motives
invelving the <y siziue of the mother).

In theory; ike neglect ar i dependency laws apply alike to all par-
ents ans! ail children, rich and poor, legitimate and illegitimate, re-
:7~4iess of race. In prrotice, it appears that these laws are applied
+iust often to lewer class whites. It is a fair guess, however, that the
neeu for the help offered by these laws would tend to be greatest in the
case of poor and illegitimate children, among whom are a dispropor-
tionate number of blacks. Why this “discrimination”? First, most wel-
fare agencies charged with the administration of the neglect and
depencfency laws lack the funds and personnel to do so effectively.*
In consequence, they can investigate only a small fraction of child
neglect cases. Second, in sheer numbers, the problem of the povert:,-
stricken, fatherless ghetto child is so overwhelming that the enforce-
ment of the neglect and dependency laws is not a practical possibility.
Lack of funds and faciiitics is only one aspect of this problem. Another
difliculty is that in many States the laws are overly preoccupied with

“ See 8. Katz, When Parents Fail 59 (1971). Statutory examples are Irr. Rev.
STAT. ch. 37, §702-4(1)(b) (1969); Iowa Cobpr, §232.41(d) (1966); N. Mrx.
STAT. ANN. §13-9-2 (1853). See also Kieinfeld, “The Baldnce of Power Among
Infants, Their Parents and the State,” 5 Fam. L.0. 64, 85-86 (1971).

:')Sulllvan, “Child Neglect: The Environmenial Aspects,” 29 Ohio St. L.J. 85, 87
(i068). . ‘

“ The adveisary process has been resurrected in juvenile delinquency proceed-
ings in the wake of In re Gault, 337 U.S. 1 (1967), but a return to a full adversary
process in neglect eases is neither desirable nor mandated by Gault. Nevertheless,
there is some judicial uncertainty on this question. See, e.g., State v. Jamison,
444 P.2d 15 (Oreg. 1968) which held that, in connection with the termination of
parental rights, “the consequences of denial of counsel are as serious as they are
in most criminal prosecuticus.” Cf. Rosenheim, “The Child and His Day in
Court,” in G. Newman, Children in the Courts—The Question of Representation
150, 161, 164-65 (1967). .

" See Cheney, “Safeguarding Legal Rights in Providing Protective Service~”
13 Children 87 (1966).

®' This is the case in many areas of Iilinois, as indieated by the author’s discus-
sions with offieials of the Illinois Department of Children and Family Services.
Cf. Kay and Philips, “Poverty and the Law of Child Custody,” 54 Calif. L. Rev.
717, 733 (1968) who say of California that “low budgets and inadequate staff
have made extended casework services for welfare families impracticable except
for a few experimental projects.” Existing child protective services in various
States and the rational trend toward the developr-ent of such services are dis-
cusse] by Paulsen, “The Legal Framework for Chitd Protection,” 66 Colum. L.
Rev. 679, 703-710 (1966). .
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traditional definitions of the parent’s sexual morality,’* and the rela-
tionship between that and the child’s welfare is ), f always clear or
direct. An Ohio juvenile court gave a particularly unfortunate ex-
ample of punitive enforcement practices when it confronted the follow-
ingvery narrow issue’:

Bricfly stated it is whether 1 woman who s ..o devoid of morals and intel}lgence
as to briug forth o series of illegitimate ¢hildren who must be supported by public
funds, is entitled to retain the cuxtody of ‘hose children. Is a woman who is
fncapuide of ordering her own life in aceoi .ance with the prevailing legal and
moral codes, capable of raising children without a fa,her?

The moral and ethical questions that are involved in this problem are numer-
ous and enmplex. I the mother of several illegitimate children is denied finaneial
help when she has another such child, it is argued that the innocent ehildren are
heiug made to suffer fur their mather's wrong., Conversely, it is said that if no
distinetion is made between legitimate and illegitimate children, publie money
is being used to encourage hmme=ality. since the more illegithnate children a
wonman hag, the more money she can get. * * * The primary consideration should
he thé welfare of the child.

Thus the question presernted resolves ilself to whether the welfare wl the chil-
dren here involved will be advaneed by leaving them in their mother's eare, with-
out a father, stigmatized as illegitimate, supported mainly hy publie funds, and
in an atinosphere completely lacking in moral decency, rather than by removing
them completely and permanenfly from their natural mother, so that they may
have the chance of normal uphbringing in a decent home, with two loving parents.

* * * * » « L

Afust this court sit idly and imgpotently by, aud permit sush unholyr sequences
to go on forever, particularly when the contlnuance must he at direet publie
expense? That cannot be the law, or if it be the law, some Ligher court than this
must so declare it, -

It will be the tinding of this court that the two children in question are de-
pendent children, and permanent custody will be granted to the Huron County
Welfare Departmant.®

In contrast, a recent California case held that

* * * the juvenile court law is designed not primarily for the reproof and
improvemient of erring parents; i purpose is to provide protection, guidance
and discipline to children, * * * The unfitness of a home for a particular child
is a relative concept. It cannot be determired except by a judicious appraisal of
all available evidence bearing on the child’s best interests including, in this case,
a consideration of the doubtful proposition that a foster home or in-.titutional
placement is likely to be more fit for a 13-year-old boy than a home with his own
mwother even though her marjial arrangement is irregular.®

*2 B.g., CavL. Crv. ConE § 232 (West 1954) :

“Persons entitled to be declared free from parental tustody and control. An
action may be brought for the purpose of having any person under the age of 21
years declared free from the custody and control of either or both of his parents
when such person comes within any of the following descriptions.

] * * . . * *

“(e) Persons whosc parents haditually infemperate or morally depraved. Whose
parent or parents are habitually intemperate, or morally depraved, if such person
bas been a dependent child of the juvenile court, and the parent or parents de-
prived of his custody because of such intemperance, or moral depravity, for the
period of 1 year continuously immediately prior to the filing of the petition
praying that he be declared free from the custody and control of such habitually
intemperate or morally depraved parent or parents.

. * * * * »® *
“{e) Persom whose parents divorced on grounds of adultery. Whose parent or

parents have in a divorce action, been found to have committed adultery and
been divorced on that ground, if the court finds that future welfare of the child

will be promoted by an order depriving such parent or parents of the control and

custody of the chfld.”
*In Re Dake, 87 Ohio Abs. 483, 485-90, 180 N.E. 24 647, 648-51 (1961).
% In Re A.J., 78 Cal. Reptr. 880, 882 (1969).



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

269

. It should go without saying that illegitimacy as such is not a rational

standard of child neglect. Most cases seem to bear this out.”® Even as -
an important factor in establishing neglect, however, illegitimacy is
suspect. It refers too dogmatically to prevailing (?) standards of
middle class morality. However desirable these standards may be
thought to be, their application is quite impractical in the inner city
where every second child is illegitimate and nearly every child is
underprivileged.

Asserting that the moral criteria prescribed in present law cannot
be productively applied does not mean that the ghetto child does not
need help. In the interests of the fatherless child with an unsuitable
mother (as well as in the interest of the child with two bad parents),
new standards need to be defined to meet the realities of urban life.’s
In defining these new standards, poverty as such cannot spell child
neglect,* just as certainly as illegitimacy does not of itself spell child
neglect. But there is an essentially reasonable link between the ab-
sence of a father, poverty, and the increased possibility of dependency
or neglect. Therefore, a reasonably defined standard ‘of child neglect
(which must include basic economic factors) will of necessity result in
a disproportionately higher incidence of child neglect. cases among the
poor than among the well to do.”® Standing alone, this would not be
discrimination against the poor (or black). It is unfortunate, how-
ever, that a number of States have enacted and admninistered their
neglect and dependency laws in a punitive spirit. This practice has
breught these laws under suspicion. The. similar history of the “suita-
ble home provisions” under the AFDC program has been discnssed
elsewhere.® Under the AFDC program, the threat amounted to stop-
page of welfare support. A recent Mississippi law links welfare pay-
ments to illegitimacy and child neglect, with the threat that the child
will be taken away.o

A recent statement by California’s State Social Welfarve Board ilius-
trates current trends in this area:

It is the position of the State Social Welfare Board that appropriate legisia-
tion should be enacted so as to * * * provide that a rebnttable presumption shall

® See, e.g., In re Cager, 251 Md, 473. 478. 248 A.24 387, 388 (1968) ; In re Shady,
264 Minn, 222, 230, 118 N.W. 24d 449, 454 (1962}. .

* Cf. Weyrauch, “Dual Systems of Family Law: A Comment,” 54 Calif. L. Rev.
781 (1965).

" See discussion by Paulsen, “The Delinquency, Neglect, and Dependency Juris-
diction of the Juvenile Court,” in M. Rosenlieim, ed., Justice for the Child 44,
66 (1962). See also 8, Katz. When Parcnts Fafl (1971).

“But cf. tenBroek, “California’s Dual System of Family Law: Tts Origin. De-
velopent, and Present Status,” 16 Stan. L. Rev. 900, 978-81 (1964), 17 Stan. L,
Rev. 614 (1965). The rejoinder by Lewis and Levy makes more sense. Lewis and
Levy, “Family Law and Welfare Policies: The Case for ‘Dual System’,”
Calif. I.. Rev. 748 (1965). Cf, Meier, “Culturally Deprived Children : Implications
for Child Welfare,” 45 Child Welfare 65 (1966).

® W. Bell, Aid to Dependent Children 93-173 (1965).

® Mississippi laws of 1966, see. 1. ch. 202, sinended iy Senate Pill No, 2017,
Apr. 24, 1968. Mississippi laws of 1968, sec. 1, ch, 189. While not related (4 neglect
and dependency. another Mississippi statute makes giving hirth to an iliegitimate
child 2 criminal offense, Miss. Code Ann. § 2018.6.1 (1964 Supp.). Louixixna has
zone even further and has denied the parents of illegitimate children the right
to vote La. Const., art. 8, §§ 1(5) (6).

20-624—~73——7
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arise that a mother is, in fact, morally depraved upon the birth of the third
child out of wedlock and the appropriate public agency be directed to com-
mence legal proceedings * * * to terminate the relationship of parent and tie
third illegitimate cliild and any subsequent ¢hfldren so conceived so that said
child(ren) may be placed for adoption.®

This recommendation reaches unrecasonably far. There is no merit in

* a blanket presumption that a parent who has a third child out of wed-

lock is therefore unfit or, indeed, morally depraved.®? Some cases of
illegitimacy are symptoms of deeper trouble in the mother’s home and
others are not.*® If iliegitimate children as a class are more likely to
be neglocted and dependent than legitimate children as a class, that
doeb} not warrant putting the burden of proving her fitness on the
mother.

On the other hand, honest congern for child welfare reasonably
might result in the eractment of legislation that would call for a rou-
tine check into the fitness of any smgle-parent home.** Indeed, if the
best interests of the child are to be safeguarded, the fair administra-
tion of such checkg—without putting the burden of proving thie home
fit on the unmargied mother and without the implication of punish-
ment or moral condemnation ®*—would be an essential public task.®®
Indispensable to a large-scale piogram of this sort would be the for-
mulation of clear and objective standards that are duly concerned with
parental privacy” but that—while allowing for genuine cultural di-
versity and differences in attitudes that exist in this society—never-
theless safeguard the essential interests of eacli child.s®
t‘hJudge Nanette Dembitz of the New York Family Court reports

at:

Some child neglect or abuse cases have beeit brought to the family court as a

result of the discovery of various difficulties by welfare home visits: for ex-
ample, the mother’s invalidism, alcohiolism or beroin addiction: abuormal and

“ State of California, Human Relations Agency, Department of Rocial Welfare,
ftate Social Welfare Board position statement : Hlegitimacy at 11 (Marclp 1972).
Relevant portions of sec, 232 are quoted supra. note 50.

®8ce. e.g., In re Raya, 265 Cal. App. 24 2060, G3 Cal. Rptr. 252 (1967); In re
A. J., 78 Cal. Reptr. 831 (1971).

@ Compave In re Raya. 255 Cal. App. 24 260. 63 Cal. Rptr. 252 (1967). and In
re Cager. 251 Md. 473. 248 A .24 384 (196%). witht I re Diake. &7 Ohio ADSK, 483,
180 N.E. 2d 646 (19€1) and In re Turner, 12 Olio Mise, 171, 229 N.E.2d 7G4 (Ct.
C.P. 1967).

“ L. Wyman v, Jamer, 400 1.8, 309 (1971).

* To avoid this implicatfon, it may be best to reniove the neglect and dependencey

laws from their currently prevalling association. in law and practice, with juve-
nile delinquency. Cf. Comment, “Obgervations on thie Establishment of a Child-
Protective-Services Sysfem in California” 21 Stan. L. Rer. 1129, 1145 (1963).
* ®uWwhat I8 needed is legislation which assures state nrotection to all iloegiti-
mate children tirough compulsory reporting of illegitimate hirths to a State
agency, whicli must then make or authorize inquiry into the situation of the
child.” H. Clarke. Rocial Legislating 3683-64 (1957). See Wyman v. Jamer, 91
£.Ct. 381, 400 U.8. 309 (1971) : Dembitz, “Welfare Home Vicits: Child Verstis
Parent.” 57 A.B.A.1. 871 (1971) ; Burt. “Forcing Protection on Children and Their
Parents: The Impact of Wyman v. James,” 69 Mich. L. Rev. 1259 (1971).

7 Cf. Handler, “Controlling Official Behavior in Welfare Administration.” 54
Calif. I.. Rew, 479. 4R0-81 (19661, in The Law of the Poor 155. 154-57 (J. 10
Broek ed. 1846) ; Handler & Holliugsworth. “Stigma. Privacr. and Other Atti-
tudes of Weilfake Recipients.” 22 Stan. L. Rer. 1 (1969) ; wendich, “Privacy,
Poverty and the Constitution,” 54 Calif. L. Rer. 407 (196G).

* Cf. Chewiey. “Safernarding Legal Rights in Providing Proteetive Services.” 13
Childrea 87 (1966) : Chilman. “Child Rearing and Family Relationship Patterus
of the Very Poor,” 3 Wclfare In Revicw 9, 15-16 (1963).
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unsafe housekeeping, such ag never removing garbage or burning rags in dishes
around the apartment: sharing the home with a psychotic and assaultive male
or with homosexuals of tlc child’s sex ; permitting heroin scllers and addicts to
gather in the home; or even, in an extrcme aud singular cuse dexcribed in the
state’s brief in the Jamex cuse, the deaths of two children, apparently because
of malnutrition and battering.

With some frequency, however, neglect in an AFDC home {8 brought before
the court only through a fortuity rather than by the welfare worker—a fortuity
guch as a hospital social worker's initiating a home investigation after a child
18 hospitalized. For example, the mother of a 2%-year-old child who came hefore
the court in that fashion had been a heroin addict «ince his birthy and had lwen
jailed several times on narcotics and Drostitution charges. Although AFDC
benefits had bheen paid on behalf of the child since Lis birth, even his physical
whereabouts could not be reconstructed at the court hearing. As shown by a
review of the background of juvenile delinquents from AFDC homes, unreported
neglect during earlier years often appears to be an important cause of deline
quency.”

Unfortunately, in this explosive context the central issues have be-
come obfuscated. An example isthe following argument:

Professor Krause's naive view of the role of iaw in the lives of poor families is
reflected in bis argument that poor children could be helped by a stricter enforce-
ment of child neglect and dependency laws, He iy apparently aware that neglect
Iaws are gencrally vague and irrationally punitive statutes which are often yp-
plied by biased and poorly trained judges who, in any event, lack any resources
with which to actuaily help poor children. Nevertheless, the author suggests that
increased State intruxiou into the lives of poor families i needed to protect their
children. The validity of this conclusion is, to say the least, doubtful. ¥or example,
the cousiderable experience of poverty lawyers in the New York City Family
Court, sometimes considered a relatively enlig)tened fnstitution, is that even
well-intentioned judges are fundamentally incapible of agsisting poor children.
It ran rafely he said that the filing of a million more neglect petitions urging
that pour children be removed from their homes and taken v corrupting juveunile
centers will be of little belp to anyone. Rtather, public interference in the lives
of poor fsmilies tends to destroy the very family structure (although not a white,
ssiddle-class cne) which Professor Krause is ut pains to encourage.™

Some of this is true. There is no question that the development of fair
standards to determine child negleet and dependency must go hand in
hand with the development of institutions which will take over where
the parent fails. This puts the finger on the courts. And we lack s
court facilities to deal appropriately with child neglect and depeiisi-
¢ney. In the words of Judge Polier of the Family Court of New York:

¢ ¢ & g recent study of juvenile court judges revealed that nearly one out of
four of thesie judges were not licensed lawyers; almost 20 percent lacked the
basic professfonal credentials deemed essential to preside over any court. Thirty-
thiree percent of the fuli-time juvenile court judges who responded to a question-
neire stated that their courts were without probatlon officers or social vorkers,
Yor courts in rural areas, the comparable figure was 54 percent. Kighty-three per-
cent of the judges were without the help of psychologists or psychiatrists. The
study concluded :

The profile of the juvenile court judge and his work * * * offers an image of
A puri-time judiciary, large comnponents of which do nof have adequate profes-
slonal preparation or opportunity for in-service trainirg and which operates
nnder difficult caseloads and without adequate resources to properly discharge
their assigned responsibilities™

* Dembitz, “W=ifare Home Visite : Child Versus Parent.” 57 4A.B.4.J. 871, 871~
72 (1971), comminting on Wyman v. James, 91 8.Ct. 381, 400 U.S. 309 (1971),
{footnote omitted). ’

™ Gray. Bnok Review, 48 N.Y.U. L. Rev. 1288, 1233-34 (1971).

7 Polier, “Problems Involving Family and Child,” 68 Colum. L. Rev. 303. 308
(1986) (footnotes omitted). cf. Paulsen, “Juvenile Courts, Family Courts, and
the I'oor Man,” 54 Calif. L. Rcv. 694 (1866).
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Remedying the inadequacies of the judicial system would nat of it-
self solve the problem. In cases of dependency and neglect. as con-
trasted with other areas of law. adjudication dacs not end public in-
volvement. Qn the contrary, adjuddication bhegins it. Public involvement
takes several forms. Since a finding of neglect or dependency is not
necessarily synonymous with termination of parental rights, in-home
assistance may help mothers to make their homes acceptable.’? More
extensine programs of instruction and education are reeded to make
the inadequate mother fit. Where this is not possible, intensive day care
of the “head start” type may snflice to compensate for major shortcom-
ings of the home.? Tragically, it is often ignored that a good day care
center will provide values to the child that the marginal mother cannot
provide. Instead, many experts argue in tevins of short-run cost-benefit
ratios and conclnde ﬂymt the establishment of day eare centers is not
sensible because such centers would cost more than the children’s
wiothers could carn.™ In some cases, finally, full removal of the child
is and will continue to be the only practical solution. Under cwrrent
State laws, removal from the home may be temporary or permanent
and with or without termination of the parental relationship (as would
have to ocenr if the child were to be freed for adoption). This raises
the question of institutional or foster care.

Unfortunately, adequate temporary or permancent child care facili-
ties arc all but nnavailable in many States and areas.” The bulk of
available resources has gone to the vocal welfare adult. Social work
agencies remain underfunded, understaffed, and underappreciated.

iey are a long way from providing adequate help to the fatherless
child. Sweeping legislation proposing a vast child care program passed

'

" The cost of rémoval of the child from ifs home so far exceeds maintaining it
at home that no effort should be spared to keep it there. Cf., Polier, “I'roblems
Involving Family and Child,” 66 Coelum. L. Rcy. 305, 311 {1960) :

“While there is hoth grave reluetance to sever parental rights sand unanimous
agreement on the need for strengthening family life, our acts belie our commit-
ments. Surgly it is inconsistent, if not paradoxical, that in this great and affluent
country, the increment provided for an additional child to a mother on ADC
averages less than 60 cents a day. If it i3 found that the Linme is inadequate, or
the mother unable to cope with the problems of =0 many children, the child is
removed to the home of a stranger. or to the homeg of a serieg of strangers, and
assistance payments range up to $7 a day. If the child is removed to an institu-
tion, up to $14 a day is paid out of taxpayers’ funds. Finally, if the child is found
to he emotionally disturbed, payments from public funds will range from £10 to
825 a day. Thus, while preventive care in the child’s own home remains nig-
gardly, the farther the child is remawvsd from his family, the more we are ready
to pay for his support. No sane system can be operated in this manner.”

™ f, Williams and Evans, ““The P'glitics of Evaluation: The Case of Headstart™
385 Annals 118 (1969).

*Cf. Senate Finance Committee. zopra note 3 at 136-37, 280-81.

™ deFrancis, “Child Protective Services™”-1967, 19 Juv. Ct. Judger J. 24 (1908),
summarizes a 328-page report prepared by the Children's Division of the Ameri-
can Humane Association on the subject of protective services currently available
in the United States to neglected. abused, and exploited children. The conclusion
reached was that “no community has devecloped a child protective service
program adequate in size to meet the service needs of all reported ciases of
child neglect, abuse, and exploitation,” Id. at 25, See also, Polier, “Problems In-
volving Family and Child.” 68 Colum:. L. Reo. 305. 310 (1966) ; Kay and Philips,
“Poverty and the Law of Child Custody” 54 Calif. L. Rev. 717, 737-38 (1964) ;
Keith-Lucas, “Child Weltare Services Today : An Overview and Some Questions,”
855 Annals 1 (September 1964).
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Congress in 1971 but was vetoed by the President.’* While the $2
billion a year scheme did involve some overkill, it would have helped
to alleviate the neglect and dependency crisis. In consequence, not
much has changed since the House Ways and Means Committee re-
ported as follows:

In March 1966 nearly 574,000 children received services from public child
welfare agencies, a 9-percent increase over March 1965. Just under half of these
children lved with parents or relatives, about a third were in foster homes. 10
percent were in institutions, and 7 percent in adoptive bomes. Total expenditures
for public child welfare services in 1966 were over $397 miilion.

In March 1966, the number of children receiving foster care through public
child welfare agencies increased to about 245600 or a G-percent iwcrease over
Marcl, 19G5. Expenditures for foster care payments in 1985 were about $229
million, with State and local governments meeting 98 percent of the costs. They
accounted for 65 percent of the total expenditures of State and local public wel-
fare agencies for child welfare services in that year. In 1960 expenditures for
foster care were over $258 million.”

These figures contrast sharply with total ainounts spent in the
United States for welfare purposes. In 1968, that amount came close
to $10 billion.™ In 1971, welfare expenditures had rvisen to $16.2
billion.”® A survey of welfare agency activities in six metropolitan
areas conducted in 1965 identified “protective services for children
and adults” as “the {irst and most serious gap in resources.” ** Finally,
the adequacy of child care facilities is not a question of moncey alone.®

For too long, State and Federal laws have been content to consign
the welfare child to a life not only without means but also without
hope of acquiring the skills to become 2 productive member of society.
For too long, the welfare child has been overlooked as a factor in
the social equation and has been treated as a chattel of his mother.
It is time to recognize that the State has a responsibility to the
child directly. Some dispute that society owes adults a living, but
wle would not agree that each child is owed at least a chance?

CoxncrLusion

Substantive and procedural reform of the paternity action must
have first priority in any intelligent program of enforcement of pa-
rental support obligations. Federal law demanding that the States
hold absentee fathers responsible was enacted in a vacuum which

™ New York Times, Dec. 10, 1971, p. 1, col. 1. Cf. H.R. 1, 924 Cong. 1st sess.,
§§ 420-427.

:" HLR. Rep. No. 544, 90th Cong., 1st sess. 114 (1967).

* UK. News and World Report, p. 40 {(Jan. 13, 1969).

“ U.8. News and World Report, p. 63 (Oct. 25 1971).

® Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Welfare Administration,
Bureau of Family Services, Operation Big City at 6 (1965).

* See Paulsen, “Juvenile Courts, Family Courts, and the Poor Man,” 54 Calif.
L. Rev. 034, 711 (1968) (discussicg Anderson, “A Special Hell for Children in
‘Washington,” Harper's, November 1965, p. 51) :

“The damage to the children 18 often irreversible. Treatment in Junfor
Viliage leaves them impeired ‘in their ability to receive and return affection,
to control their impulses, and to use their minds.' Ironically, {t is expensive
in terms of publi¢ money as well as in terms of the waste of human resources
to keep a child in an ipstitution. A child costs $300 2 month at Junior Village,
4 handwome sum which few middle-class people are able to mount for their own
children's needs.”
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must be filled with new machinery. Only when the ascertainment
of paternity takes place in an atmosphere of due process and regard
for fact will enforcemnent of paternal duties of child su})pon make
senss. Then, however, such ob}igations should be enforced—with due
regard for the father’s ability to pag.

Thorough reexamination of the States’ neglect and dependency
laws is equally important. If a poor child is to hrve a fair chance
in life, appropriate laws and institutions, ranging from enfcreeinent
machinery to temporary and permanent child care centers, must take
over where the parent gxi Is. Unlike current laws, new laws must allow
for the genuine cultural diversity and divergent lifestyles that coexist
in our society, but a line miust be drawn where the essential interests
of the child are in jeopardy.

Paradoxically, tlns discussion of the national welfare crisis has
primarily im‘of\'cd State laws—and not State welfare laws, but State
family Jaw. The point to be learned is that Federal welfare programs
from which we expeet. solutions are dependent on cffective State action

Jin the area of family law. Thoughtful family law reforin could re-

“move at Jeast some causes of welfare dependency. This represents s
Ionger run solution to be sure, It one that would reap dispropor-
tionate social and financial benefits. Federal support, encouragement,
and coordination and the development of appropriate State legisla-
tion scews essential. The hasis for IFederal involvement is implicit in
current. law with respect to the paternity action 82 as well as with
respect to neglect and dependency.®?

42 U.8,C. §602(a) (17), (21), (22). CL. ILR. 1, 92d Cong. 1st sess. §§ 402(a)
(11). (14). (15), 420427. H. Rep. No. 92-231, 92d Cong. Ist sess. at 190-91.

42 U.8.C. §602(a) (10). Cf. ILR. 1, 924 Caong. 1st sess., §402(a)(10); 1L
Rep. No. 92-231 924 Cong., Ist sess. at 191, Discussing Wyman v. Jamcs, 91
8.Ct. 351, 400 U.S. 300 (1971}, Judge Denibliz concluded:

“(me ground for the majority’s conclusion that the warrantless visit is rea-
snnhable, and a basic difference bhetween the majority and the dissenters, lies in
the majority s statement that in the AFDC program of public asistance “The
focus is on the . . . <hild’s needs.” As Justice Blackmun noted and the dissente
ing judges completely ignored, AFDC was especinlly established for the care
of children in suitable homes, with the mother or other adult guardian receive
ing her maintenance in effect as carctaker. And Justice Blackmun unquestione
ably was correct in rejecting the lower enurt’s view that methods other than
home visits—investigation of records and interviews in the weltare oflice—would
suffice to determine the whereabouts and welfare of children receiving AFDC,
especially preschool children.” Dembitz, “Welfare Home visits: Child Versus
Parents,” 57 A.B.A.J. §71, 872 (1971). Cf. 8. 2007, supra note 71.

.



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e A s ey e St e .

THE CONCEPT OF FAMILY IN TIHHE POOR BLACK
COMMUNITY

By Carou B. Stack and Henert SEMMEL*

The nnclear family reflects the prevailing national pattern of the
white middle-class family structure in the United States, and possi-
bly of black middle-class families as well. These nuclear families are
largely economically self-snflicient. Hiness or deatir do not necessarily
devastate the resources of nonpoor families. They rely on insurance,
savings, pensions, and social insumrance benefits to survive energencies.
Child-care arrangements do not necessarily require the cooperation
of the extesnided family. Nonpoor mothers who work can often afford
nursery schools or private in-hoine babysitters to ﬂn'ovidc child care.
Middle-class American adults have come to rely less on their adult
reiatives for domestic support or assistance. Housing for senior citi-
zens isonly one reflection of the growing separation of the grandparent
fr_pm the home of his children and grmu}childrm. The moral or fa-
milial obligation to support aged parents, let alone siblings and their
children, receives dimimished acceptance by the public. These changes
in attitndes are reflected in changes in the laws. Support obligations
in some States are being terminated except for sponse and children. In
others, the nuclear family must provide parents and collaterals only
limited amonnts of support and only if the nnclear family’s incomne
exceeds the level deemed necessary for its own support.

The nuclear family, however, is not the only unit of domestic co-
operation. This stndy of poor black families in a midwestern city
reveals what other stndies have shown,' namely that the universal
functions of family life can be and are provided by other social units.
One can find varions assortments of a({ults and children cooperating
in domestic units; as clusters of kin (often involving the father) who
do not reside together but who provide some of the domestic functions
for a mother-and-child unit in another location.

Although this study examines the family structures fonnd among
poor blacks, we do not mean to imply that these extended and com-
plex family groupings are unique to poor blacks. We simply make no
attempt to generalize these findings to other ethnic groups and to
other income gronps.

Poor families have virtually no financial reserves to meet emergen-
cies.? Lack of regular employment deprives the poor of many of the

*Carol B. Stack, assistant professor, Boston University Department of An-
il:'opology. Herbert B. Seminel, visiting professor, University of Texas School of

w.

! E.g., Gough, The Nuyars and Definition of Marriage, 89 Journal of Royal
Anthropological Institution, 23-24.

*The U.S. Department of Labor minimum adequate budget fn April 1972 re-
quired net income of $6,200 ($7.214 less $1,016 payroll and income taxes), USDL
12-240 (Apr. 27, 1972). The official poverty line income used in governmental
statistics was $4,000. OED Instrustion No. 6004-1c (Nov. 19, 1971).
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social and private imsurance benefits availalde to those with steady
employment. This paper argues that the poor black urban family has
not developed nlong the mnclear pattern partly because of the need
to provide an alternate system of savings and insurance. We find that
various domestic networks of cooperative support sustain and social-
ize the family members. The membership in domestic networks is
bezed largely on kinship, including that of the fathe. of children.
It usually includes three generations of lincal descent and some col-
lateral kin. It may even include friends, although these arrangeinents
are generally considered less binding by the group members and hence
the attachment, of a friend to the network tends to be less durable.

Where people sleep doces not reveal the scope of the domestic net-
work which inay be Ji’ﬁ'usod over several kin-based houscholds. Where
people cat and where they spend their time are as hnportant to deter-
mining domestic networks as persons who sleep in the same houschold.
Fluctuations in houschold composition. defined in terms of where
people sleep, rarely aflect the network of daily exchanges within the
domestic network. A person may sleep in one household, eat in another,
contribute to a third, and cansider himself s member of all three
houscholds.

Domestic networks develop rights and obligations in much the same
fashion as jural relations evolve in broader societal groupings. In-
deed, the trading of goods and services pervades the whole social-eco-
nomic life of the participants in the network. Trading refers to the
offering of goods or services with the intent to obligate. It i3, in one
sense, a contractual relationship. based on offer and aecentance, with
enforcement of the obligation Jeft to kinship or comnnmity pressure
and the risk of being excluded from the network. Failure to satisfy
an oblization may result in someone else’s child not eating that day.

Trading is the insurance and savings institution of the poor urban
black, allowing him to 2all on others for assistance becanse he has paid
his preminm by having offered or supplied goods or services at a previ-
ous time. Poor blacks say, “You have to have help from evervbody
and anybody” and “The poorer you are, the more likely you are to
pay back.”

Members of poor black communities adopt a variety of tactics in
order to expand the number of people who share veciproeal obliga-
tions with them. These strategies include the activation of kin ties.
and the creation of kin-like ties among noukin. For example, despite
the comparatively smaller number of marriages which may ocenr be-
tween childbearing parents, if a father o;)on]y acknowledges his
paternity, fathers and their kin may actively provide affection and
economic aid to the father’s children. Friends may also be incorpo-
rated in oce’s domestic circle; and if they ratisfvy one another’s ex-

ectations, they may be called kin—“cousins,” “sister.” “brother.”
‘daddy,” and so “orth. The expansion of the domestic network in-
creases the security of the individual by expanding the circle of
persons who may.be called upon in case of need, risk spreading in the
nsarance analogy.

The study described below reveals that the families involved had
strengths and stability previouslv unrecognized by most academic
studies. The family structure developed by poor urban blacks appears
to represent u flexible aduptation to the daily social and economic



demands of life on the poor urban family. Individuals who are mem-
bers of different houscholds aline in domestic networks to provide the
basic functions often attributed to nuclear families. These domestic
networks are broad enough so that while some participants may move
in and out of the networﬁ, a hard core usually remains constunt, par-
ticularly adult female kin and siblings. From the standpoint of the
child, tﬁe economic and psychological effects of the death, temporary
absence or desertion of a parent may be less than in the nuclear family
because the child has come to rely on a variety of adults to provide the
multiple functions of a parent in the nuclear family. Equally iinpor-
tant, adults readily assume responsibilities for the chi]?i without re-
garding them as unfair or unwanted burdens. In short, the domestic
networks provide the assurance that all children will be cared for.

I. InTRODUCTION

The findings contained in this paper are based on a participant-
observation study of the domestic strategies of urban born black
Americans whose parents had migrated from the South to a single
community in the urban North. Prof. Carol Stack, an anthropologist
conducted this study between 1968 and 1971 in the midwestern city of
Jackson Harbor,® a city in the 50,000-100,000 population range, 10
percent black. The families studied lived in the Flats, the poorest sec-
tion of the black community of Jackson Harbor.

The study concentrated on family life among second generation
urban dwellers whose families received public assistance during their
childhood. Now adults in their twenties to forties, they were raising
their own children and receiving public assistance under the program
of aid to families with dependent children (AFDC). The main pur-
pose of the studv was to analyze the nuclens of social and economic
cooperation which best characterizes the poor urban black fami'y.
This paper primarily portrays the domestic organization within :in
network and concludes that such “domestic networks” are an adaptive
strategy evolved by urban black people in response to poverty and
racism.

Prior to the participant-observation study, Stack conducted a statis-
tical study from data in the files of the welfare department in Jackson
Harhor. A total of 188 AFDC case history records were exaniined.
These included data on 951 children who were AFDC recipients—
half of the total numher of AFDC children in Jackson Harhor in
1966, and 373 adults, of whom 188 were “grantees” responsible for

® The name of the actual city and the names of i1ts residents have heen changed
to protect the privacy of the individuals involved in the study. Although it ean-
not he said that Jackson Harbor is typical of every urhan hlack community, it
appears to be representative at least of mid-Western black communities. and
possibiv those In many other urban 21eas themselves. Blacks composed 10 per-
cent of the pobulation of Jackson Harbor, roughly comparable to the percentage
of hlacks in the State in which Jackson Harbor was located, and in the Nation.
The county in which Jackson Harbor was located was among the 20 highest
in fncome in the Unfted States, according to the 1970 census, hut 60 percent of
the black families had incomes of under $4.000 per annum. Tn 1968, a year of
record low unemployment nationally, in Jackson Harbhor there was virtually no
white unemployment, but black unemployment consistently exceeded 20 percent,
and two-thirds of employed hlacks were in unskilled jobs. Nonetheless, Jackson
Harbor also had a snbstantial black middle class.
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the AFDC child. Confidentiality was insured by coding all data before
removal from the welfare office.

Early in the study, Stack becaine immersed in the daily lives of one
domestic family nait—the Louschold of Magnolia and Leo John-
son—and their network of kinsmen which proved to number over 100
persons. Their home became her home base, a place where she was
welcome to spend the day, week after week. and where she and her

car-old son could sleep, usnally sharing a hed with children in the
houschold. Stack’s presence in -the home of Magnolia and Ico
and their eight children enabled her to meet all of their relatives
who resided in the Flats and those kin and nonkin who actively par-
ticipated in their daily domestic lives. The network of people involved
in this study expanded as she visited and shared experiences with
individuals who were participants in the personal networks of those
families who provided her with her first home base. Stack’s personal
network of informants expanded naturally in thia process. coinciding
with the social networks of participants in the study. Her home base
changed as she becaine personally accepted by families, and ultimately
she acquired a place to sleep whenever she wished at. several unrelated
households. Each of these houscholds were participants in cooperative
networks which radisted out to include over 200 individuals who
Stack eventually visited, although the Jocus of her intensive observa-
tions was limited to 10 unrelated coalitions of kinsmen. Tt was in
these homes where Stack’s presence ultimately affected daily social
relations the least.

Stack eventuallv spent almost 3 vears in the Flats. attemipting to
comprehena the strategies which peoble evolved for coping with the
everyday human demands of ghetto Life. Early in the study, she be-
came aware of coalitions of individuals trading and exchanging goods.
resources, and the care of children. The intensity of their acts of
domestic cooperation, and the exchange of goods and servicog-afffong
these kin and nonkin, was strikirg. Stack began to fearn how partici-

ants in exchanges were defined by one another. who was eligible to
ecome a part of the cooperative networks. how thev were recruited,
and what kept participants actively involved in the series of exchanges.

Stack found that the traditional emphasis on the nuclear family as
the basic social economic unit constituting a family did not provide
an adequate explanation of the patterns of domestic cooperation
among poor urban blacks,

II. Doxestic Nerworks IN THE Urnax Brack CoMyoxiry

Children are horn into a network of relatives. Relatives on both
sides of the family are kin and there is no clear-cut limit to the range.
of one’s kinsnien. But cognitive reckoning by itself cannot distinguish
between essential kin and others within the svstem. The choice of
which relatives an individual traces and activates relationships with
is bv no means mechanieal. Personal kindreds are ego-centered net-
works of essential kin. These networks are not. residential units or
observable groupr. Participants change when kinfolk “fall out” with
one another.

How individuals “cast their net” to create personal kindreds
depends upon the culturally determined perceptions of jural (that is,
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socially recognized rights and responsibilities) parenthood, the rules
and criteria for including and excluding persons connected by Llood
and marriage to a particular kinsman, and the interpersonal rela-
tions between these individuals. These criteria determine which indi-
viduals acquire socially recognized kinship relations with others.

Young children exercise little choice m determining with whom
they have kinship relations. They are born into a network of essential
kin which is primarily the personal kindred of adults—their father,
their mother, or the kinfolk respansible for them. As children become
adults, they expand, contract and create their own personal networks.
For many reasons such as geographical distance, mnterpersonal rela-
tions, or lack of acknowledgment of paternity, some relatives do not
activate claims of responsibility toward an individual. These relatives
effectively drop out of the individual’s personal kindred. When a
person drops out of someone’s network, all of the people linked through
him also tend to drop out. An important eriterion, then, affecting the
size and shape of the personal kindreds of adults is whether the rela-
tive who drops out of the network is genealogically close or distant.
Sometimes close kinsliip links like that of a parent are broken. A
father, for example, may claim that he doesn’t “own the baby,” thereby
refusing to acknowledge paternity. When a close link such as that of
a father is broken, this has a profound cflect on the shape of the per-
sonal kindred since ail of the fatlier’s kin will usually follow him out
of the network.

The extent and complexity of a domestic network can best be appre-
ciated by a detailed exammination of one network that is not atypical.
Although the immediate nuclear family is larger than most, the size
and extent of the Johnson’s tracking network did not differ from other
trading networks observed by Stack.

The Domestic Network of Magnolia and Leo Johnson

Magnolia is 38 years old and has 11 children, cight of which are
Leo’s. When Magnolia was 25, she met Leo and she has lived with him
ever since. L.2o was then 47 years old and is now 60. Ieo had two other
danghters (now ages 40 and 38) by an carlier marriage in Mississippi.
Leo still maintains close ties with these daughters and their mother,
all of whon live near one another in Chicago.

Magnolia arrived in Jackson IHarbor from the South when she was
16 along with her mother, father, four sisters (Augusta, Carrie, Lydia,
and Olive) and two brothers (Pennington and Osear). Magnolia’s
sisters and brothers and their families all live in the Flats in Jackson
Harbor. The children of Magnolia and those of Ler brothers and
sisters all received public aid at some time in their childhood and
many of them now have children on public aid. This fact is not sur-
prising since one-third of the 188 AFDC mothers in the statistical
survey of welfare department records were themselves recipients as
children.

Magnolia’s oldest daughter. Ruby, was born shortly after Magnolia
arrived in Jackson Harbor. Ruby, now 22, has two daughters and a son
of her own, cach by different fathers. .

Magnolia’s oldest sister, Augusta, is childless and has never been
married. Augusta has maintained leng-term “housekeeping® partner-
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ships with four different men over the past 20 yrars and each of them
nave helped her raise some of her sisters’ children ané have main-
tmined close, affectionate ties with the family over the years. Mag-
nolia’s youngest sister, Carrie, married Lazar, 25 years hier senior,
when she was just 15, and they liverd together for about 5 years. After
they separated Carrie married Kerit, separated from him and be-
came an alcoholic. She lives with different men from time to tine, but
in between men, or when things are at loose ends, she stays with Lazar,
who has become a participating member of the family. Lazar usually
resides nearby his sister-in-law, Augusta, and Augusta’s “old man,”
and Augusta usually prepares Lazar’s meals. Ever since Carrie became
ill. Augusta raised Carrie’s son.

Magnolia’s sistsr, Lydia. had two daughters, Lottie and Georgia,
by two different fathers before she married Mike and gave birth to
his son. A fter Lydia married Mike, she no longer received AFDC bene-
fits for her children. Lydia and Mike acouired steady jobs, hought a
house and nice furniture, and as long as they were economically secure,
they effectively removed themselves from the network of cooperation
for over 10 years. -

Over the past 18 years, Magnolia's oldest friend has been Eloise.
Eloise is the sister of the father of Magnolis’s first jon, Clarence.
Clarence moved into his father’s household by his own choice when
he was ahout 12 years old, but this has not affrcted the close, sisterly
friendship between Magnolia and Eloise. Elcise lived with her hus-
bend, her four children, and her oldest (17) daughter’s infant son.
Eloise’s niece (husband’s brother’s daughter), Lily (20), and Lily's
young danghter: recently joined the household. Anotl:er vne of Eloise’s
husband’s brothers is the father of Eloise’s younger sister’s child, and
that sister lived with Eloise and her husband when the chiid was
aninfant.

Billy Jones, a temperamensal woman with three sons is Augusta’s
oldest friend. At one time, Billv ran a brothel in Jackson Harbor, but
she has worked as a cook, wriiten songs, and attended college from
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time to time. Augusta has kept Billy's sons whenever necessary, when
Billy leaves town or has nertods of depression.

Another active participant in the network is Willa Mae. Willa Mae's
younger hrother, James, is the father of Ruby’s second danghter. Iven
though James does not visit the child, and has not assmned parental
duties toward the child, Willa 3[ae and Ruby, who are the same age,
have helped each other out with their voung children.

Leo’s closest. friend, Cecil, died several years ago. Ceeil was Violet's
husband. Violet, Ceril, and Leo came from the same town in Missis-
sippi and their families have always been very close. Leo boarded with
Violet’s family for 5 years or so before he met Magnolia.-Violet is now
70 years old. She lives with her daughter, Odessa (37), her two =ons,
Josh (85) and Jolm (40), and Odessa’s three sons and daughter,
Odessa’s husband was killed in a fight several years ago and ever since
then Odessa and her family have shared a hcuschold with Violet and
her two mature sons. Violet’s sons, Josh and John, are good friends
with Magnolia, Ruby, and Augusta and visit {requently. About 5 vears
ago, John brought one of his danghters to live with his mother and
sister because his family thought that the mother was not taking
proper care of the child ; the mether has several other children and did
not object. Thr. girl is now 10 years old and is an accepted member of
the family anc the network.

The houses *n the network of Magnolia and Leo are scattered within
the Flats in Jackron Harbor, but none of them are more than 3 miles
apart. Since only four persors in the network have cars, eabfare is
spent practically every day, and vometimes twice a day, as individuals
visit, trade, and help one another.

The extent and complexity of Magnolia’s domestic network can best
be appreciated by the following table describing the content of seven
of the principal households in the network. A total of 51 persons live
in these households; other members of Magnolia’s network live clse-
where. The table also demonstrates how the network remains stable
while housing patterns are continually changing.
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Household composition per se reveals little about domestic organi-
zation een when cooperation between close adult females is assumed.
The residences described above of some participants in Magnolia's
and Ico’s domestic network are determined by economic, affective,
and jural relations. Magnolia, Ruby, and Augusta were all receiving
food stamps, which they usually pooled. The women shopped together
and when Magnolia’s mother was alive, they and their children ate
the evening meal togetier at Magnolia’s mother's house or at Magno-
lia’s. The children did not have a bed of their own, or a bed which they
were expected to share with another child. They fell asleep and slept
through the night in relation to the late evening visiting patterns of t]lle
adult females. Where, in fact, a partienlar child was living is difficult
Lo say, since cach child had clothing scattered around ecach of these
homes and slept in any of them.

Marriage

Marriage is not uncommon in the Flats. Although marriages occur
among young women, few women are matrried before they have given
birth to one or more children. Short term sexual partnerships are
recognized by the coonmunity even if 2 man and woman do not share
a houschold and domestic responsibilities.

Contrary to the practice in some ethnic groups, where great stress
may be placed on “respectability™ leading to coerced marriage, eco-
nomic circumstzices in poor black communities often create strong
pressures against marriage. Marriage invariably involves each spouse
i the domestic network of the other. When a potential marriage arises,
those in the domestic networks of the prospective spouses may weigh
the loss to the network’s contribution of money or services of the net-
work member and the obligations to be assumed against the aid that
may be forthcoming from the new kin through marriage. If the bal-
ance is unfavorable, the marriage may bhe dls«coux‘aguf Ruby, Mag-
nolia’s daughter, offers her version of why she never married Ots,
the father of her second child.

“Me and Otis could be married, but they all ruined that. Aunt
Augusta told 3Magnolia that he was no good. Magnolia was the fault of
it too. They don’t want to see me married. Magnolia knows that it be
money getting away from her. I couldn’t spend the time with her and
the Jads and be giving her the money that I do now. I'd have my hus-
band to look after. I couldn’t go where she want me to go, I couldn’t
come every time she calla me, like if Leo took sick or the kids took sick,
or if she took sick. That’s ali the running I do now. I couldn’t do that.
You think a man would put up with as many times as I go over her
house in x cab, giving half my money to her all the time? That’s the
reason why they don’t want me married. You think a man would
Tet Aunt Augusta come into the house and take food out of the ice box
from his kids? They thought that way ever since I came up.

“They broke me and Otis up. They kept telling me he was no ,
that he wasn’t good enough for me, that he didn’t want me, and that .
he didn’t want the responsibility. I put him out and I cried all night
long. That same night I sneaked him back through ths bathroon:
window and we went to sleep together. My younger sister was also
staying at nama’s and I told her not to tell. She went down:tairs and
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told. I locked the door and me and Otis went back to bed with the
babies in there with us. I caused lots of trouble. But I figured this is my
life and if I love him I gotta stick with him. And I really did love
hini. But .\unt Augusta ana others kept fussing and arguing so T went
and quit him. I would have got arried » long time ago to my first
baby’s daddy, but Aunt Augusta was the cause of that, telling Mag-
nolia that he was too old for me. She's beet: jealous of me since the day
I was horn.

“If I ever marry 1 ain’t listening to what nobody say. T jast listen
to what he say. Yo have to get along the best way you know how.
and forget about your people. Tf I got married they would talk, like
they are doing now, saying he ain’t no good and he's been creeping on
you. ‘I told you once not to marry him. You'll end up right back on
ADC. If I ever get married, I'm leaving town.”

Ruby’s perception of her kin’s motives may be partially distorted.
Network kin may be thinking of the best interests of the prospective
bride or groom in measuring the economnic consequences op marriage.
In cither event, the net result may be discouragement of marriage.

Men face additional intense pressures against marriage. Lichow, in
Talley’s Corner, has described the patterns of frustration which face

or black husbamds. Their concept of their roie as father and hus-

and is that of prevailing standards, which prizes above all the good
provider. But the bulk of the fathers of AFDC children in the Flats
were unskilled or semiskilled workers, unemployed or employed in po-
sitions lacking long-term job security, and always at low wages. Their
failure as provider cuts into their authority as head of the family
increasing the sense of failure and generating pressure to dissolve the
marital household. Repeated examples of marital failure serve as
warnings against marriage to both single men and women.

And the welfare laws operate to deter marriage. There is a general
requirement fostered by the Social Security Act * and implemented in
a majority of the States, that AFDC benefits are payable only when one
parent is absent from the home. Tt is economically unfeasible for a
father to marry and cohabitate with the mother of his children if he
anticipates unemployment or has earnings below the level of AFDC
benefits, for the father’s presence disqualifies the family for AFDC
benefits.®

The Perception of Parenthood

The perception of parenthood among people in the Flats provides
a good starting point for understanding who is eligible to be a mem-
ber of the personal kindred of a newborn child. Jural—that is. socially
recogmized—parenthood providles some of the clues because a child's
personal kindred is initially determined by socially recognized parent-
child connections, the relationship the mother has with the father.
z;nd']the continued relationship the mother has with the father's

amily.

At birth, a culturally meaningful event, a child acquires socially

recognized kinship rellations with others. Goodenough suggests that

‘42 70.8.0. §606(a).
* Federal law permiis payments to families with unemployed fathers in the
home. 42 U1.8.C. § @07, but only 20 States provide such benefits.



evergvthing follows from what socictics “malke of ” the birth of a child.
We will now look at the perception of jural parenthood in the Flats
and how a parent's sponsorship provides a child with kinfolk.

MOTHERIIOOD

Men and women in the Flats regard childbearing and child-beget-
ting as a natural and highly desirable phenoniena. Lottie James was
15 when she beeame pregnant. The baby's father, Ierman. the so-
cially recognized genitor, was a neighbor and the father of two chil-
dren. Lottie talked with her mother during her sccond month of

regnancy : “Tlerman went and told mama 1 was pregnant. She wax
m the kitchen cooking. T told him not to tell nobody, 1 wanted to keep
it a secret, but he told me times will tell. My mama said to me, ‘I had
you and you should have your child. I didn’t get rid of you. I loved you
and I took eare of you until you got to the age to have this one. Have
vour baby no matter what, there’s nothing wrong with having a baby.

e proud of it like I was proud of yvou.” My mama didn’t tear me
down, she was about the best mother a person ever had.”

In some societies some women are regarded as ineligible to bear chil-
dren, but there are few if any restrictions on eligibility of black women
to bear children, married or unmarried. young or old. Over one-fifth—
23 percent—of the mothers in the AFDC study were in their teens
at the birth of their first child.

The black community has long recognized the problems and dif-
fienlties faced by poveirty mothers, young and old alike. Shared pa-
rental duties have long been the response. Despite the difficulties of
raising children in poverty, the bond between mother and children

is exceedingly strong.

Being eligible to bear a child at a voung age does not necessarily
mean that a young mother is considered emotionally ready to nurture
a child. A girl who gives birth as a teenager frequently does not raise
and nurture Ler first born child. While she may share the same room
and houschold with her baby, her mother, mother’s sister, or her older
gister may care for the child and become the child’s “mama.” This
same young woman may actively become a jural mother to a second
child to which she gives birth a year or two later. When, for example,
a grandmother, aunt or great aunt “takes a child” from its natural
mother, this succession to parenthood often lasts throughout the child’s
lifetime. Although a child kept by a close female relative knows who
his mother is, that is, who gave birth to him, his “mama,” the one he
loves and depends upon, is the womnan who “raised him up.” Ruby,
who lived with her grandmother for much of her childhood refers
to her as “mama” and to her natural mother as “Magnolia.” Young
mothers and their first born daughters are often raised s sisters, and
strong sibling-like ties are established between these mothers and their
daughters which continue over their lifetimes. A child raised by his
grandmother may later become playmates with his half siblings who
are his age (his natural mother’s other children). But he does not
share with his half siblings the same claims and duties and affective
ties toward his natural mother.

A yo mother who, in the eyes of the community, does not per-
form her duties as a mother in a sense has not validated her claim to

20-624—78—8
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jural parenthood. Other close female kinsmnen of the child (and
somietinies nonkin) may assume those rights. In effect, a young mother
may transfer some of her claims to jural parenthood sithout sur-
rendering all of her rights to the child. There is nothing in the con-
ception of parenthood ameng people in the Flats which prevents
kinsmen of a child’s socially recognized genealogical parents from
having claims to jural parenthood. The person who actively becomes
the affective mother, the “mama,” acquires the major cluster of par-
ental rights accorded 4o mothers.

The network that a child is born into is primarily the network of
his jural parents. In the Flats, the jural mother (80 percent are the
natural mothers) is the principal determinant of the child’s kinship
afliliation. She is one of the immediate sponsors of a child’s personal
kinship network. The blood relatives, and their Sf)OllSQS, of a black
child’s jural mother are eligible to be members of the child’s personal
kinship network. This reckoning of relatives through the immediate
sponsor is especially useful when a child’s residence changes during
his lifetime. Even if a child is raised by a person who is not a blood
relative (described below), he usually becomes a part of the net-
work of the jural mother. To summarize. a jural mother in the black
community of the Flats is cultuzrally defined as the woman who nur-
tures the child.

FATHERHOOD

The fact of birth does not provide a child with a chain of socially
recogmized relatives through his genitor. Even though the community
accepts the child, the culturally significant issue in terms of the cco-
nomics of everyday life is whether a man involved in a sexual rela-
tionship with a woman provides a newborn child with kinship af-
filiations. A child is eligible to participate in the personal kinship
network of his father if the father becomes an immediate sponsor
of a child’s kinship network.

When an unmarried womsn in the Flats becomes pregnant or gives
birth to a child, she often tells her friends and kin who the father
is. The man has a number of alternatives open to him. Sometimes he
publicly denies paternity by implying to-his friends and kin that
the father could be any number of other men, and that he has “in-
formation that she is no good and has been creeping on him all
along.” The community generally accepts the man’s denial of paternit
since it is doubtful that under these conditions this man and his
kin would assume any parental duties anyway. The man’s failure to
assent to being the father leaves the child without jural kinship ties
rockoned through a male. Subsequent “boyfriends™ of the mother
may assume the jural duties of discipline and support and receive
the child’s affection, but all jural rights in the child belong to the
mother and her kinsmen.

The second alternative open to a man involved in a sexual relation-
ship with a mother is to acknowledge openly that he is the genitor.,
The father may indicate “he owns it” by telling his people and his
friends that he is the father, by paying part of the hospital bill, or
by bringing milk and diapers to the mother after the birth of the chjld.
The parents may not have ever shared a household and the affective
and sexual relationship between them may have ended prior to the
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birth of the child. By validuting his claim as a jural parent the father
offers the child his {)]ood relatives and their husbands and wives as
the: child’s kin—an inheritarce so to speak. So long as the father
validates his parental entitlement, his relatives, especially his mother
and sisters, consider themselves kin to the child and jurally responsi-
ble. Even when the motler “takes up with another man® her child
retains the original set of kin gained throu;'h the father who spon-
sored him. The frequency with which black c&ni]dren derive their jural
kin through females only has been stercotyped and exaggerated in the
literatnre on black families. In contrast, according to information
supplied by AFDC motbars as reflected in their case records, fatliers in
the Flats recognized 484 (69 percent) of the 700 children included in
the AFDC swrvey.

The more a fatlier and his kin help a mother and her child, the more
completely they validate their parental rights. 13nt a conunon situation
in the Flats occurs when a man assents to being the father, and otlfers
his kinship affiliations to the child, but rarely performs a parental duty
or claims any rights in relation to the child. Many American black
males have little or no access to steady employment at adequate pay
levels. The poor employment opportunities contribute to their difli-
culties in assuming stable roles as jural parents.® People in the Flats
believe a father should help his child, but they knew that mothers
cannot count on his help.

When economic resonrces are greatly limited, people need help from
as many others as possible. This requires expanding their kin net-
works—increasing the nmnber of people they hope to be able to connt
on. Mothers expect little from fathers, but hope they will help out.
Mothers do expect something from his kin, especially from his mother
and sisters. Mothers continually activate these kin lines bringing kin
into the network of exchanging and obligating. Often the biological
father’s female relatives are also poor and also try to expand and in-
crease the number of people on whom they can depend. The expansion
and integration of networks thus is accomplishe!l through the nexus
of a newborn child. :

A significant indication of the importance of the father and the
father's kin to the child is revealed in the statistical survey of AFDC
cases. Asked to rank in order who they would expect to raise each of
their children if they died, one-third of the women listed the father
or the father’s mother as first choice even though the father was not
residing with the children in almost all cases. The expectations and
reliance which the mothers place on the father and his kin demonstrate
the importance of the support available and expected from the father’s
kin, support dependent on the father's recognition of paternity.

Friendship and Kinship

Men and women in the flats know that their daily needs may not
be met. They constantly reach out hoping to find solutions which will
change their lives. They place their hopes in the scene of their life
and action, in their community, in the people around them, kin and

lg‘og.;ehow. Tally's Corner: 4 étudy of Negro Streetcorner Men (Little Brown,
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friends, and in the many new friends they will have to make to get
along. Friendships between lovers and boetween firiends are hased
upon a precarious balance between trust and profit. As Ruby says.“You
got to go out and meet people. hecause the very dayv vou ga mit that
first person you meet may be the person that can help you get the
things you wunt.”

When friends recularly share,the exehange of goods and services
they are called kis.. inen. When friends live up to one another’s expee-
tations, their social relations are conducted within the idiom of kin-
ship. For example, if two women of the same age are helping one
another they call their friend “just a sister,” or sav that “they are
going for ststers.” Anyone in the community with whom a person has
good social dealings can be classified as some kind of kin. When a
friendship ends because individuals “let one anothier down™ this con-
cludes both their expectations of one another and their fictive kin
relationship. In addition, a person defined as a fictive kin. for »xam-
ple a “sister,” does not usually bring to the relationship her own
relatives. Her mother is not necessarily her fictive sister's mother.
Losing a fictive relative, therefore, does not dramatically aflect the
shape of personal network as does the dropping of a close kinship
line. Usnally individuals related to fictive kin are not, in the first
instance, drawn into the network.

When a mother has a boyfriend, the community expects that he
will assiune some parental duties toward her children. This is especially
true if the couple are “hounselkeeping,” that is. sharinug their donestic
tasks. A nonparticipating biological father smrenders many of his
rights and responsibilities to the mother’s hushand or current hoy
friend. The attitude and hehavior of the boyfriend toward the children
defines his relationship to them. Clover compares her last two hov
friends and how they dealt with her children, “I stopped going with
Max because he took no time for my kids, he just wanted them out
of our way. I took it for a while cause I got things from him. but
when he hit my boy I called it quits. If he can’t care, he can’t buily
my kids. But Lee, he was something else. He was so nice to my kids
that the babies cried when he left the house. Sometimes I Lad to yell
to keep the kids from bothering him and get some time for my-
self. After we was housekeeping for about 6 months, Lee said to tf)xe
boys that they should call him their play daddy. Lee and I quit last
year and I'm sorry we did canse the kids really miss him. But he still
comes over, especially when I'm out and they still call him their
play daddy.” :

Fictive kin relatior:s are mainiained by consensus between individ-
duals, and in some .ntext can last a lifetime. If Lee maintains his
interest. in Clover’s boys, he may remain a “play daddy” of theirs
throughout the adult life of the children.

Children very often establish close and affectionate ties with their
aunts and uncles, for example, with their mother’s sister’s “old man”
and their mother’s brothers “old lady.” These aunts and uncles, on
the basis of their original consensua{7 relationship, can remain in a
child’s (fictive niece or nephew) personal network for a long time.
Personal kinship networks are enlarged by the inclusion of these
affines who can keep the relationship active for a long time. Ruby
recently visited her uncle Arthur, one of her Aunt Rosie’s “old men,”
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in the hospital. “Uncle Arthur and I was always good friends,” says
Ruby, “even when he and Aunt Rosie weren’t getting on. He was stay-
ing with Roesie, my grandmother and me when I was just a kid
and he always treated me like something real special. Now he is just
as nice to my kids when he comes over to see themn. I really feel
sad that he's old and sick, he has high blood, and I think he may
die.” Ruby is also attached to her Uncle Lazar who started going
with her mother’s yotngest sister when her aunt was just 15. <My
aunt has been married twice s‘nee, but Uncle Lazar just reinained a
piart. of our family. 1e’s 58 now and le's been part of our family
ever since I can remember. Ile always has been staying with our
family too. Right now he’s staying in the basement below Aunt Rosie’s
apariment and he ccoks for him and her old man. He’ll always be
my Uncle and e and my Aunt never did get married.”

Members of domestic networks in the flats are drawn from kin and
friends. Of the two, the kin network is more enduring because all of an
individual’s effective kin are “recognized as having some duties to-
ward him and some claims on him.” Friendships end, and that is to
be expested. New friendships can be formed. Some observers of black
culture regard the friendship network as the “proven and adaptive
base of operations® in lower class life. However, it would be more ac-
curate to rocognize that the resilience of poor black people cau be
zfltpril:iuted to the coalescence of personal kindreds amF networks of

riends.
IIL. Traping, THE Poor’s OwN SociaL Security

“Trading” or what people commonly call “swapping,” is the most
important form of distribution and exchange of the limited resources
available to poor people in Jackson Harbor. Domestic networks are
the primary nstitution within which trading take:: »lace. The trading
of goods and services within domestic networks ,.crvades the whole
social-economic life of the participants.

Trading in the flats generally refers to any objects or services offered
with the intent of obligating the receiving party. Mauss’ classic in-
terpretation of gift exchenge in priinitive societies stresses the essence
of obligation in gift giving, receiving, and repaying. Trading in
Jackson Harbor evidences a similar obligatory nature. One who re-
ceived is expected to give, to offer goods or services, even without any
request. Strong pressures of community opinion and the sanction of
expulsion from the domestic (trading) network serve to enforce the
obligzation.

Ruby Ranks analvzes her own exchange behavior and the patterned
expectations and obligations with clarity. “These days you ain’t got
nothing to be really wiving, only to your true friends, but most. people
trade. Trading is a part of everybody’s life. When I'm over at a girl
friend’s house and I see something I want T say, you gotta give me
this, vou don’t need it-no way. I act the fool with them. If thev say no,
I need that, then they keep it and give me something else. Whatever
I see that I want, I usually get. If a friend lets me wear something of
theirs, I let them wear something of mine. I even let some of my new
clothes out. If my friend has & new dress that I want, she might tell
me to wait till she wears it first and then she’ll give it to me, or she
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might sav, well take it on. That's the way 1 do. Lots of people done
wear lots of new clothes I had.

“My girlfriend Billy gave me a dress about a month ago and last
time I went over to her louse she gave me sheets and towels for the
kids cause she knew I needed them. Everytime I go over there she
always gives me something. When she comes over my house, I give her
whatever she asks for. We might not see cach other in 2 or 3 months.
If she comes over after that and I got something, I give it to her if she
wants it. If T go over to her house and she got something, I take it—
canned goods, food, milk, it don’t make no difference.

“My TV’s been over to my cousin’s house for 7 or 8 months now. I
had a fine couch that she wanted and I gave it to her too. Tt don’t
make no difference with me what it is or what I have. I feel free know-
ing that T done my part in this world. I don’t ever expect nothing back
right away, but when I’ve given something to kin or friend whenever
they think about me they’ll bring something on around. Even if we
don’t see each other out of 2 or 3 months. Soon enough they’ll come
around and say, come over to iy house. I got something to give you.
When T gct over there and they say, you want this, if T don’t want it -
my friend will say, we'll find something you like and take it on.

“You ain’t really giving nothing away {;ecause everything that goes
round comes round in my book. If someone who takes things from me
ain’t giving me anything in return, she can’t get nothing else. When
someone like that. like my cousin, Lottie, comes to my house and says
0000, you should give me that honey, I can use it in my living room and
my old man would just love to sit on it—well, if she’s like my cousin,
you don’t care what her old man wants, you satisfied with what yours
wants. Some people like my cousin don’t mind borrowing from any-
body, but she don’t loan you no money, her clothes, nothing. Well,
she ain’t——. She don’t believe in helping nobody and lots of folks
gossip about her. Tll never give her nothing again. One time I went
over there after T had given her all these things and I asked her, how
about loaning me an outfit to wear. She told me, girl, I ain’t got noth-
ing. I ain’t got nothing clean, I just put my clothes in the cleaners, and
what T do have you can’t wear cause it’s too small for you. Well, lots of
people talks abont someone who act that way.

“They say you shouldn’t trust nobody. but that’s wrong. You have
to try to trust somebody, and somebody has to try to trust you, cause
everybody need help in this world. And I was sitting over at the
laundry worrving that mama didn’t have nothing to cat. I took a cah
over there and gave her 10 more dollars. All T had left to my numne was
$10 to pay on my couch, get food, wash and everything. But I ignored
my problems and gave mama the money I had. Mama didn’t really
have nothing after she paid some bills. She was over there black and
blue from not eating—stomach growling. The craziest thing was that
she wounldn’t touch the rent money. I gave the last $5 dollars of my
money to her. She didn’t want to take no more cause I was helping her
so much. Today she took $25 out of the rent moncy. She paid her
sister her $5 and gave me $5 to get the kids something to eat. I said
what about my other $10. but she put me off. She Faid everybody else
and I'm the one who’s helping her the most. I could have most every-
thing I needed if I didn’t have to divide with my mother and her eight
kids. But she’s my mother and I don’t want to turn her down.”
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Ruby Bank’s rationale shows how people intentionally obligate
others in the process of swapping objects and services back and forth.
People give objects of exchange to others generously, new things,
treasured items, furniture, ears and TV’s, goods that are perishable,
and innumerable services, especially child care. A value is placed upon
the goods given away, but the value is not determined by the price or
market value of the object. Many goods have been acquired through

revious trades. Presumably stolen goods am bought at prices far

low retail cost. The value of the object given away is based upon its
retaining power over the receiver, that is, how much and over how long
a time period the giver can expect returns on the gift. Twe irdividuals
rarely trade one thing in exchange for another at the same time and
place. The object swapped is an object offered with the intent, to obli-
gate the receiver over a period of time.

The expectation of future return rather than immediate exchange
illustrates the insurance-savings role of trading. This role is also re-
vealed by the perceived nature of ownership of traded property. A
giver retains “ownershi&)” rights in the object. Injsome cases, the object
itself may be reclaimed. More often the ownership is more directly
analogous to a bank deposit ; the depositor has no right to return of the
specific money deposited but rather a claim against the bank which
must be hionored on the depositor's demand. So, in trading, goods or
services are given on the understood condition that the giver can re-
ceive an 2quivalent in return, when needed, that the giver can, in effect,
draw on the account. Tt

As already noted above, participants in domestic trading networks
constantly seek to expand their network, thereby increasing their sense
of security. Here we see an application of the risk-spreading principle
of insurance.

The relationship between trading networks and poverty is best illus-
trated by the case of Magnolia’s sister Lydia, who was a participant
in Magnolia’s domestic network. Lydia married, and she and her hus-
band hoth found steady employment. Economically, they moved into
middle class status in Jackson Harbor, and Lydia dropped out of
Magnolia’s network, refusing to assist her network partners and ceas-
ing to participate in trading. Such conduct was condemned hy Lydia’s
kin but failed to change her condnet. Lydia no longer needed the seen-
rity provided by the trading system. Given her circumstances, she
would be expected to give more than she would receive, at least in the
short run. However, after many years Lydia and her husband sepa-
rated. Lydia immediately attempted to reobligate her kin to her by
giving away many of her finest and most expensive possessions. Lydia
was establishing credit for the hard times ahead.

IV. “Faxmy” 1x Poor Brack Coxaronities: InreLicaTION For PonLic
Aw Poricy

The family patterns illustrated in the previous seetions represent an
adaptation poor black families must make to survive. Pnblic assistance,
the primary income source for many of these families, does not provide
income sufficient for even a subsistence level existence. Before examin-

. ing how the domestic network adaptation should influence policy, it iz
important to point out that benefit levels available to public aid recip-
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ients are exceedingly low. The Social Security Act leaves to the States
the determination of the actual dollar grant paid fo AFDC recipients.’
Each State prepares what is supposed to be a budget of minimum
needs, but these have little mmeaning. Only 14 States pay 100 percent
of “budgeted need,” but many of these budgets are artificially low.?
Most States do not pay 100 percent of budgeted need to AFDC fami-
lieg; some pay reduced percentages of budgeted need, others impose
flat dollar maximuns per family or recipient.?

In March 1972, only one State, Connecticut. paid an AFDC family
an amount suflicient to meet the barest survival needs measnred by
the official poverty level of $4,000 per annnum for a family of four.?
And this $4,000 figure contemplates a diet likely to result in long
run malnutrition, allowing only 91 cents per day per person for foad.
Eleven of the States paid maximum AFDC benefits of less than
50 percent of the minimem poverty level (less than $167 monthly).
Seven other States, for w total of 22, paid $200 monthly or less.
Mississippi computed the minimum needs of a family of four at %277
monthly and paid that family $60 per month. Maine computed need
at $349 monthly and paid $168; in Delaware, the maximum was $158.1*
Families that try to raise their total income through carnings face
the frustration of seeing most of their carnings go to the State and
Federal Governments in the form of reduced AFDC payments. In-
come from sources other than employment, including support pay-
ments, often result in dollar for dollar reduction in AFDC benefits
even though the benefits are less than budgeted need.*?

The patterns of residence, marital relations, and trading networks
described above represent the strategy wsed by poor black famiiics
to survive within these low incomes. Since Jow AFDC benefits are
likely to continue, we may expect that the observed family patterns
are unlikely to change. In the next twu sections, we point out the
importance of considering these family patterns in determining: (A)
the appropriate policy with regard to obtaining child support pay-
ments from fathers of children receiving AFDC, and (1) tﬁc appro-
priate definition of “family” in income maintenance programs.

A. Child Suppore in Perspective

On the question of support of children, general agreement exists
as to two major objectives. There is little disagreement with the objec-
tive of achieving for all children adequate financial, social, and affec-

? Rosado v. Wyman, 397 U.8. 397 (1970).

* Department of Hesalth, Bducation, and Welfare, State’s Method for Determi-
nation of Amount of Grant for an AFDC Family Size of Four (as of Mar. 31,
1972). Unpublished. Hereafter cited as HEW Survey.

* HEW Survey. See also Jefferson v. Hackney, 406 U.8. 535 (1972) ; Dandridge
v. Williams, 397 U.S. 471 (1970).

¥ HEW Survey.

! HEW Survey.

“The Social Security Act requires the States to take into consideration in
determining need any income or resource of any AFDC recipient, 42 U.8.C. § 602
(7), except for limited income from employment, see text at footnote 18,
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tive resources.’* Nor is there substantial disagreement with the concept
that parents, not the State, should be primarily respensible for the
support of their children, or with its corollary, that, the objective
of providing for children be met with the least possible cost to the
taxpayer.'t

It f)ollows from these propositions that the Government should at-
tempt a large scale effort to obtain child support contributions only
if the benefits in terms of taxpayer savings outweigh the enforcement
costs, and if there is no substantirl adv-:rse effect on the resources
available to the children involved.

1. EFFECTS ON CHILDREN O} VIGOROUS I'GRSUIT POLICY

Large scale efforts to scek contributions from nonsupporting fathers
would do little or nothing to help dependent AFDC children. Some
poor children may even lose previous financial and psychological
resources as a resnlt of a policy o? vigorous pursuit.

First, whatever the increase i support payments from fathers of
children receiving AFDC, nearly all the money would go to State and
Federal governments in the forin of reduced welfare payments, In 35
of the 50 States, any payment recovered from the father of a welfare
child acerues solely to the State, the child receiving nothing.** In 20
of these 35 States, the child receives nothing even tﬁough the State is
paying public assistance benefits which are less than the State’s own
version of minimum needs. In West Virginia, for example, the s:and-
ard of need for a family of four is $265 monthly, but #he State only
pays $138. If the father were to contribute or pay $100 either volun-
tarily or by court order, the State payment is reduced to $38, leaving
the family with only $138, still $127 short of the budgeted figure for
minimum subsistence needs In nine other States, u portion of the
father’s payment goes to his children and a portion to the State, but
the State receives the greater portion in most of these cases. In only
seven States would a father’s payment go entirely to the child and
these States all pay assistance benefits less than budgeted need. Even
in these seven States, as with the nine in which the child receives a por-

® The Social Security Act provisions on AFDC stress the provision of “financial
assittance and rehabilitation and other services” to dependent children and the
importance of providing them with “continuing parental care or protection” and
of maintaining and strengthening family life, 42 U.S.C. § 601. State welfare
laws often speak in terms of providing sufficient income to protect the health
and well-being of children. Judicéal decisions abound with expressions such
as “. . . protection of such [dependent] children is the paramount goal of AFDC,”
King v. Bmith, 392 U.8. 309, 325 (1968).

¥ Every State requires parents to support thefr children. A State which
requires a biological father to support his legitimate children must slso require
support of illegitimate children. Gomez V. Perez, 93 S. Ct. 872 (1973). The Social
Security Act requires the States to develop programs for obtaining upport from
AF¥DC fathers. 42 U.S.C. §§602 (11) and (17). However, benefits to eliglhle
children cannot be denied even if the mother refuses to identify the father. Doe v.
Bwank, 332 F. Supp. 61 (N.D,, 111, 1971), aft"d sub nom Weaver v. Doe, 404 U.S.
987 (1971).

* HEW Survey.

Al



294

tion of the support payment, the child benefits only to the extent that
the public assistance payment plus his share of the father’s payment
brings the family up to the State’s budget of minimum need. Thus, in
the seven State group, (assumng a budgeted need of $300 and a maxi-
mum puvlic assistance payment of $250) if the father pays $100 sup-
port, the children receive only $50, the other $50 going to the State.
It is therefore more accurate to describe the current situation on pay-
ments by AFDC fathers as “State reimbursement payments” rather
than the commonly used expression “support payments.”

Not only would AFDC children gain little or nothing from a vigor-
ous })u’rsult of their fathers, but the net effect may be a reduction in the
total resources available to the children. The findings of this study in-
dicate that many children could lose the precious financial and psycho-
logical resources that absent fathers and their families now provide
on an informal and voluntary basis. Stack’s findings show that the cru-
cial issue in terms of the resources available to a child is whether the
father openly acknowledges the child to be his, thereby bringing the
father’s kin into the child’s domestic network. The actual financial
support from the father may be small or nonexistent, and the expecta-
tion of such support is low, particularly where the father and mother
do not marry. The significant element is the variety of material and’
psychological resources the child obtains from the father’s kin if the
father openly accepts the child. These resources cannot be measured in
terms of dollars; tHey include providing child care, feeding the child,
providing furniture, sharing clothing which eirculates among children
in the network, including the child in social and recreational activities.
On occasion the father’s kin assume complete care of the child. More-
over, a substantial number of AFDC fathers maintain close relation-
ships with their children and play an important parental role in af-
fection and discipline, even though offering no financial support.

The importance of the supportive role of the father’s kin must be
evaluated in terms of the inadequacy of AFDC payments. The
strengthening and expansion of domestie networks is vital to the sur-
vival of poor families. A child’s network can be doubled in size by in-
clusion of its father’s kin, but this is dependent on the father’s acknowl-
edgment of paternity.

A program which actively seeks legal sanctions against low-income
black fathers who are not voluntarily contributing to the support of
their children is likely to deprive some poor children of sorely needed
material, psychological and social support which would otherwise be
forthcoming from the father and his kin. We submit that it is a rea-
sonable assumption that some fathers will refuse to acknowledge pater-
nity to reduce the iegal harassment that may follow. Because stz
port proceedings aczainst AFDC fathers was virtually nonexistent 1a
Jackson Harbor, Stack could not have discovered actual cases of
refusals to acknowledge because of fear of legal entanglements. We
have found no reliable data in any other source. We submit that it is
reasonable to expect that it will not be long before it is understood in
poor black communities that open acknowledgment of paternity in-
creases the speed and certainty of judicial decrees of support. But
whatever a court may decree, the father’s determination will prevail
as to whether the child receives support from his kin. A court may or-
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der support, but if the father loses his job, no funds will be received
by either the child or the State. Even wlere a father has first aceepted
a child, his later disaflirmation usually results in a withdrawal of the
father’s kin from the child’s domestic network (except that where
close, long term relationships have developed between the child and
certain of the father’s kin, those kin may remain in the network).
In some cases, the pursuit of low-income fathers to reimburse the

Stato for public assistance payments may result in a loss of additional -

financial benefits available to a child. A father may not offer regular
support but may make occasional gifts of money, or pay some rent
in a crisis, or buy the child clothing. Such cash outlays may occur
on occasions when the father is able to obtain a job after a period of
unemployment. The amounts may appear small to the more afluene,
but a gift of $30 is more than is generally budgeted by welfare author-
ities for food for a child for an entire month. In many States, small
gifts not regularly received are not considered as resources or in-
come and dd not reduce the amount of public assistance payment; if
technically a rescurce, they are unlikely to be reported.* If a father is
saddled with a reimbursement order, the likelihwod that he will have
the funds or desire to make an additional payment to his child is
sharply reduced, if not negated. Public policy should encourage, not
disccurage, AFDC fathers tdé give assistance, however small, to their
children living on below-subsistence incomes. :

Vigorous support programs can have additional negative eflects on
poor families. Increasing the contributions of a low-income father can
hurt the father’s cuvrent family while not helping his children from
a prior union, since the amonnt tiken from the father will generally
accrue to the State. Some low-income AFDC fathers are supporting
or contributing to the support of children other than their AFDC
child, and often living with those non-AFDC children and married to
their mother. A division of the father’s income to reimsburse the State
for its AFDC payments to a child by a prior union may result in
adding his present family to the welfare roll, or driving that second
family decper into poverty. Or it may be the last straw which leads
the already overburdened father, struggling a¢ a thankless job at low
pay, to give up the ghost. Gelhorn suggested that the financial return
on support actions arc achieved at the cost of “later social expenses
for institutionalization of the parties, for lawlessness by men whose
Jatent grudges against society are aroused, and for the economic and
emotional wounds that may be suffered by the defendant’s other
family. In short, there are hidden as well as direct costs in collecting
these moneys.” **

N The prospect of smali sums of money recefvad by an AFDC family going un-
reported to the welfarce authorities raises for some the spectre of “welfare cheat-

ing,” for others the issue of inequalities of administration. We are not referring -

to families with adequate income of their own committing fraud in its true sense
to obtain welfare payments. We are speaking of eligible families living on below-
subsistence welfare payments who must utilize every available resource to sur-
vive. It is the system which pays a family less than its minimum need, and then
attempts to deprive the family of a father’s occasional gift, that causes such
“jrregularities.” If the suggestion herein were adopted and the farily permitted
to retain a father’s contribution up to a standard of minimum adequate needs,
the “nonreporting” {ssue would virtually disappear.

¥ Gelhorn, Children and Families in the Courts of New York City, 196 (1954).
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2. ALTERNATIVES WHICH MAXIMIZE RESOURCES TO POOR CHI1LDREN

The policy of l%ml proceedings against large numbers of low-income
fathers of AFDC children is potentially harmnful to children. But
what are the alternatives? In this section, we suggest alternatives
largely based on our findings concerning poor black families.

he decision as to whether a nonsupport proceeding shonid be insti-
tuted against the father should trrn on whether the action will increase
or diminish the totality of resources available to the child. The person
best able to make this determination is the mother, not. the district
attorney or the social worker. Only the mother can measure the value
of support uailable from the father’s kin network and the potentiality
of its loss if legal action is brought against the father. The mother
too is move likely to know or be ahle to leayn whether the father is
earning enough on a regular basis to make a legal proceeding
worthwhile.

Mothers, of course, must obtain financial bencfits for their children
if they are to pursue legal remedies voluntarily. As noted above, in
most States there is an effective 100 percent tax on support paynients
from the AFDC father since they accrue entirely to the goverument.

We propose that the Social Security Act be amended to require that
at least two-thirds of child support payments would not b counted as
income for purposes of computing a family’s AFDC grant. This
change would allow welfare families to retain most of the child sup-
port money. Given the low level of AFDC benefits and the low income
of most AFDC fathers, this proposal would not vesult in AFDC fami-
lies with incomes substantially above minimal needs. The proposal
applies to support payments the same concepts underlying the work
incentive provision currently in effect. The Social Security Act ** pro-
vides that part-time earnings of AFDC children and the first $30
monthly plus one-*hird of additional earnings by an AFNC mother
may not be treated ns income in computing need.

There are of course somne cases where the father's income is more
than adequate for his own nceds and those of relatives he already is
supporting voluntarily, and where a refusal of a mother to press for
support of children fithered by such & man would be unreasonahle.
There is no reason why a simple system cannot be developed to collect
support from AFDC fathers who are fully employed and perfectly
capable of supporting their children. In fact, 2 model already exists
for such a program. In some States, “responsible” adults are required
to suggort their indigent adult relatives. For example, an adult son
may be required to contribute to the support of his aged father who
is receiving old age assitance. Federal regulations require that the
State establish a scale of contributions based on sufficient income to
warrant expectation that relatives can contribute to the suppoit of
applicants or recipients, “which income scale exceeds a minimum level
of living and at least represents & minimum level of adequacy that
takes account of the needs and other oblizations of the relativ. 4”19

®42 U:S8.C. §602(a) (8B).

»45 C.F.R. §233.20(a)(8)(vl). Arguably, the language of the regulation
makes it applicable to child support as well as support of relatives other than
children, but the States generally do not apply any uniform scale to child
support payments. Rather, courts set support payments on a case-by-case basis.
Changes to reflect fluctuations of income require additional court appearances.
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The regulations require that “no reguest will be made for contribution
from relatives whose net cash income is below the income scale.” In
other words, before support payments are requirad, the relative must
have sufficient income to meet the minimum adequate needs of the
relative and those directly dependent upon him.

State plans on file with HEW tha’. set old-age assistance support
standards for adults with needy aged parents o''or a guide to ap-
propriate income levels and required contributions for AFDC fathers.
Some examples from different arcas of the country and representing
a spectrum of income contribution levels are:

Contributions required of adult child for support of aged parent’

Monthly
Monthly contribution
income required
Ohio:
Single PersSOn . oo oo e m e t §221 $10
B YU 632 80
With 3dependents. oo oen oo ... 2 440 5
) 0 7Y 632 40
New Jersey:
Single Person. oo oo o e e e cme—aan ? 370 10
DO e veee—— e —m————- 1,200 380
With 3 dependents________ ... . _.____. 2730 10
10 e e e eiie e e em————— 1, 200 138
Virginia (higher income counties):
Ringle person__ .. e 2 475 10
O e e e e e —a———————— 900 164
With 3 dependents____ . o oo ... 2724 7
D0 e et eee————— 900 86
California:
Single person_. . o cieaao- 2533 10
| 3 1 Y Y e emm—en 1, 333 65
With 3dependents. . o o oo oL 21,333 5

F 1 Inforimation supplicd by Assistance Payments Administration, Social and Rehabilitation Service,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
4 No eontributions required if income I8 below listed figure,

Realistic income contribution standards would also insure that
the Government did not push the father’s current family into poverty
and onto the welfare roﬁs in the process of recouping AFDC pay-
meits to children from the father’s earlier union. Thev would also
result in more fruitful collection cfforts against those able to pay and
avoid the waste inherent in pursuing low-income fathers +with little
or no ability to contribute. Realistic income contribution schedules
would save endless hours of legal and judicial time since the ontcome
of legral proceedings would be preordained once paternity is established
or acknowledged. The incentive to litigate in the hope of obtaining
rednced payments would be eliminated.

3. BAVINGS FOR TAXPAYERS, MYTH OR REALITY?

The question remains as to whether the proposals above would resnlt
in any increase in the taxpayers’ cost of supporting the welfare pro-
gram for children. Even if it could be shown that some additional
cost to the taxpayer is involved, we submit that it is far ontweighed
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by the benefits of maximization of resources to the children. If in
fact the policies conflict here, our value judgment is clear. But we
do not believe there is any such conflict in fact, for it has never becn
satisfactorily demonstrated that a broad scale of legal proceedings
against AFDC fathers will produce any substantial savings for the
taxpayer. Certainly no program should be undertaken which threatens
the resources of poor children until the burden of proof has been met
that the program will achieve some benefit for somecne.

Availa{:]e information from this and ather studies on reimburse-
ment payments from AFDC fathers indicates that an enforcement
Frogram against the broad population of AFDC fathers will lead to
oW per capita returns. Althougl Stack did not undertake a study of
employment or income of AFDC fathers in the flats, her observation of
the fathers permits an attempt to draw a composite picture of AFDC
fathers in the flats. The father would be a young man between 18 and
35, a high school dropout, unskilled or semiskilled worker, 1nem-
ployed or sporadically employed in low-paying Eositious. This profile
conforms with the statistical information available concerning AFDC
fathers and black males living in low-income urban areas. A national
survey of AFDC families in 1971 ® found that among those fathers
whose cducational status could be determined, only 27 percent had
finished high school.?* This rate of graduation is only one-half of the
already low graduation vate for all black males in the labor force, age
22 to 34, living in low-income urban areas.?

Additional evidence on the economic opportunities of black males in
low-income areas shows much the same picture. In an analysis of 1970
census statistics for low-income urban areas, the Natinnal Urban
League found the “rcal” unemployment rate among all blacks to be
23.8 percent.?® This real rate includes those officially counted as un-
employed and those “discouraged” workers who would accept employ-
ment. if available but who no longer seek work actively because of
repeated irability to find work. Earnings and occupations are other
indicators of economic status. Of all black males living in low-income
arcas, 42 ryercent earned less than $6,000.2* Only 25 percent werked in a

® National Center for Social Statistics, “Findings of the 1971 AFDC Surver”
{hereafter National AFDC Survey). Pt. I—"Demographic and Frogram Char-
acteristics,” DIIEW Publ. No. (SRS) 72-03756. Pt. 1I—"Financial Circmn-
stances,” DHEW Publ. 72-03757.

= National AFDC Survey, pt. [, table 20.

* U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census Population: 1970 Employment Profiles of
Selected Low Income Arcas. PHC (3) 1, January 1972 (hereafter Low Income
Census), table 2(a).

* National Urban League, Inc., Black Unemploymeni: A Crisis Situation
(1972), table 3.

* Low income census, table H. A “study” by the California State Social Wel-
fare Board, Final Report of the Task Force on Absent Parent Child Support
(1971) incinded a tabulation (app. 3(e). item 9) which set forth firures which
fadicate that 53 percent of ahsent AFDC fathers whose {ncome s “known”
earn more that $400 monthly. These figures are listed as if they ™ere authorita-
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white-collar occupation and only 12 percent worked as craftsmen or
foremen.*

The second piece of evidence against the belief that a vigorous pur-
suit policy would yield taxpayer savings is based on actual experience.
The national eirvey of AFDC families by HEW?s National Center for
Social Statistics revealed that only 13.3 percent of the absent fathers
of AFDC children were making “support” payments in 1971 2¢ and
that the total of these payments comprised only 17.6 percent of the
total income (including public aid) of the families to which they were
contributing.*” The average payment from contributing fathers was
$85 per month but more than half of these fathers contributed less
than %75 monthly.?® These figures of actual payments are probably
much higher than collections from an enforcement program against
the entire population of AFDC fathers would oe. In view of the
limited and sporadic nature of cnforcement proceedings against
AFDC fathers, those actually making reimbursement payments are a
sclect group, likely to represent a more highly paid, regulariv em-
ployed ; roup than would be found in the overali AFDC absent father
population.

There is little data available on whether more widespread support
enforcement progrums against AFDC fathers would produce substan-
tial incomne in excess of the costs of the program. The national A¥DC
survey for 1971 found that the whereabouts of 53 percent of absent
AFDC fathers was unknown.?® Whethei' this reflects actual difficulties
in locating fathers or the lack of enforcement procedures is speculative.

Many State officials share the view ef Arkansas welfare officials that
an intensive program for sccuring payments “would not be worthwhile
because most absent parents did not have the means to support their

tive, and only one who reads the entfre report discovers a sentence on p. 10 that
“The informal study (app. 3) was not designed to meet the criteria for scientific
sampling methods, and the size of the sample in relation to the universe is such
that the results are not valid for reliable projection.” Despite this admission,
the California report and recommendations is based largely on the “findings” of
the study. The statistics on incomes appear doubtful because they paralle! the
income figures for all black full-time yvear-round workers in low-income areas.
(Low Income Census, table H.) There is no record, study, or observation that
waould suggest that incomes of ahsent AFDC fathers would be the same as the
entire population of full-time working black people. In addition, the California
statistics appear to have been compiled by asking AFDC mothers what was the
income of the absent fathers, hardly an accurate means of obtaining information.
Finally more than half of the fathers’ incomes in the already inadequate sample
were unknown, further rendering the remaining “statistics” useless.

* Low Income Census, table 5(a).

® National AFDC Survey, pt. 11, talle 62.

¥ National AFDC Survey, pt. I1, table 544,

* National AFDC Survey, pt. 1L. tables 56 and 62.

® National A¥DC Survey, pt. I, table 16. Thirty-eight percent of all AFDC
fathers were uaknown, but the computation included fathers in the home (187
percent) and fathers known to be dead. institutionalized or in a foreign country
(9.1 percent). Therefore. of the absent fathers from whom support is theoretically
available, the whereabouts of 53 percent were unknown,
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families.” * In Jackson Harber, support proceedings against AFDC
fathers are rare. On the other hand, n the State of Washington, ac-
cording to a study by the Comnptroller General, reimbursement pay-
ments from AFDC fathers were claimed to be five times what State
officials claimed were costs of collection.® Whether this ratio, if ac-
curate, is attributable to Washington’s well organized program for col-
lection from AFDC fathers, as the Comnptroller General assumed, or
whether the ratio vas not significantly different from other States is
difficult to determine. In most States, responsibility for cuiiection fromn
AFDC fathers is spread among local welfare and faw enforcement offi-
cials, making an accurate determination of collection cost difficult if
not impossilﬁe. In Washington a centralized collection agency makes
cost determination somewhat more possible, but not entirely accurate,
and it appears that the Comptroller Genera! uncritically accepted the
cost estimates of State officials. For exanple, the cost figures used hy
the Comptroller General cover only the statewide central collections
section of the State welfare agency. This section does not appear to
employ any attorneys, enforcement proceedings being referred by the
collection section to law enforcement officials.?2

No consideration was given to costs of law enforcement agencies
in proceedings against AFDC fathers or to the costs of the judicial
agencies involved, even though it appears that approximately 40
percent of the eases involved judicial proceedings.? These eosts will be
substantial in any broad experiment. For exainple. in Jackson Harbor
with an AFDC caseload of approximately 500 cases. an attorney was
paid $3,000 per year by the State, supposedly as a fee for hringing
support actions against AFDC fathers as well as for performing other
legal services for the welfare agency. Computing the tine available
at the minimum established bar rate, the attorney conld devote less
than 2 howrs per week to the bhusiness of the welfare agency.

The findings of the 1971 national AFDC surveyv sharply challenge
the validity of the Comptroller General’s conclusien that “The State
of Washington was more successful in collecting child support for
AFDC childven than were the other States (Arkansas, Jowa, and
Fennsylvania) included in our review.” Washington differed from the
national average in percent of contributing fathers by onlv 5.5 per-
cent (18.8 percent to 13.3 ;- rcent) and in average contribution by

® Comnptroller General of the United States, Collection of Child Support Undcr
the Program of Aid 0 Familica With Dependent Children. 22 (1972) (hereafter
cited as Comptroller General’s report). See also Kaplan. Swpport From Abscnt
Fathers of Children Receiving ADC, U.8. Bureau of Public Assistance Report
Noa. 41 (1960). The author of a field survey of snpport enforcement in Kentucky
douhbted whether any substantial cost savings would result from a State en-
forcement program against AFDC fathers, 57 Ky. L.J. 228, 255 (1969), but fa-
vored such a program {f the funds collected were primarily retained by the chil-
dren, not the State. Under Kentucky practice at the time, 85 percent of AFDC
support payments accrued to the State. Further, if a support order was in eiTect,
the State reduced the AFDC payment on the assumption that the required pay-
ment wounld actually be made, 80 that the children suffered the loss of nonpayment
while the State reaped the benefit even if the payment was never made. Gardner,
Maintaining Welfare Families’ Income in Kentucky: A Study of the Relationship
Between AFDC Grants and Support Paymenis From Absent Parents, 57 Ken-
tucky ILaw Journal, 228 (1969). .

" Comptroller Gereral’s report at p. 9.

# Comptroller General’s report at p. 14.

# Comptroller General’s report at p. 17.
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only $3.63 monthly ($38.52 to $84.89). Pennsylvania, which appears
to follow the usia }mttorn of limited pnrsnit of AFDC fathers (and
which was criticized by the Comptroller General) does almost as well
as Washington, Pennsylvania fathers contributing in 16 percent of
the cases an average amount of $92.88,34

In short. no case has as yet been made that any net benefit wonld
accrue to the taxpayer from laws such as that passed by the Senate
in 1972 (but dropped in Conference) making nonsupport a Federal
crime in certain cases, or from devoting snbstantial amonnts of pnblic
funds to finance a vigorous program of enforcement of current State

support laws.
B. Definition of Family

Welfare svitemns based on a determination of need must have
a means of deflining an economic unit for the pnrposes of deter-
mining eligibility and the amonnt to be paid in benefits, Under
the AFDC program and many proposals for public assistance pro-
grams involving children, the economic unit is defined in terms of a
“family”, that is. in terms of a gronping of individuals rather than
a single person. Such a grouping follows automatically from the in-
clnsion of children. Children are incapable of self-snpport; hence a
determination of their need depends upon a neasnrement of svhat s
reccived or available from adults, Sccond. caring for children may
require that one or more adnlts leave the labor market. The needs of
the adult carctaker must then be included in determining needs of
the child unless alternative publicly financed day care facilities are
available. Third, excluding adults responsible for the eare of children
from the recipient unit would require a virtually impossible deter-
mination of how much of their income is actually available to the
children. Otherwise, virtnally all children would be eligible since they
have no income other than that received from adults. Finally, since
cash assistance cannot be paid directly to children, some person
(usually the one acting as their caretaker) must be designated as
“grantee” of public assistance.

Anv attempt to define a “family unit” must, of course, by viewed
in light of the purpose for which the definition is sought. For example,
the concept of “family” under the Internal Revenue Code differs
depending on whether the qnestion is the right to file joint returns,
claim allowances for dependents. dednet cost of child care or attribute
contrgl of income or property,®® As Klein has noted, family unit at
best “may connote a collection of notions of how certain relationships

% The Comptroller General’'s report (p. 34) prepared an analysis which con-
cluded that “in Wasbhiagton the percentage of absent parents making «hild
support payments is rdgnificantly higher than that in other States.” The basis
for thir assertion ix 4 sRamule of only 50 caser out of a total AFDC caseload of
37.840, hardly a statistically valid sample, The natfonal AFDC survey fs hased
on a sample of 1 percent of cacelnad, seven times as great as that nsed fn the
Conptroller General’s report. The difference in xampling alone requires a rejee-
tion of the iiwrression given by the Comptroller General’s report that 43 percent
of absent AFDC fathers are making supnort payments in the lisht of the finding
of only 18.R percent by the national AFDC rurvey. The validity of the Camn.
troller General’s sampla is further vitiated by the fact that fn only 3 ecases ont
of 50 in itz sample in Washington was the identity of the father undetermined,

® Qee Klein. “Familial Relationshing and Eeconomic Well.Reing: Fami'y Unit
Rules for a Negative Income Tax.” 8 Hare. J. Legin, 561, 363 (1971).

20-624-—-73—9
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(for example, dependency, proximity, consanguinity and responsi-
bility) affect individual economic welfare™* And these notions miny
be applicable to one racial. ethnic, or econoniic group but not for
others, whereas the promulration of a law or regulation generally
requires some degree of untformity. Even within a given cultural
group, there will be a wide varicty of domestic patterns. Klein points
out how even the simplest family grouping, a man and woman wha
are legally married, present complex variations which may require
differing treatment under income maintenance programns.*

The reality of family relationsliips for many poor black families
is a complex domestic network. such as the one traced in section IIT.
However, current welfare law and many welfare reform proposals
fail to take acconnt of the implications of these domestic networks
on how best to define “family.”

The basic definition of family in current welfare law is a mather
and her children. This definition was shaped by the provisions of
the Social Security Act establishing the AFDC program. The act
was enacted in 1935, at the height of the depression. at about the
same time as tho massive public works program (commeonly known
as WPA) was instituted. The gencral theory was that the Goveirn-
ment. as employer of last resort, would provide work for every able-
bodied male; public assistance would be necessary only in families
lacking a male breadwinner. Federally supported public assistanee
was therefore provided only to adults who were disabled, blind, aged
and to families with children in whicll one parent was either dead.
disabled or absent from the home. The “absent. father” requirement
was thus created and provided strong encouragement for unemployed
or underemployed fathers to leave the home of their children so that
they might receive AFDC benefits.®® In 1961, Congress finally amended
the Social Security Act to permit but not require the States to pay
AFDC benefits to faimilies where an unemployed father with a recent
history of employment remains in the home.?® but only 23 States and
the District of Columbia now pay such benefits. Tn 30 States. the absent
father requirement continues in effect. In these States. the presence of
the father in the home renders his children and their mother ineligible
for AFDC.

Definition of “family” in AFDC is further limited by a combination
of Federsl and State laws and regulations which limit eligible recip-
ients to children and their parent or other caretaker, and in special
circumstances. to another agult deemed “essential” to the well-being
of the ¢hild. For example, the State law applicable in Jackson Harbor
defines the “family” as a dependent child and his parent. parents, or
other relatives standing in loco parentis to him who maintain a home
for and provide him with care and supervision. This definition is a
far cry from the reality of kin and nonkin who form the active basis
of economic and social cooperation for each child. It does not take into
account the actual number of people sleeping in or eating in a house-

“Ibtd. at 362.

7 1hid. at 373-384.

™ Ring v, Smith, 392 U.8. 309, 327-29 (1908).
*42 U.8.C. §607.
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hold. cven though they may have no income and are actually sharing
the food and housing purchased with public aid funds.*

In Jackson Harbor, the number of adults who may be included in
budgeting need is limited to two. No adult may be included except par-
vents and their children or a relative or foster parent acting in place
of & parcut. There is an exception for a relative deemed “cszential’
to provide cave for the child. This is generally applicable only when
the mother is incapacitated and unable to provide adequate care for
the chiidren or when the mother is working or in a job training pro-
grmn and therefore away from the home. If a household consists of an
able-Lodied mothier and her children and the mother’s mother, sister
and Lrother. only the needs of the mother and children would be com-
puted even though the other adults wonld be sharing the welfare bene-
fitv. If a mother and her children move into the houschold of the
mether's mother so that the mother may enter a job training program,
the grandmother may be deemed an essential person and included in
the welfare budget if she cares for the children but none of the other
adults living in Sxe household would be included.

Kelatives living with AFDC children may cause a reduction in the
amount of welfare payments even though they have no income. In
Juckson Harbor, a major part of the welfare budget. averaging abont
one-third of the total payment (depending on family size), is com-
puted on the basis of renc and utilities. The maximum allowance for
rent (excluding utilities) is $97 per month. The rent maximuin itself is
unrealistic. even for the substandard housing in which most AFDC
recipients live, and particularly for large. families. Nevertheless, if
there is a nonheligible relative living in the home with AFDC children,
in computing AFDC grants, the rent portion of the grant is decreased
by the proportion that noneligible relatives bear te the total occupants
of the residence. This reduction in benefits is made even though the
AFDC family is actuall{; paying more rent than the $97 allowance
and even if the noneligible relatives contribute nothing toward the
rent. If a mother and three AFDC children live in the same household
with the mother’s mother, sister, anid brother (inaking a total of seven)
and the rent for the house is $143, then four-sevenths of $145, or 884
would generally be attributable to the AFDC recipients and included
jn their budget. But in Jackson Havbor, the budget will include only
four-sevenths of the $97 rent maximum, leaving only $50 budgeted for
rent. A similar proration is made for utilities.

The disparity between the reality of families as economic units and
the definition of family in laws governing AFDC is a direct result of
the truncated categorical nature of AFDC, limiting benefits to pavents
and children and excluding the working poor. In this one respect, the
family assistance plan (FAP). which passed the House of Representa-
tives 1n the 92d Congress but failed to win Senate approval, adds real--
ism by taking account of sharing of households by relatives. Section
2155 defines “family™ as—

_"’ The National AFDC Survey, table 11, reported that 34 pereent of AFDC fam-
flies h:'.d_wtsons living in the household who were not in the assistance group.
Inforeation was not reported as to whether snch persons had any income.
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“(a) Two or more individuals—

“(1) who are related by blood, marriage. or adoption.

“(2) who are living in a place of residence maintained by
onc or more of them as his or their own home,

“(3) all of whom are residents of the United States, at
least one of whom is either (a) citizen or (b) an alien law-
fully admitted for permanent residence. and

“(4) atleast one of whom is a child who is in the eare of or
dependent upon another of such individuals

“shall be regarded as a family for purposes of this title . .

Y'nder this definition. all persons related by blood or marriace and
residing in the same houschold are inclnded veithin the family for pur-
poses of deterinining eligibility and benefits. Thus. most. hut not all,
the persons residing in a household which is part of 2 domestic net-
work will be ineluded in computing the need of that houschold.

Unrelated individuals living in the houschold. even if thev have |
become fietive kin, wonld continue to be excluded. Also excluded are
all members of domestic networks that live outside the houschold.
Problems of definition of familv which are probably insohible appear
to preelude any hroader grouping than kin by blood or marriage in
the same houschold. '

A broader definition of “family.” as provided in FAP, would not
necessarily inerease assistance pavments to the familv. Under current
law, only coutributions actnally received by the AFDC group from
relatives living in the same houschold are treated as income of the
AFDC groun which reduce the grant.* This requivement of pronf of
actual contribution applies even to the husband of the inother of AFDC
children by another man.? Since it is virtnally impossible to prove the
amomnt actnally contributed by relatives nnless vohintarily reported,
some AFDQC recipients receiving financial aid from relatives receive
higher benefits than other recipients who report such pavments. A
broader definition of family wonid reflect the true income of the groun
of relatives sharing a houschold. Since many able-bodied adults will
carn more than the increase of the assistance grant attribntable to their
inclusion in the family unit, the net grant would he decreased. :

Our findings indicate that residential patterns among poor nrban
blacks have a high degree of fluidity. One would expect that recipients
will adjust residences to achieve the highest possible benefits. Thus. it
is important to consider the impact of progran rules on family and
household groupings. Enactment of FAP may result in the separa-
1ion of residential gronpings which include children of two mothers.
Such separation would result from the fact that FAP per capita hene-
fits decline as the family size increases, benefits to a family with no
income being:

8800 per year foreach of the first two family members, plus

£400 for each of the next three, plus

$7300 for each of the next two, plus

$200 for the eighth )
with the maximum benefit $3,600. Two sisters living together, cach with
two children, would reccive total FAP benefits of $3,100. Living

(X

A5 CFR. §203.1.
“ Lewis v. Martin, 397 U.S. 552 (1970).
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separately, they would receive $2,000 each for a total of $4.000, an in-
crease in benefits of 29 percent. An offsetting factor might be the loss
of cconomies of larger residential units,

A second possible residential shift would be toward having unem-
ployed or sporadically employed adults aftaching themselves to house-
holds having related children, because ¥.A1? benefits are payable only
to households containing children. In the example of the two zisters
above, if one sister and her two children move in witli her mother and
aunt who are under 65 and living alone, the newly formed family unit
of five will reccive FAP benefits of $2,800, Iess any nonexempt income
of the mother and aunt, The other sister and her children would re-
ceive $2.000

In general, benefit schedules that provide equal grants per person
will tend to encourage larger household groupings of relatives than
schedules whose benelits per person decline with family size.

Despite its improvement over the limited AFDC definition of the
benefit unit, FAP still may cause artificial residential shifts because of
the exclusion from FAD benefits of houscholds without children. Resi-
dential shifts to maximize benefits should be unnecessary. We submit
that a national income maintenance prograin should offer assistance
to all needy persons. Once need and the unavailability of employment
is ostab]is]:(*(ll, we see no reason to deny assistance merely because no
children reside in the household.
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BLACK FAMILY STRUCTURE: MYTHS AND REALITIES
By Axprew BriuiNesvey*

Starany

The average black man wants a geod job, a zood home, zood health,
and a good education for his children. These are thie requisites for a
strong and viable family life.

The popular pictnre of black family life is far remos ca from reality.
Myths concerning black families have been perpetnated because of
superficial analysis by social scientists and misleading media enverage.

The first myth is that black families ave largely broken fainilivs, The
fact is that both father and mother bring up the overwhehning major-
ity of black families. In those cases in which one parent is missing, the
major cause appears to be economic. Among very poor black families
there are large numbers of broken families. Among those black fami-
lies with carnings of §7,000 or more nearly 90 percent of the children
live with both parents. Thus. black men and women are highly com-
mitted to marriage and to stable family life.

A second myth is that there are only two major types of families:
(1) two-parent families, inade np of a father, mother, and their chil-
dren: and (2) one-parent or broken families, composed of a mother
and her children. The reality is far more complex. Many of the one-
prrent and two-parent households contain relatives, snch as grand-
parents, uncles, or nephe=s, friends. or boarders. The large variety of
family compositions means that it is too simple to judge the function-
ing of all single-parent families by looking only at one type of fumily
structure.

A third myth is that low-income black families. especially those
headed by women, function poorly in rearing children. Again the facts
belie the conventional wisdom. For example, child neglect is far less
common among low-income black families than among low-incoms
white families. Furthermore. children from low-iicome black fami-
lies perform equally well whether the family hiead is male or female.
Given tha scvere cconomie constraints facing poor families, black
low-income families function exceeding well, To do this, most par-
ents need. elicit, and gain the cooperation of other poor famiiies in
their neighborhoods, Only a small percentage are in a perpetnal state
of “dysfunctioning.” But even for these families. poverty and dis-
crimination are responsible, rather than any inherent problems of
family structure.

*Vice president for academic affairs and professor of sociology, Howard Uni-
versity. The anthor believes it is appropriate to capitalize “Black” when it is used
as an appellation for “Negro.” Unfortunately, hlack is not capitalized in thi< paper
because of printing style guidelines. The author disagrees with these guidelines,

(308)
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I. MyTiis AsouT Brack Fayinies

Much of the concern about black families in national policy formu-
lations centers on a basic misconception about the structure of family
Jife in the black community and the causes and consequences of family
structure. Students of the family, particnlarly in this country and in
Europe, generally consider the nuclear family normal and all other
family forms deviant. Moreover, most of these students consider that
there are only two major types of families. On the one hand, there is
the nuclear family composed of the Tather, the mother and their chil-
dren: on the other hand, there is something which is called the
hroken family or the single-parent faily. cousisting nsually of a
mother and ler children. The first of these family forns is considered
to e functional. and the latter dysfunctional. This is a naive concep-
tion of family life in the world. It is not even a correct assessment. of
American family life generally, and it is grossly incorrect when it
comes to an analysis of family in the black conmmunity. The struc-
ture of black families is a highly comiplex matter, This is important
because to understand the strength and weakness of a given family
structure for child rearing and other family functions requires going
bevond the simple categorics of male head and female head.

The care children receive in nohnuclear black families is another
subject that is not well understood. The conventional wisdom is that
black families headed by women function poorly in bringing up chil-
dren. This view is highly inaccurate, as many studies cited in this
paper show. The real situation is complex. Through networks of co-
operation between families and despite severe cconomic problems, most
poor black families, including those headed by women, function well.

In Black Families in White America® and in Children of the
Storm® we have referred to the strong social pathology orientation
which governs most of the work done by scholars on black people and
on peor people and particularly on black families that are poor. They
tend to approach poor black families as if they are a problem and then
they proceed to describe this problem and the causes associated with
it all within the context of the family and the black community.

It 1s nearly 9 years since a governmental report concluded that
family life in the black community constitutes a “tangle of pathol-
ogyv * * * capable of perpetuating itself withont assistance from the
white world,” 2 and that “at the heart of the deterioration of the fabric
of Negro society is the deterioration of the Negro family. It is the
fundamental gsource [italic mine] of the weakness of the Negro com-
munity at the present time.” ¢ This analysis, which placed the respon-
sibility for the difficulties faced by black people on the family unit, was
accepted as a key to understanding black people.

* Andrew Billingsley, Black Families in White America, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.
Prentice-I1all, 1968,

* Andrew Billingsley and Jeanne Giovannoni, Children of the Storm: Black
(,‘ih;’ld;-gnoand American Child Welfare, New York: Harcourt Brace & Jovano-
vich, 1972,

* The Negro Family: The case for National Action, Daniel P. Moyniban. Office
of Policy Planning and Research. U.S, Departinent of Labor (U.8. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1965), p. 47.

*Ibid., p. 5.
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Nearly 5 vears later, two white social scientists who called them.
selves “militant integrationists™ wrote a book based on their observa-
tions during a 9-month sojourn in a black connmunity.’ It includes a
chapter entitled “The Negro Ghetto Nonfamily,” which perpetuates
the analysis made so famous by Moynihan but whieh has been thor-
oughly discredited by more careful social analyses.®* Harry Etzkowitz
and Gerald Schaflander state candidly their view of black people :

It ix our own belief that there are practically no plusses in Negro ghetto culturs.
We ree nothing but bitterness and despair, nihilism, hopelessness, rootlessness,
and all the symptoms of socitl disintegration in the poor speech, poor liygiene.
poor edncation, and the lack of security resulting from a nonfamily background
in which the stabilizing paternal factor is absent and where there is no stable
institution to substitute for the family.?

They go considerably beyond the Moynihan thesis of disintegrating
family life in asserting without qualification “that love. warmth.
hygiene, education, and family stability are absent for most Negroes,” ®
They add that “booze, sambling, drugs, and prostitution are the in-
evitable result of the ahsence of a stable family institution.” ®

They insist that the line of causation runs from the family to the
society. After deseribing in extremely negative terms what they con-
sider “momisin”—represented by “the harassed, eranky. frostrated,
churchgoing, overworked mothers who dominate their nonfamilies by
driving young children into fierce competition®—these social scientists
conclude that “the damage resulting [italic added] from this typical
nonfamily life often leads to young dropouts and unwed mothers, and
to crime, violence, aleoholism, and drug addiction.” 1

Despite the incorrectness of their azalvsis of the relationship he-
tween black family life and the white socicty, their views are similar
to those held by many persons, including some members of the poliey-
making bodies of the Nation. The authentication of such views hy
social science scholarship supported by generous foundation grants
serves to perpetuste this erroncouns thinking. As a consequence eu-
lightened neople are stopped from getting on with the task of anahvez-
ing and helping remove the crinnling conseanences of institutionalized
racism that the Report of the Natioral Advisory Commission on Cinil
Disarders so correetly identifies as the most imnortant eause of the dif-
fienlties black peop'e face in this country and the most important eanse
of their ontrage against oppression.

For seholars and polieymakers trying to understand family fune-
tioning in the black community. the chicf limitations of the tvpe of
analysis described above lie in the reversal of the cause and effect re-
lationship between the black family and society and in the ignorine of
the forces of institutionalized racism. It views that family—or at least
black families—as more causal factors in society than products of
society. An additional problem is that this type of analysis ignores

® Henry Etzkowitz and Gerald M. Schaflander, Ghetto Crisis: Riots or Kecon-
ciliations?, Boston: Little. Brown & Co.. 1969,

* Ree. for example. Elizabeth Herzoz. About the Poor: Some Facta and Rnme
Fietions. Children’s Bureau Publication No. 451 (11.8. Government Printing Office,
Washinetan. D.C.. 1967).

' Etzkowitz and Schaflander, op. cit., p. 15.

*Thid.. p. 14.

* Thid.

¥ Ibid., p. 16.
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the variety and complexity of black family and black community life
while concentrating on its negative features. Such analyses ignore both
the existence of a black subeulture and the strengths of the black com-
munity and the black family that have enabled black people to survive
in a hostile environment for more than 300 years. These analyses are
not based on the realities and complexities of life in the black
community.

Contrary to the generally held views, most black families in most
commiunities of any size meet the American test of stability. Most black
families, even those who live in the ghetto, are headed by men. And
most of the men are still married to their first wives. Furthermore,
many black men and women heading families are employed fuil time
but are still unable to 1ift their fainilies out of poverty. What we need
to know more about is how these families manage. How do they fune-
tion? ITow do they meet the needs of their children? My own research,
as well as an increasing number of other studies, suggest that black
family life—even that of the lower class ghetto family—is much more
varied than is generally recognized.

In our research we have found, for example, that the lower class
consists of at Jeast three groups rather “hian one.' Some lower class
black families are managing well both ecor.omically and socially: these
are the working nonpoor. The vast majority of the black lower class
form a middle layer who work, but for poverty wages sometimes less
than the official miniinum wage (which is itself insuflicient to move
families out of the Government’s official definition of poverty). These
are the working poor. Most poor black families fall in this group.
The third segment is composed of the relatively large number of fami-
lies who are economically dependent, termed the underclass or non-
working poor. '

The complexity of family life in the black community has been em-
phasized by Ralph Ellison. When asked by a group of yvoung black
writers to comnent on how they might more truly reflect the complex-
ity of the human condition, using their own experience as a theme, he
replied :

It [the black writer] accepts the cliches to the effect that the Negro family is
usually a broken family, that it is matriarchal in form and that the mother
dominates and castrates the males. if he believes that Negro malss are having
all of these alleged troubles with their sexuality. or that Harlea is a “Negro
ghetto” . . .—well, he'll never see the people of whom he wishes to write. . . .

Ellison’s observations are not confined to fictional descriptions of
black family life. He continues:

I don't deny that these sociological formulas are drawn from life, but I do
deny {aat they define the complexity of Harlem . . . I simply don't recognize
Harlem in them. And I certainly don’t recognize the people of Harlem whom I
know. Which is by no means to deny the ruggedness of life there. nor the hard-
ship, the poverty, the sordidness. the filth, But there is something else in Har-
lem, something subjective, willful, and complexly and compellingly human.'®

Josephine Carson, in a study of the role of black women in the
South today. came to a similar conclusion. She found a strong attach-
ment to familism in black communities.

1 Billingsley, Black Families in White Ameriea. pp, 136-142.

3 «j Very Stern Discipline,” interview with Ralph Ellison, Harpcr's Magazine
(Mareh 1967). pp. 76-05.

1 Tbid., p. 76. -
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They are together, the Hink i3 nut broken. Black ix intimate. Whatever the
broken family is, one feels anbrokenness here more than brokenness:

My sister . .. My cousin ... My mother keeps him while I work ... This
is a picture of my son ... My daddy was a a preacher . , . My granddaddy boutht
my grandma . . . Listen. with a2 man you has to put up with a beap o things
to stay, like yon said you would, till death ... The chillrun stops by my aunt’s
till I comes home . .."

“There is” she concludes, “a chain of black being.”** Her descrip-
tion of the black women among whom she lives is quite in contrast
to that of Etzkowitz and Schaflander:

‘The impression left is of a formidable woman: a worker, a believer; one who
is patient, enduring, full of wit, A fortress. A matriach by default. Someone
had to mother that estranged white South and try to bhind the sundered hlack
family. Negro society is no more matriarchal, no more addicted to her healing
power then the South itself."

Rather than considering black families to be the cause of the poverty
they experience, Josephine Carson observes and remarks on the amaz-
ing ability of black families to survive and maintain stability in the
face of poverty and other overwhelming odds: “Love and family soli-
darity sometimes survive the siege [of poverty]. In this neighborhood.
with all its bitter poverty, the statistics show that only one-third are
hroken homes. Hard to believe.” 17

I1. Brack Faarvies: Tor Stanre MaJgority

The focus on broken families in social science literature vields a
distorted view of black family life. In spite of this public focus, the
fact is the overwhelming majority of black families are stable.

The index of stability generally used is the share of families with
children in which hoth parents are present. By this measure, more
than two-thirds of black families are stable. Of greater importance
is the fact that 92 percent of black families with earnings over $7.000
are headed by males. The only sizable instability occurs among poor
black families.

A full consideration of stability among black families should look
heyond the family structure factor. One should recognize the edica-
tional advances by black vouths that have taken place in *ue last
decades. The share of black 5-year-olds enrolled in school rose from
51 percent to 72 percent between 1960 and 1970. Among 16- and 17-
year-olds, the percentage cnrolled grew from 77 percent to 86 percent
in 1970.

ITomeownership is another important measure of stability. By this
measure, stability increased in the 1960%, as the share of black famnilies
owning their own homes rose from 38 percent to 42 percent. That this
is an achievement is elear when one realizes that homeownership among
whites increased from 64 percent to 65 percent. in this decade. As of
1970, nearly two and a half million black families owned their homes.
These families constitute a stable element in the black community that.
is not generally discu=sed in studies of black family life.

* Josephine Carsosi, Rilent Voices: The Southern Negro Woman Today. Ne.o
York, Delacorta Press, 1969, pp. 7-8.

* Thid.

™ Thid., p. 263.

¥ Ibid., p. 51
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JIT. Tue CoMriex Rearaty oF DBrack Fasuny Smuervnre

1a Black Families in White America™ We have delineated 12
wajor types of family structures that are very common in the hlack
ommunity today. Iirst, we show that among black families, the
nnclear family is by far the most predominant pattern of family life.
contrary to what is generally believed outside the black community and
as portrayed by social science literature. newspapers. and television.
Next, we ]lmint‘ out that family structure may take a variety of forms
:n uennuclear families.

Nuclear Famdlics

One type of naclear family is composed of a hushand and wife
Tiving together in their own house with no children and no relatives
present, This type of nuclear family is generally overlooked in the
diseussion of families in America today. vet it is a very important
foatmre of fainily life in the black community. There is a largze group
»f Iimsbands and wives who live together and have deliberately decided
to Lave no children. A few have not been able to have children, and
core- have had ehildren who have died or have grown up and left the
family home. There are very important, stable, viable, and generally
self-supporting_and productive memlz s of the black community.
Often both husband and wife work, and often both are very active
1 sorial, religious. and community activities. We have referred fo this
fanily type as the ineipient nuelear family. We have estimated that
Toughly a fifth of all families in the black community arve of this
e

A second type of nuclear familv is the more traditional kind of
welear family—a husband and wife and their own children living
‘together in their own house. We have referred to this as a =imp/a
nuclear famnily. More than a third of the families in the black com-
nmnity are of this simple nuclear variety.

Still a third type of nuclear family consists of a mother or father,
tut not. both, living with her or his own children in a household with
no other relatives ov persons present. Commeomly referred to as a
hroken family. this family structure is most often thought about in
Wdisenssions of family life in the black commumitv. We have pointed
out in our own work, however, that this family tvpe. comprising
somewliere hetween a  quarter and a third of families in the black
community. is in itself a complex and varied set of structures. We have
identified ten major subtvpes of this family forin, which we ecall the
atfcrivated nuclear family. Sometimes thev are headed by women.
sametimes by men. sometimes by people who are singles, married or
divoreed, separated or widowed. Each of these differences has an im-
pertant impact not only on the strueture of family life, hut its fune-
tioning as well. So, even when we disenss these attenuated nuelear
families, so-called one-parent. families, we are not disenssing a single
type of family structure. In the black community they are almost
never isolated entities. For the patterns of interaction and mutnal
assictance among family and nonfamily members mean. for instance.
that very few of the children of snch families are withont the intercst,

* Riliingsier. np. cit,
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presence, concern, and assistance of both male and female adnlts anid
older children.
Extendced Familics

Robert Hill, in Strengths of Black Familics® has fonnd that strong
kinship bonds characterize black families and that Wack families
much more frequently than white families take other relatives into their
honsehold. The extended family is an important historic feature of
the black community, which is still present today. The extended family
form consists of those families where, in addition to parents and
children, other relatives also live with the family. "

One may designate thiee types of extended families in the hluck
community, One type consists of a conple which has no children of
its own. but which has other relatives living with it as a permanent
featurc of the familv. Thus. a parent, nncle and aunt. consin. nephew,
or other vounger relative may be part of, and with this conple consti-
tute what we call an incipicat extended family. Commonly. a young
conple will eare for an older relative as part of an ongoing family’
responsibility.,

A second type, a #imple extended family, consists of the family
where a married couple has its own children and, at the same time.
takes in another relative. A third type is the affenuated extended
family, in which a single parent head living with his or her own elil-
dren takes in other family members to live with them. When we speak.
of single-parent families, we are generally not speaking of an isolated
instance of a mother and her children, but of a laraer, thongh generally
unknown, unappreciated network of family relation<hips that provide
the context. for childhood and familv in the black community today.
Extended familism and the cooperation it represents has saved many
black families from the more crippling effects of poverty, and it has
enabled many to achieve and maintain middle-income status.

Augmented Familios

In addition to the varions {vpes of nuelear families and extended
families, there is another major eategory that we have called ang-
mented families. These families consist of these in which, in addition
to the primary family members—parents, children. and other rela-
tives—there are nonrelatives who become permanent featnres of the
“amily. Thus, a boarder. or lodger. or relatively Jong-terin guest often
becomes an important feature of familv life in the biack community
today, and these we call auginented families heeayse the primary fam-
ily members are augmented by a nonrelative who, nevertheless, is an
important part of the social context of family life,

As we can readily see, these angmented families also constitute
several subtypes. There mav be incipient angmented families., =im ple
augmented familiea, or exfended anmnented families, and in every
black community of any size in the coimtry todav, all these vavietics
of familv forms mav be found livine and working side by side. Tt may
seem to be one whole conmunity of single-parent. families to the ont-
gider. or one whels community of two-parent families. In either case,

¥ Hill. op. eft,
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it is a misleading conception, for the variety and complexity of family
life 1s masked rather than revealed by these simplistic labels.

The Importance of Social Class

While it is important to note the distinetions of family structure,
it is also important to note that these structures are themselves highly
related to the social elass structure in America. Thus, the greater the
ceonomic and educational well-being, and the more community support
available to the family, the more likely the family form will approach
the simple nuclear type. Among black families where there has been a
history of cconomic security, a high level of education, and a great deal
of acceptance in the {arger society, family forms approach the simple
nuclear form and the incipient nuclear form. Among those families at
the bottom of life’s resources there is likely to be a higher proportion
manifesting the various attenuated forms of family life—whether
mmclear, extended, or angmented.

Thus, poor families who have traditionally had very low incomes

“{with a 1969 income of under $3,000, a condition which nearly a third

of all black families still face) show a high incidence of attenuated
family forms. Over half of the families 1n this income group were
attenuated, most often reflecting a female head, but in some cases this
means a male head who cares for his children with the help of rela-
tives. If we examine families whose income ranged between $5.000
and $7,000 a year in 1969, the incidence of attenuated families falls
to about a quarter. In other words. three-quarters of the families in
this relatively low-income group had men as family head. Among the
relatively high-incomne group of over $10,000 a year. the share of black
families with male heads increases to over 90 pereent.

Family income also influences racial differentials in the share of

‘males heading families. The difference between white families and

Mack families in terms of the incidence of male heads in the £10,000
and over group is less than 3 percent. But among the low-income group
of under $3.000, the difference between low-income white families and
low-income black farnilies is nearly 28 percent.

Thus, social class can be seen to have an important bearing on the
structure of family life. The lower the social class, the higher the
incidence of attenuated families. The higher the social class, the hizher
the incidence of simple nuclear families and simple extended families
as well as incipient families which have a male head. But it is impur-
tant also to point out that social class does not itself account for all
of the differences. The racial factor is seen in the wide discrepancy
Dbetween family forms in the loe-income black and white communities.

IV. Brack Fasinres axp tie Care or Cinrorex

The socialization, care, and protection of children constitute a com-
plex of the most important functions of family life. The extent to
which black families function adequately in providing food, cloth-
ing, and shelter for their children, and protecting them {rom neglect
and abuse. depends heavily on the types of social supports the family
receives from the society, It also depends on the position of the family
in the social class structure. Thus, working-class families, middle-class
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families, and upper-class families in the black commamity provid: a
progressively higher level of protection to their children than familie<
in the lower class, and the under elass. This is due not. o mneh to il
nature of the family strneture as to the nature of the resources avali-
able to the family to help them care for their children. A Linshan i
and father is one, but not the only important figure and function
necessary to insure the well-being of children. In the black comnunis -
particulariy. ather family members, relatives and friends, netghibor-,
and other role madels often provide some of the screens of oppe-
tunity which enable smne families to fumetion better than others, Fven
among the lowest sacial elasses in the black community. families pro.
vide better care of their childrens than white families in similar o ial
cireumstances. Black people are not nearly so alienated from thae:
families. their children. or themselves as other people are.

1t 15 not generally appreciated, for example, that child neglect an-t
abuse are mnch more common in white families than in black familie=.
Child neglect is mich more common among lower class white families
than among lower class black families. Child abuse is much more likely
to occur in white families than in black families who live in similar.
or even worse, economic circumstances. In a study of physical neglect
and abnse of young children in low-income families in New Yorl:
State, Leontine Young found that even thongh black families wore
overrepresented in the popnlation she sampled (public welfare
clients), neglect and abuse were much more prevalent among white
families. She found a similar phenomenon in a series of studies she
conducted in various cities across the Nation.?

Finther. the 1960 U.S. Census reported that although black children
were overrepresented in institutions for Gelinquents, they were under-
represented in institutions for neglected and dependent children: oniy
8.4 percent of all children in institutions for the dependent and
neglectad were black, considerably less than their proportion in the
population.?

A third study was part of my own research. In a randomly selected
sample of 40 white and 40 black low-income families headed by women,
the researchers found that the physieal abuse of children was over
twice as common among white mothers as among black mothers: 5
percent of the white mothers but only 13 percent of the black mothers
abused their children.?? And in a study of 206 white and 239 black
families in public welfare caseloads, it was found that 63 percent of
the white families as compared with 43 percent of the black families
were found to neglect or abuse their children.?

Finallv, in a study of 371 low-income mothers who delivered babies

~at San Francisco General IHospital between September and December

1966, it was found that black fomilies were more likely to have taken

* Leontine R. Young. “The Behavior Syndromes of Parents Who Negleet and-
Abuse Their Children,” doctoral dissertation (Columbia University School of’
Social Work, 1963).

1.8, Census of Population, 1960, Inmatca of Inatitutions, P.C. (2) 3A, tabie
3. n 44,

= Rarbarn Griswoeld and Andrew Billingsler. “Personality and Saclal Char-
acteristies of Low-Income Mothers YWho Neglect or Abuse Their Children” (nn-
puhlished manuseript. 1907).

# Andrew Rillinzsley, “A Study of Child Neglect and Abuse” (unpublishel.
Schooi of Social Welfare, University of California, Berkeley, 1907).
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advantage of prenatal care than were low-income white families.®*
Thus, 26 pereent of the black mathers as compared with 5 percent
of the white mothers were in the group that had received the most
adequate caroe.

Theze data are not to be viewed as evidence that all black families
function well in meeting the instrumentsl needs of their children.
Ratlier. the point to be made s that there is what Robert Cales terms
“sinew™ in the black family; many unrecognized positive attributes
and coping patterns have been generated in order to provide a measure
of protection to children, although the coping behavior varies greasdy.
Many black families function very well indeed, all things considersd.
Yor ‘these families, a Jittle bit mora money wonld solve whatever
problem they have. Other families do not. manage qnite so well. and
the care they give their children is marginal. Still others seem to he in
a constant state of chronic dysfunction, and their children are likely
to be grossly neglected.

When Hylan Lewis and his associates analyzed the attitudes and
hehavior of parental ficures in Washington, I).C.. they found a high
degree of conformity to middle-class norms of child rearing among
very low-income black mothers.?® They also fonnd. however, a high
degree of vulnerability to “unguided. unplaimed influences outside the
family.” * which play an inordinately important role in the social-
ization of children.

These researchers identified tlree patterns of family functioning
with respect to the adequacy of child-rearing behavior in these low-
income families. One gronp of parents not onlv showed great. concern
for their children's health, education, and welfare but also behaved in
such a manner as to assure the care and protection of their children.
They were adequate parents. Lewis writes, “Working with what they
have, [these adequate parents] show high ‘copability,’ self-reliance.
and self-respect.”

A second gronp of parents also had great concern for the welfare of
their children. but they seemed unable to behave appropriately: their
verbalized concern was accompanied by behavior that was inconsistent
with their stated goals. These parents tended to be highly self-centered
and demanding: they seemed to love their children, but they conld not
view them as individuals in their own right. The children were in con-
stant danger of being neglected.

A thixd group of parents seemed unconcerned for the welfare of
their children. and theiv patterns of behavior toward and on behalf of
the children were dvsfunctional. The result was the classic picture of
child neglect: the children were undernourished. their physical ail-
ments were untieated, and they were expozed to violence, harsh treat-
ment, and arbitrary punishment. The parents tended to wse their
children as scapegoats for the frustrations they experienced in their

™ Jeanne Giovannoni and Andrew Billingsier, “Rocinl Determinants Affecting
Prenatal and Well-Baby Care,” paper presented to Western Society for Pediatric
Research, Los Angeles, Califor=ia, 1967,

% Jiylan Lewis. Culture, Cla=., and Poverty, three papers from the Child Rear-
ing Study of Low-Income District of Columbia Families (CROSKTELL), spon-
sored by the Health and Welfare Council of the Xational Capital Area, Wish-
ington. D.C.. February 1567,

* Ihid.. . 3.

¥ Thil. p. G.
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own lives. Dependent and lacking in self-confidence, self-reliance. or
self»fsteom, these parents scemed to resent their children’s dependence
on them.

A stndy made by Joan Gordon and lier associates of low-income
black families in central Harlem also supports the view that some of
thece families function amazinglv well, others function marginally
well, and others are characterized by inadequate social functioning.**
This study also suggests some of the factors that make the difference:
when the forces of the larger society fail these families, many of them
are able to call upon the resonrces of their neighbors and their rela-
tives to snpport the expressive functions of family life and to enable
them to meet. the needs of the children, These are rich resources for the
very snrvival of many poor black families in a hostile societv.

In her studv Dr. Gordon used black interviewers to condnet intensive
interviews with hlack mothers. most of whoin were recipients of Aid to
Families with Dependent. Children. Althongh a great deal of atten-
tion has heen focnsed on the presumed disorganization, estrangement,
and alienation to be fonnd in low-income black families in the ghetto.
thi< stndy did not find these phenomena but rather several levels of
cocial integration. Sixteen of the 46 mothers were considered to he
highlv inteerated into the neishborhood svstem. Their behavior in-
cluded helping each other in time of tronble. helpina each other in
time of illness, mindir.« each ather’s children, and lendine and horroyw-
ing food, monev. and clothes. These highly integrated mothers also
exchanged information with each other ahont the best place to shop.,
how to raise children. problems on the hlock. and problems with the
public welfare department. Twelve of the mothers were considered
to he moderately well integrated ; they were involved 111 at least two of
the fonr areas of mutual aid and at least two of the fonr areas of
information exchange. Thus. almost two-thirds of the mothers were
involved in a network of informal relations with their neichbor:. The
anthors fonnd a similar patternine with respect to kin<aip ties,

The resesrchers had not. expected to find snch a hich level of group
cohesion. “Tt is remarkable,” they conchided. “* * * that given how
little they have in the way of income or material resonrces and how
heset thev are with nroblems, 0 many. nevertheless, share what they
have and try to heln in critical times.”?* Fifteen of the 46 mothers
did, however, reveal the classical picture of i=olation and estrange-
ment: they gave and received no aid or information.

In the area of child rearing, the researchers examined three dimen-
gions of attitude and behavior: (1) the mothers® behavior, knowledge,
and standards with respect to the education of their children: (2) the
mothers’ attitudes about selected child-rearing items: and (3) the
mothers’ preferences for child eare arrangements. Again. the research
found no snpport for the claim of nniversal ignorance, apathy, and ah-
sence of standards in the area of child rearing.

Thus. among the nonworkineg poor. family functioning, even among
those attennated nuclear families with the lowest. incomes in the nrban
black ghetto, is far from uniform. Many families are given by their

% Joan Gordon. The Poor of Harlem: Rneial Functioning in the Underelass,
a report to the Welfare Administration (Office of the Mayor, Interdepartmental
Neighhorhood Rervice Cener, New York, 1965).

®Ibid., p. 42
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unmediate society, their neighbors, and their relatives the resources
that enable them to do an amazingly good job in caring for their
children. Others are given fewer of these resources. And still other
families seem to have been utterly deserted, so that hoth the families
and the wider society suffer the consequences.

Surely one of the most important resources for the care and protec-
tion of children is the presence of “a man in the house.” Most studies
of low-income black families are focused almost exclusively on the
mother as a sonrce of data and also as an object of analysis, in spite
of the fact that most bluck families are headed by men. In 1966 R. C.
Stone and F. T. Schlamp reported to the California State Department
of Social Welfare on their study of 1,200 intact low-income familics.
316 of which were black.®® The study comprised families supported by
AFDC and other low-income families who were self-supporting. The
comments that follow are based on the findings concerning the role
relations in the 316 black families with male heag.s&

TaBLE 1.—Family division of labor !

Usual performers (In pereent)

Husband- Husiund-
1usband wife wife plus
Kind of task Wife only - ouly Jointiy others
Household:
Laundry_...__ __ ... ... _.__. 59. 8 3.4 i8. 4 18, 4
Cooking-._._. ___.__.._._. 59.5 0 22.6 17,9
Dishes._. ... . . ____.__.. 38. 6 1.2 14. 5 45. 7
Cleaning._.. ... ... ______._. 33.7 2.4 20.9 43.0
Shopping.. .- .. .. ... ___.__ 27.7 .l 57. 8 7.2
Child care:
Childcare. .. _..__..___._._. 3n.a () 40. 7 223
Child discipline.._.. _____.___ 22,6 36 G7. ¥ 6.0
Childoutings._ .. _ ... ... .... IN 8 A5 68, 7 10. 0
Help with schoolwork___.__.. 34.9 12,7 39.7 12.7
Control over spending money . _ . .. 36. 9 14. 3 47. 6 1.2
1hid,

The division of labor for selected houscholds and child-rearing
tasks in the black families studied by Stone and Schlamp is shown
in table 1. The family division of labor falls into a variety of pat-
terns. Husbands are more likely to help their wives with child care
tasks than household chores. In more than two-thirds of these fam-
ilies, the husband and wife are jomntly active in disciplining the
clildren and taking them on outings. And in two-fifths of the fam-
ilies there is joint participation in basic child care and in helping
the children with schoolwork.

But having a man in the house is not always an unmixed blessing
for the children who need care and the other family members who
must provide that care. David Schulz, in a study of five families
in a public housing project, found three different patterns of rela-

¥ 1. C. Stone and F. T. Schlamp, Family Iife Ntulcs Belwe the Pocerty Line.
report to the State Social Welfare Board for Social Science Research (San Frau-
cisco State College, San Francisco, Calif., 1966).

2n-24 T - 10
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tionships the fathers maintained to meet the instrnmental needs of
their families and children.® One pattern he termed the indiscreet
freo man, a pattern in which the father shared onenly his personal,
financiall and other resomrees with one or more families outside his
main houschold. e observed: “Such a father's interests reverberate
upon his children, creating an intensified kind of sibling rivalry
with his ‘outside’ children, who, in some instances, are known per-
sonally by his legitimate children. Life within such families is thus
one of constant conflict and bickering.”” 32 The second pattern. the
discreet free inan, is a relationship in which the father also has out-
side family responsibilities, but they are secondary and are 20t nsed
to antagonize his wife and children. The third pattein is the tradi-
tional monogamous one in which the man’s “home and family are
his major concerns and receive his constant attention.” 3 Since the
study sample consisted of only five families, it is difficult to he snye
that these three patterns are the only ones that characterize hlack
fathers” relationships with their families.

Camille Jeffers spent 15 months studying child rearing and family
life in a low-income honsing projeet composed primarily of black
families.® Ier study provides further examples of patterns in family
fnnctioning and in child rearing in the black commumity. Her overal!
findings were much more positive than those of many observers who
have spent briefer periods of time making their studies and have
nsed more formal techniques of observation:

“My impressions after 15 months.” she observes. “were that the over-
whelming majority of parents eared deeply about, and were concerned
about. the welfare of their e¢hildren. Their concern took many forms
and had many dimensions. Concern about children might be forused
on attempting to obtain the basie necessities of life for them. ... There
was seldoin total absence of concern about a child or children on the
part of parents.” 3%

The three major patterns of family life she found were reflected
in the well-being of the childven. One group of families held them-
sclves aloof from the other families in the housing project, Their
reference gronp was made up of people who lived outside the project.
and they aspired to he upwardly mobile. Usnally. the hushband had
a secure job. They were more likely than other families to control
the size of the family. and the children were generally well eared
for. A sccond group consisted of families not uniike the first group
i their orientation toward the children. but they were interdependent
with other families in the project. In these families the husband’s
cmployment ranged from very stable to very unstable. Life was a
hit more precavious for these families, but they maintained a con-
siderable degree of control over the children. In a third group of
famidies, income was uncertain and jobs unstable; money was con-
stantly in short snpply. These parents spent most of their time in
the honsing project; vet the children had more freedom of move-

“David A, Schulz, Comng Up Black: Patterns of Ghetto Socialization, Engle-
wood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1969,

2 hid., p. 127,

2 Ihid.. p. 128.

¥ Camille Jeffers, Liting Poor: A Participant Obscrver Study of Choices and
Priorities, Ann Arbor. Micl. : Anm Arhor Publishers, 1947,

H1hid., p. 53.
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ment. than those in other familivs and were less closely supervised:

As early as their second or third years, children from this third group of
parents could be seen outside playing alone without adult supervision lut,
supposedly, under the watchful eyve of a brother or a sister not much older
than themselves®

This research also underscored the importance of mutual-aid rela-
tions with friends, relatives, and neighbors as a resource for child care:

It was impressive to see how quickly some mothers evuld parcel out their
children and just as inipressive to see the way some nelghbors svould rise to the
oceasfon when such demands were made. . . . Some mothers had three or four
persons upon whom they could call in an emergency to care for their children™

Thus. a series of careful and sensitive studies of family life in the
low-income black comniunity lends support to the them*vtu-al perspee-
tive advanced at the beginuing of this paper, Even in the black under
class, family life is consniomblv more varied than many of the nega-
tive generalizations made by well-meaning social scientists would sug-
zost, T urthermore, these studies lift the veil from the mystery of \\h\
some families function better than others, Three patterns of family
functioning have been identified. Some families manage well to holild
themselves towcther and to mect the children’s needs. Others function
marginally, and the children are constantly on the verge of difficulty.
Still” other families are involved in an almost porpotual state of
dysfunictioning. And it is the children of these families who are most
likeiy to suffer the sears of racism, poverty, and family disruption.

* Thid., p. 14,
3 Ihid.. p, 21,
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FAMILY AND COMMUNITY LIFE IN THE WORNKING
CLASS

By Marc Frp and Eriex Firzeeraro™

Svaraary

Although there is widespread recognition of cconomic. sociul, and
political inequalities in the United States, these are generally regarded
as highly specific and readily modified. The debilities associated with
poverty, minority status, aging, unemployment, and numerous other
particular situations or characteristics are often conceived as the core
problems. But these are not isolated characteristics or random events,
nor do they fully reflect the wide range of inequalities in our own and
in other industral societies. The full scope of inequality as it is mani-
fest in persistent differences in opportunity and in competitive posi-
tions. for the entire set of societal rewards can only be adequately
formulated as a social class structure.

The social class structures of advanced, technological societies arc
more complex, more varied, and often more subtle than those in early
industrial or preindustrial societies. Because of evident opportunities
for social molility, moderate standards of living at all but the lowest
levels, and many cwltural and social experiences common to all people,
there is Jess overt consciousness of class throughout all levels of the
society. But, the realistic opportunities for soecial mobility are, in
fact, quite severely limited. And there are vast differences in stand-
ards of living even if we can boast of a chicken in (almost) every pot.
Substantial variations in cultural and social experience and behavior
also are associated with social class inequalities.

For most purposes, we can refer to the large segment of the popu-
lation in the lower statuses as working class even though this includes,
on the one hand, many people who do not or cannot work and, on the
other hand, some workers whose incomnes and standards of living place
them beyond any traditional blue-collar work force. A broad defé;nition
of the working class includes approximately half the population of
the United States. While such a definition is useful for delineating the
sharpest divisions of status, opportunity, and competitive position,
there are wide variations within this broadly defined segment of the
people. For the most advantaged workers, white, male, married blue-
collar craftsmen and operatives, median individual income was $8.025
per vear in 1969. But these men are the elite of the working class and
their moderate job incomes are often supplemented by the incomes of

#Mare Fried, director. Institute of Human Seiences, Bostan College. Elen
Fitzgerald, director of research. Family Relocation Center, Boston University
Medical Center. ¥or some of the hasie data and analyses on which this discussion
is hased, we are indebted to scveral grants and contracts: Grant No. 3M 9137 ('3
(NTMH), Grant No. 14 624 01 (NIMH), Grant No. MH1508G 04 (NIMH), and
C‘ontract No, BRIO-4279 (OFO).

(3200
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their wives. Few other categories of workers fare nearly as well. More-
over people of lower occapational status most readily lose their jobs
during entbacks in employment. These pravicems are exacerbated for
those who are black, new entrants into the labor marlket, or close to
retirement age. Extensive correlations hetween parental status, own
edneation, occupation, income, employment stability, job character-
isties, and rates of social mobility reveal a pattern that can meaning-
fully be deseribed as “them as has, gits.” This holds across virtually
all the lines of social class differences and is evident even among the
subgroups within the working class.

Regardless of the frustration and discouragement implicit in these
conditions. most people in our society have enormously high levels of
tolerance. Thus, at a superficial level, most workers reveal a relatively
liigh rate of job satisfaction. If the issue is pressed further, the dis-

atisfaction and hopelessness become more evident and cerfainly ac-
count. for the large number of low-status workers who see nothing in the
job other than earning a living. The absence of meaningful work op-
portmmities and the general sense of class diserimination in social
experience give particularly great significance to family and com-
iy, the relatively class-homogencons micro-environments of work-
mg-class life,

Family life, of conrse, is important for people in all so-ial class
positions. For working-class people, with fewer aptions and resonrces
available, family life often absorbs a very large vart of the social in-
vestments that people make. At the same time, the crises and depriva-
tions that often affect the lives of working-class people more readily
undermine the potentialities of family life as a basie source of personal
security and satisfaction. This is particularly true for those of lowest
status, for whom strain and deprivation are most severe. It is among
this group that actual disruption of the family unit is most likely to
occur.

Inevitably, the material basis of fawily life is a more evident, sclf-
conscious issne for working-class .i.aw for middle-class people. Most
working-class people are acutely aware of the importance of minimal
financial security for marital stability. And, taking less for granted,
they are also very sensitive to the significance for family life of the
conerete activities and interactions involved in household and family
activitics, TTowever, most people at all status levels expect more from
marriage than the fulfillment of material needs or the availability of
household resources. A sense of inutual interdependence in marriage
is essential for effective functioning whether it is reflected in reci-
procity in meeting household responsibilities, gratifying one another’s
sexnal and social needs, or sharing a sense of personal intimacy and
companionship. However, the forms of mutuality tend to differ by
social class position. For people in the working class, the sphere of
household decisions and tasks provides a major opportunity for reci-
procity. Young working-class husbands may participate somewhat less
actively in these household functions than their middle-class age peers
but the majority of working-class men fill many household responsibil-
ities. Other marital role relationships, like joint social activities or
companionship in marriage, occur less often in working-class families
than in the middle class. Economic forces, other practical restrictions,

20-624—73——11
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and different cultural orientations are all involved in these class
differences. ’ _

Another feature of the micro-environment that is often of great im-
portance to working-class people is the local neighborhood or com-
munity. Sometimes the community serves to supplement family life,
sometimes it offers an alternative form of security and satisfaction.
Its importance, however, stems largely from some of the same forces
that influence the struggle for meaning among lower status popula-
tions in other spheres: exclusion from the larger society, the feeling
of dispensability in the occupational world, the limited range of
options, .

Localism is a major attribute of working--lass community behavior.,
Localism implies a coincidence of physi&nfand soctal space, an empha-
sis on maintaining social interaction and on meeting routine nceds
within a relatively circumscribed residential area. The closencss of
working-class neighborhood life is facilitated by the fact that the same
persons are in contact with one another ih a wide variety of diflerent
activities and local places. These extensive associations, in turn, Jead to
various forms of mutual assistance. Indeed, a feeling of the availability
of neighbors in case of need and their willingnels to help is crucial for
effective community functioning in stable, working-class neighbor-
hoods. That needs for help arise more often in lower-status areas makes
this form of reciprocal expectation extremcly functional.

" Unfortunately, at the lowest levels of working-class status, even the
possibility of stable, meaningful residential experience is often under-
mined. Extreme conditions of poverty, discrimination, residential in-
stability, large-scale immigration, threats to the continued existence of
an area, and other sources of precarious individual or group sitnations
can make serious inroads on the stability and cohesiveness of the
community. This is particularly apparent when several of these condi-
tions exist simultaneously, as is often the case. These situations attract
widespread attention. particularly when they are associated with a host
of visible social problems that lead to “blaming the victim” rather than
the conditions of victimization. However, these relatively disorganized
conditions are atypical for working-class residential arcas. Even in
communities beset with social probleins, the organization of neighbor-
hood life frequently contains these problems and partially mitigates
their disorganizing effects. Tvpically, the Jocal neighborhood provides
a highly stable, friendly, and responsive environment. In the face of
the uncertainties and perils of working-class life in our society, snch
nieighborhoods provide a micro-environment which offers a sense of
sclf-esteem and a feeling of being a participant ina meaningful human
community, ' - ‘ e "

. - Coxprrions oF WorkiNg-Crass Lire

_ Americans are generally reluctant to give much attention to social
class differences in our society, alimost as if naming the differences
among people in status and prerogatives would itself create a social
class structure. Yet the existence of status differences’in the United
States, 15 Widely recognized, overtly or covertly. Apart from the strik-
ing, contrasts of :poverty and affluence there jare numerous variations-
in “competitive positions for jobs, housing, education and, access to
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financial resources linked to social class status. At times distinctions
by social class are less evident, when they are concealed by references
to ethnic or minority group status, or when they appear in diffe -ences
in opportunities fer heallth care and other services and social
experiences. ,

" Despite these phenomena, there is a marked tendency to eling to the
image of an open society, with almost unlimited access to all, and
with great freedom for enterprise dependent only on the motivation
and determination of the individual. But it becomes increasingly evi-
dent with each deeade that while social mobility is widespread ‘in all
of the industrial democracies, its consequences are extremely limited.
Opportunities for mobility are restricted and mainly due to structural
changes in the economy. Morcover, they gencrally result in relatively
smalfand' insecure improvements in position. The organization of eco-
nomic and political power in our society has drastically diminished
the meaning of “free enterprise” as an aceurate designation of the dy-
namics of social, political, or economic life in the United States. Simni-
lar forms of stain]izati'oxi of soeial class patterns, morecover, appear to
have developed. in all modern, mass societies, whether their political
structures and ideologies are conceived as capitalist, socialist, or com-
munist. Highly strucfured social class systems are fundamental facts
of life in'advanced, industrial societics.

‘ Despite the development of universal suffrage and the emergence
of Iegislation to insure some of the rudiments of political democracy,
there has been no serious reduction of social class differences in the
United States but.only a change in the form of the social class sys-
tem, While social elass.differences are initially products.of discrimina-
tory differences in rewards and opportunities within the society as a
whole, they gradually become embedded within cultural orientstions,
patterns of social relationships, and even personality. These different
manifestations .of social class position tend to reinforce one another,
and help to perpetuate social class distinctions.- '-

However,:in describing working-class families, we must recognize
both the reality, of differences linked to social class-position and more
general social influences that penetrate.into all social class levels in-
modern sogictics. Moreover,-gradations hetween different social class
pPositions in a comblex society. are subtle, and. so many othsr factors
mfl=:ence behavior that few families will typify their social class in all
respects, Diflerences in income, in education, in family background, in
ethnic origins, in neighborhood-and region of the country are all bound
to create. variations nmong people living at the same social class tevel.
Marked differences in experience.or situation, such as'those associated
with puverty orminority group status, are particularly likely to lead to

varjations in functioning.- ... .

+Adthetigh, the term*“working class™ is itself elusive and can be given

a,vwrict,y;,qf: different definitions, it is a. more.useful, comprehensive
?_’@ than more. populareferences to. poveriy or minority group status.

ertainly poverty and minority group status: designate verv conerete
situations of restriction or discrimination and imply many limitations.
of opportunity and experience. But poverty may derive from niany dif-
ferent circumstances which are themselves as significant as the vivid
fact of poverty. And the behavior of the poor is, to a very large degree,
best understood as a response to severe economic deprivation amane
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working-class people. Similarly, minority status entails specific ex-
periences of exclusion and restriction, but the specific response to these
experiences, as well as more general patterns of functioning, is dow-
nated by the social class positions of the individnals involved. Terms
like “poor families” or “black families” create an iinpression of homo-
zeneity that does not exist while the conception of a “working-class
family,” althongh ovasimplified, leads to consistency in empirical
findings and to theorctical clarification of cansal patterns.

Oue of the wore familing ways of distinguishing the working
class from people in athe+ oeial positions is by occupation. The
most. familiar distinetion is that between blue-collar and white-collar
workers. Apart from agricnltural workers, who are only a small
minority in this conntry, alimost half of the whites in the Jabor force
(44 percent) and the wajoritz of hlacks in the labor force (66 percent)
are blue-collar workers. This definition includes the U.S. Censns eate-
ories of eraftsinen, operatives, service workers (other than houschold)
and nonfarm laborers.!

Looked at another way, in 1970 there were 14.3 million white fainilies
and ahnost 114 million nonwhite fawmilies headed by men emploged as
craftsmen oroperatives.? This included over a third of all iusband-wife
Louseholds in the United States. Morcover, a very large proporiion
of white-collar workers (many of them women) are employed in low-
status, routine jobs that properly qualify as working-class positions.
Inclusion of families headed by houschold service workers, by low-
statns white-collar workers, and by individnals wha are not in the lahor
force beeause they are nnemployed and have been unable to find stahle
employment would expand these nuinbers and proportions consider-
ably. At the other extreme, there are a large number of blue-collar
workers whose wages and security, if rothing else, place them at the
upper margins of the working class and might, in fact, qna’ify them for
lower levels of middle-class status.® Thus. in speaking of the working-
clacs in reasonablv broad terms, we include approximately half the
families in the UTnited States,

During the past century, many changes have taken place in the strue-
ture of the working class in the United States and in the conditions of
working-class life, changes that serve to define the modern, industrial
class system of advanced, technological societies. In absolute terms.
there has been considerable progress for working-class people, partice-
nlarly since the beginning of the centurv. Some of this progress has
been a direct eanseqaence of changes in the occupational structure as-
sociated with technological development. Thus, in 1910 approximately
50.6 percent of the indnstrial labor force in the United States were
classified as semiskilled and nnskilled laborers. By 1967. the size of
these eategories had heen reduced to only 37.8 percent of the labor
force, Concomitantly, the categories of professionals, managers, offi-
cials, and proprietors grew from 11 percent to 23.7 percent of the labor
force dnring the same period of time. Similarly the proportions of the
population living at poverty levels has declined considerably since the
early decades of this century.®

! Ginzberg, 1971,
aMller. 1971,

? F'ried. to be published.
¢ Ginzbhersz, 1971,

* ¥Fried, 1973.
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During this same pericd. there have heen improvements in condi-
tions of work and of worker zeeurity as a result both of legislative con-
trols and of union-management contracts and agreements. .\ compari-
son over a shorter time period reveals that in the past decade, incame
(in constant dollars) has inereased by a fourth for white, male heads
of families who are eraftsmen or operatives and by more than two-
iifths for nonwhite heads of families in the same occupational posi-
tions.® For the past few vears, however, much of this gain in income
has been wiped out by higher and more regressive taxes.” Another im-

ortant change in the character of the labor feree is the persistent rise
i educational level of the population as a whole, a change that is par-
ticularly evident for Inw-status people. Even dnring the past 10 years,
further gains in the proportions of the population completing high
school and attending coilege have been recorded although these gains
have begun to leve] off .

When we turn fronr the evidence of absolute changes in education.
occupation, or income to the significance of these changes for the
American labor force, or to the relative positions of people at differ-
ent social class Jevels, progress is less striking. Advances in educational
levels seem to 'wive outrun the structural changes in our society that
could provide equivalent increases in occupational opportunities.
As the educational level of the population increases, so do cducational
requirements for jobs. Since this is largely independent of changes in

. the actual demands of different jobs or of relative rewards. it createsthe

phenomenon known as “credentialism™ in which education provides ac-
cess to g given position without regard for any intrinsic need for that
greater degree of educational achievement. In itself, this is a potential
source of strain and creates pressures for social change that are fre-
quently frustrated by the minmmal influence of workers on the orguniza-
tion of work. Certainly it is clear that, in view of the fact that educa-
tional gains have outdistanced occupational gains, ihere ase smaller
}'0\\'ards for greater investments for the majority of people i1z the labor
orce.

It is also a matter of considerable importance that, despite the abso-
Inte gains m income levels and standards of living of the Anerican
population eince carlier in the century. the relative shares of income
received by the lowest-income groups have remained almost unchanged
for virtnally half a century and possibly longer than that.? In 1929,
prior to the Great Depression. 20 percent of the population at the
bottom of the income seale received approximately 4 percent of the
total national income. Despite all the apparent change of the follow-
ing decades. by 1965 the lowest 20 percent were still receiving only &
ercent of the national income. At the other extreme, the enormous
mcomes of the very few at the top of the income pyramid (the top 5
percent) declined during these same decades. But the very large in-
comes of those just below them in income level (the remaining 15 per-
cent of the top 20 percent) roce hy 3 pereentage points to give them a
areater relative share of the national income in 1963 than in 1929,

* Milter, 1971,

T Netzer, 1077,

? Miller, 1971 Snady, J967T.

? Fried, 1973: Haley, 1971 : Miller, 1966, See alto Kolko, 1962, who carries an
elqni‘;'atlent aralysis back to 1910. based on estimates to fill ambiguities and gaps in
the data.
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What is most startling about the comparison of income shares since
1929 is that the loss of incomes zmong that very small segment at the
very top filtered down almost in decreasing proportions to groups who
were suceessively lower on the income scale. Thus, the increase in the
national income since 1929 was abont as inequitably distributed as the
initial. incquitable distribution of incomes. Indced, the vast increase
in soeial security benefits, in unemployment insurance, and in direct
transfer payments to poor families has only served to maintain sta-
bility rather than to bring about any restructnring in the income shares
of the popalation. It is this stability in the inequality of rewards. in
spite of the absolute advance in levels of living. that gives to social
differences the chayacter of a social class structure,

Ecoxoyic, ANp OccuramioNar Varwamions 1x 1ne Wonkine Crass

Within the working class there is wide variation from substantial
deprivation and discrimination’ experienced by the least fortunate
members of the working class to the relative aflluence of some of the
most highly skilled workers..Certainilv it isthe case that thereare large
differences in incomes among bhne-collar worliers. The variation within
the hlne-collar ‘and the lawer-white-coildr ocenpational eategrories is
greater than the differences in average income botween them."

Median individual incoine in 1969 for Wwhite. male. married erafts-
men and operatives was $8.025 per year.!* Clearly white, male. mar-
ried bhie-collar craftsimen and operatives are am&ng the niost advan-
taged sragd-carnets i blue-collar categories. Thuys, abént a third of
those in this more advantaged gronp (34 percent) had decent, moder-
ate_ family incomes of $12.000 or more.’ Almost as many (28 percent)
had marginal incomes of $8,00 a vear or'less, harely cnongh to support
a family of four in urban aresas. And the remainder had famiily earn-
ings between $8.000 and $12,000 a’ vear. However, the enorimois in-
crease in secondary workers, particnlarly among the wives of moderate
income workers. contributed snbstantially to these levels of family
income among the more fortunate blne-collar workers. ;

On the average, other blue-collar workers earned considerably Yess.
Nonwhite craftsmen and ‘operatives. male and married, had median
individnal incomes of only $5.979. a difference of more than $2,000 per
vear compared with equivalent white workers. Despife the substantial
advances in income among nonwhite workers dnring the past decade,
their median incomes were below those of white. male, married workers
in the loiver category of service workers and laborers. Women are also
treated 4s a minority atatus'gronp’ with respeét to wages and salaries.
The carnings of married women provide a welcome supplement to
family jncones, and undoubtediy Acconnt' for a'large part of the in-
crease in real incomes among familics of moderate statne over the last
few decades. But pr‘oiﬂcn’xs of women workers in obtaining adequate
compensation for work are éxtreme.’ A recent comparison indicated
that three-quarters of the fenuale heads of houschold who were em-
ploved full time carned helow %5.000. while only one-quarter of the
male bluc-collar workers received equally low full-time wages.’?

1 Gordon, 1972 ; Rutzick, 1963, T
C " Miller, 1971 o R S O
. "Gingberg, 1971. .. - ST o
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These comparisons omit. any special consideration of those people.
mostly of working-class status, whose positions are most serionly mar-
ginal and whose carnings are even more limited. Among these are
clderly. disabled. irregular, or part-time male blue-collar workers and
the many unemployed or partially employed women who are heads of
honscholds. Even when employed, these workers have the greafest
difficulty in obtaining decent wages but, to make matters worse. they
are in the poorest competitive position in the labor market and are
likely to be the last to be hired and the first to be fired. Serions prob-
lems of poverty are widespread among them.’*

One of the most. serions and consequential aspeets of social class
differences les in the fact that a vast array of differences in access to
rewards, resources. prerogatives, and opportunities is highly corre-
lated with surh differences in occnpational rank and actnal incomes.
Thns. for a great many’ low-status workers, problems of inadequate
carnings are compounded by ‘a host of other experiences of deficit
and limitation. Thera differences, as well as sheer differences in income,
define the enormous variafions in life chances within the working
class and between the working class'and higher status gronps.

Distinctions' aceording to social elass position begin to affect the
future chasices of individupls quite early in life. Theye is considerable
documentation, for exainple, that paréhtal educational and ocenpa-
tional achievenicnts are the most important .detérminants of subse-
quent. edueational and océupational achieveinents of their children.
While the dynamics of this process of social transmission may be com-
plex. differenées in quality of schoolihg, in encouragement by the
schoals, and in realistic-expectations of the. future have been impli-
cated as potent influences.”™ Each step, moreover, creates either limi-
tations or opportunities for further development. Onee the educational
trajectary ‘has been set. it defines a. relatively narrow range within
which people are Tikely to ebtain their first jobs. And‘once people have
started to work, future occupational decisions are even more thor-
oughly eircumseribed. Thus, it becomes quite evident that, not only are
the bhenefits of social mobility severely restricted, but they ocenr
mainly through educational experiences. Nor is there substantial evi-
dence, despite frequent ¢laims and widéspread beliefs. that these edi-
c:ln)tilo.nn] advances accrue primarily as a gesult of initial differences in
ability, : e :

Many work experiences and conditions also differentially affect
workers of diffetent status levels. Despite the experience of the recent
recession” which ‘revealed soine contrary tendencjes, unemployment
more froffnont.]y,aﬂ'ects the Jowest-status workers. Tn part this is due to
the fact that these positions are the most dispensable. In addition, prior

_ ¥In a recent study of lower-tatus residents in two neigliborhoods in Boston,
one predominantly black and one predominantly white, income was so much lower
for the women-headed than for the male-headed familiew that. thera was little
overlap between them (Fitzgerald, unpublished data). ‘It is hardly surprising
ti.at female-headed families on welfare were extremely poor but even among those
wo worked, few could earn ar much as $4.500 a year. For most of these famjlies,
mh‘?tﬂ employment produced limited improvement but did not raise them out of
peverty. . ..o o op o e L L .

“Rlauw and Dnpean. ,’IMT: Coleman et al. 1966: Fried, 1973: Fried et nl.1071.
< ":oe.l &r;; example: Becker. 1961; Caro and Pihiblad, 1964; Sexton, 1961;
sSpady, 1o .
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job stability leads to seniority rights which. in twrn, result in greater
stability of employment. Given a situation of widespread unemploy-
ment, morecover, workers at lower status levels are likely to suffer
further disadvantages due to less adequate coverage by social seeurity
and by unemployment insurance, to less widespread coverage by
health insurance, to poor access to loans and other financial henefits.
Certainly these workers are less likely cither to have savings to tide
them over, or to have kin and friends on whose hospitality they can
rely. Other forms of disadvantage may further exacerbate status
differentials. 1

Two particular features associated with working-class situations and
experiences deserve special attention, since they seem to dominate many
bebaviors and attitudes; insecurity and powerlessness. In a world that
1s seen as uncertain, powerful, and often threatening, and within an
occupational system that offers only limited rewards, a sense of in-
security and feclings of powerlessness create a precarions life space.'”
And it is this view of the larger society as a precarious life space that
gives unique importance to the microenvironments consisting of fan-
ily, community, and peer relationships. Certainly the quality of family
and community life and of friendships and social relationships is of
profound importance to mest human being~ But at higher status levels
there are alternative sources of security and satisfaction while at lower
status levels these are among the only reliable resources.

During the last decade organizations have arisen that represent the
poorest raembers of the population in their differences with and de-
mands from the power of government. proviiing a coimtervailing
power. Bat great masses of the underprivileged take their powerless-
ness so much for granted that they give minimal support to these of-
forts. In similar fashion, although for semewhat different reasons, the
very organizations that most directly serve the stable working class
like labor unions have never entirely succeeded in attaining a highly
motivated, supportive membership except for specific purposes of af-
firming economic demands. One must wonder whether there is not an
important feeling that, apart from demands for wages and work condi-
tions, the unions have not reflected the desires or offered the relevant
solutions to the needs of their membership in the world of work.

Tnr Meaxiye or Wonk

One of the more paradoxical findings in studics of worker experi-
ences on the job is the relatively high rate of general satisfaction regard
less of status.’* While there is some decline in work satisfaction with
decreasing oceupational status, it is not nearly so marked as one might

* For example, the evidence of one recent studv indicated that Dlack reswond-
ents more oftcn received welfare benefits than did white respondents. But this
was ahvost compensated hy the greater frequency of other forms of direct and
indirect transfer payments among the white subgroup (for examnle. social
security henefits. dirabllity insurance, Veterans’ Administration benefits), (Fitz.
gerald. nnpublished data.)

** Brown, 1965 Fitzgerald. 1963. 1971 : Fried, 1973 : Komarovsky. 1964 : Lewis,
1941. 1966 Tfehow, 1967 : Orwell, 1933 : Rainwater, 1970.

*For some eviews and analysis of these studies, see Fried. 1968, to he pub-
lished; Goodwin, 1972; Gurin et al., 19680; Kornhauser, 1965; Morse and Weiss.
1835.
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anticipate in view of the differences in opportumities for satisfaction at
work. However, if the issue is examined more closely, it becomes evi-
dent that there are wide variations in the sourees of satisfaction. At
lower-statas levels, people expecet relatively little from a job and. as a
consequence. these minimal expectations are likely to be met. Their
major sources of satisfaction lie in simply earning a living, in support-
ing their families. or in the opportunity for camaraderie with fellow
workers. The price of ambition, for many blue-collar workers, is dis-
satisfaction since these ambitions are not likely to be fulfilled.
There is considerable reluctance, even among bluce-collar workers of
highly skilled statns and relatively high incomes, to accept opportu-
nities for supervisory positions since this would imply losing their one
major souree of secnrity in the association with fellow workers. But
those blue-collar workers whose positions involve some opportnnities
for coping with challenge are much more highly satisfied and reveal a
more basic commitment to their work.?®

Normally, it is only at higher status levels ontside the blue-collar
world that intrinsic sonrees of work satisfaction, pleasure in the tasks
themselves, are regularly available and enjoyed.

Indeed, one might go even further. At'a wide range of Jower-statns
occupations, people seem to he capable of more difficult, demanding.
and challenging tasks tian they are ever likely to confront. Many
workers scem to find sonrces of interest and satisfaction even where,
objectively, there seems to be minimal opportunity for such work
pleasure. Far more widely. however. at all status levels the possibility
of more interesting jobs arouses widespread involvement in work. com-
mitments to work that extend beyond financial compensation or neces-
sitv alone.

In light of working-class job limitations. the degree of job commit-
ment among working-class people is all the more startlinz. Numerous
studies have inquired whether workers would continue working i f they
did not have to do so simply in order to carn a living. While responses
to such questions in the unreal situation of an interview may only be
approximations to real behavior under similar conditions. the ohserva-
tion is quite uniform that the large majority wonld continne working
regardless of need.?” Certainly there is a decrease in the proportions
who would do so with decreasing occupational position. But even at
lovrer levels. among blacks and whites alike. the majority are coin-
mitted to the general work morality of onr society. Only among women
of the lowest status. who must work cither heeanse they have no other
source of support or heecause their hushands’ earnings are insufficient
and who can only obtain the most menial jobs. is there a general sense
of resentment of the necessitv for working.

¥or the majority of lower-status workers. as for those of
higher status, work is a highly desirable activitv. Despite the limita-
tions of blue-collar jobs, the opportinity to work. to take pride in the
responsibility of working and of self-support and, even to a greater
extent, the chanee of participation in meaningful work situations ap-
pear to be of critieal significance in ereating a sense of personal esteem,

" Blanner, 1964 : Fried. 1966 : Inkeles, 1960 : Swados, 1957,
* Qee footnote 1R for work references, Also, see : Friedmann. 1901 ; Friedmann
and Havighurst, 1854 ; Goldtharpe et al.. 1068,
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But unless far greater opportunities arise in the occupational world.
work experiences for most working-class people inevitably remain im-
portant sources of social participation without providing the personal
meaning all human beings require.

In the more restricted conditions of life engendered by jobs that are
routine and dull, pay poorly. and provide minimal security. psveho-
logical mechanisms of compensation, avoidance. or displaceme.t are
enconraged. KFor some people. family and community ties take on
heightened inportance as sources of security and satisfaction. But the
very frustrations and insecurities of such jobs situations create a more
general psychological atmosphere of uncertainty that impedes the full
enjovment, of family and community life. IExpericnces of escape can
be found in peripheral forms of excitentent. in spontaneous and even
impulsive behu riors in daily life. An illusory sense of stability is
sometimes achieved by drawing more closely to people of the same
ocenpational status, the same religion, or the same ethnic origin and
iz reinforced by increased antagonism toward our-groups. toward
people who differ in any or all of these respects. Even witkin the
family or community. the latent sense of frustration and anger duc
to work-experiences (or nnemployment) is often displaced onto spouse.
children, kin, or neighbors producing strain or overt conflict. Many
of the famnily problems that comne to attention in mental health and
social service agencics indirectly reflect the corrosive effects of work
experiences that may not lead to overt work dissatisfaction but fail
to supply auy sense of meaning in work. While family and community
relationships are of the utmost utility for worlking-class people and
a primary resource for providing a sense of personal meaningfulness.
optimal participation in the household or neighborhood requires some
freedom from urgent anxieties about work and employment: Under
these reldtively stable circumstances, family and commmnity life take
on special significance for working-class Foople. partly as conpensa-
tions for restricted opportunities at work, partly as intrinsie forms
of satirfaction with intimate. familiar, and reliable people who com-

rise- the micro-environments which provide a sense of personal
wdentity,® : ' '

' S1eNIFICANCE OF MARRIAGE AND Faary Lare

Although the majority of households in the United States repre-
sent intact tamily arrangements, there can be little doubt that the
Thnited States and the Western world more generally are undergoing
major changes in the patterns.of household and family life.?? Rates of
divorce and separation are only the most. visible indicators of these
changes. Some of the forces that influence the rates of marital disrup-
tion appear to be associated with widespread social changes while
others are endemic conditions that have always created family prob-
lems, .Deprivation and want continue, as in the past, to erode some of
the practical basis. for a household economy and stimulate antagonism

among family members. At the same time, a new range of options and

alternative potential sources of security and satisfaction in modern

A For a general framework for the analysis of relationships between work and
family life. ceec Rapoport and Rapoport, 1965. : ’
# 1”8, Dureau of the Census, 1967.
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societics mean that family roles and relationships must compete with
other possible bases for meaning and gratification. While increased
options are mast likely to influence marital stability among people of
higher status. they may also facilitate marital disruption among people
for whom social and economic strains have induced conflict-laden
famrily interactions,

In iamily life, as in other realms of social experience, working-class
people confront the most serious dilemmas. On the one hand, the
minimal degree to which occupational involvement offers either seen-
rity or gratification means that a greater burden is placed on family
relationships for fulfilling these needs. On the other hand, precarious
conditions for meeting survival needs tend to undermine the potential-
ities of the family for stability, security, and satisfaction. 1t is, thus,
not surprising that family disruption inereases markedly with de-
creasing social ¢lass position, regardless cf the measures one uses for
determining social class status.?® ' ' '

However, most working-class people find family relationships a
major source of meéaning and ‘identity. Working-class men and
women frequently ascribe great importance to their family relation-
ships. They are likely to do 50 more often and more exclusively than
do inen and women- of higher status, for whom personal secomplish-
ments loom ' larger * Family life. valued in its own right as a
source of pride, of pleasure, and of hope, also creates the context in
which other central aspects of life are defined. Desires for modest
material security'and progress are most frequently structured around
familv needs. Desires for a decent home in a stable and comfortable
neighborhood reflect the wish to shelter and protect one’s family.
Homeownership, often a keystone of these aspirations, is froquenti\'
conceived as an integral part of heusehold arrangements.® For those
living in poor residential sitnations, the potential danger to children
isa major source of anxiety.? :

Although it is important to distinguish some of the general char-
acteristics of family life in the working class and to contrast them
with family )ife in other social classes, such a comparison can easily
exaggerate the differences. Many intrinsic features of family relation-
ships have their own powerful dynamic. In such intimate relation-
ships, personal characteristics influence the development of roles and
interactions. Strains other than econoinic deprivation may create
patterns of mutudl isolation or conflict 'in families of high status.
And the difficulties of economic life or feelings of frustration in other
spheres may often be compensated by the satisfactions of family life
among working-class people. Thus, within each social class or ather
subgroup there are many variations that prevent us from deseribing
too sitnply a° working-class' family pattern, a middle-class family

®'The soéial class differential Is even more striking among 134cks than among
whites, the rate of marital disruption dropping from more than 50 percent among
thoee of very low status to 1ess than 10 percent among those of higher status, For
a fuller discussion of class differentials in marital stability, see Fried et al. 1971 ;
Fried. In preparation. - L oo ’ _

- % Some 'of these observations are based on data, unpublished or in preparation
for publication, from severnl different neighborhoods in Boston {West End, Rox-
bury. Jamaica Plain). -

= Fitzgerald, 1971 ; Rainwater, 1971.. :
® Fitzrorald. 1971, :
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pattern, or a black family pattern. People’s experiences of family
life and their expectations and values abont it vary dramatically
along social class lines mainly when they are extremely privileged or
extremely underprivileged. On the other hand, people’s views of
family roles and relationships do vary in gnite snbtle ways becanse

of =ocial conditions and enltiral orientations associated with social -

class.

Family life consists of diverse activities, most.of which ean he eon-
ceived as aspects of different family role relationships. One of the
most striking aspects of mntual interdependence in the family lies in
the degiee to which roles and relationships overlap with one another,
and the wide range of different functions carried out by the same
small gronp of people. It this respect, the family is a unique
institution.

ITushands and wives fulfill critical cconomic and material func-
tions for one_another by working, by taking care of the houschold,
by participating in child rearing. The daily lives of married couples
are largely taken up with these activities. Though sometimes taken
for granted, they are the vital substrate of family life. Thus, the
kinds of relationships engendered in carrying out these routine func-
tions are of the utmost importance for family experience, providing
a major basis for positive or negative relationships in other spheres
of family life. This is notably true in working-class families for a
nnmber of reasons: the greater uncertainty of financial circinnstances,
the relative iack of resources for obtaming extra-familial aid in
managing the household, and a cultural oricnfation that focuses
particular attention on the supportive nature of effective househiold
organization.

Working-class people, taking less for granted, are usually acutely
aware of the necessity for material security to insure marital stability.
Work and the job are, thus. of great importance, us is the adequate
performance of household management functions. Both of these are
of great svmbolic as well as praetical significance. Healih and personal
stability of family members are also vital attributes for both husband
and wife to be able to carry out their hasic responsibilities. The image
of the partner as a responsible coworker is central. At times, especially
among working-cla=g men. the partner is seen almost exclusively as a
coworker whose function is to manage household and family activities
efficiently. This is a frequent source of disappointment to working-
class women, to whom cmotional aspects of the marriage are almost
always important.2

Working-class men often feel that thev have not provided ade-
quately for their families. This is far more likely to be a source of seli-
rebiike than are other hehaviors, like minimal joint sociability or lack
of shared intimacies ar extra-marital sexnal experiences, which are
often of central importance to the wife, ITowever, a sense of material
insecurity fremnently dominates the marital experience of working-
class women also. Even in the face of an adequate income, they are
often apprehensive that their modest financial status may not last. that
they may not be adequately provided for, that erratic emplovment or
an iliness or excessive drinking or other situations may interfere with

¥ Fricd. to be published: Komarovsky, 1984 : Rainwater and Weinstein, 1960,

5l
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womentary stability.** Fears of a basic level of want and deprivation
are quite close to the surface for many working-class people, sometines
based on past experience, sometimes on knowledge gained from their
parents or on observations of friends and neighbors, Sueh fears un-
doubtedly lie behind the frequent emphasis on stability and security
even among people with modest but adequate incomes. The responses
of a number of women, primarily of lower working-class status, to a
question about the worst life they conld imagine vividly reveal this
concern : “husband to go back to drink,” “be a widow,” “have a war.”
“sick, no money, nobody care,” “not having enough for food,” “scrap-
ing the bottom of the pan.? 2

Most married couples, however, have relationships that extend far
beyvond the naintenance of a household economy. Hushands and
wives sleep with one another and proereate childven. The satisfactions
they derive from sexual activity, from merely sharing the same hed,
and from relationships to children are also eritical features of family
role relationships that affeet many other aspects of family interaction,
Husbands and wives may .:‘]pend more or less of their leisure time to-
aether and may share ontside social and reereational activities, Family
incinbers often experience a sense of companionship and intimacy
with one another. Intimacy and compaunionship may be limited to
family members, extended to others outside the family, or may occur
only ontside the family. Some of the most important social class dif
ferences in family functioning are to be found in the precise form
these role relationships take and the degree to which one or another
role relationship is a major sonree of gratification or conflict.

Despite the importance of material security, most people at all status
levels want more from marriage and famiiv life than the fulfillment.
of material needs. But human desires for affection, responsiveness, in-
volvement, understanding, and friendship are structured differently
depending on class-linked values and expectations. Coneeptions of life
among working class people are, to a mnch greater extent than for
people in higher status positions, embedded in enltural traditions.
One important traditional orientation involves the expectation of a
relatively sharp separation of interests and activities hetween the sexes
and some subordination of the marital relationship to internction with
other close people: parents, siblings, children. relatives, and friends.
This is manifest in many different spheres of family life.

Managemnent of the household. including management of family
finances. is often thought of as (almost) exclusively the woman’s re-
sponsibility. Appropriate male and female task responsibilities may he
very elearly distinmished with working class families. Visiting and
ather social activities may be earried ont by husbands and wives to-
aether but separate social activities are normally expeeted by both hns-
bands and wives, These onlv hecome problematic when thev virtually
preclude any joint social activities hetween hnshands and wives. Siini-

® This dicenssion Is largely organized around responses of West End men and
women and of other working class people, white and black to questions abhout the
ideal spouse and to a number of other questions abnut marriage (Fitzzerald,
1967 : Fried et al.. 1971; Fried. 1973). It also draws on numerous other deserip-
tiong, among the hest of which are to be found in Gans. 1962; Hozgart. 1957
Komarovsky, 1964: Rainwater, 1965, 1971; and Young and Willmott, 1957.

® Fitzgerald, 1971, p. 65.
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larly, a husband and wife are expected to care for one another and to
be closely involved in family life. ITowever, interpersonal closeness,
companionghip, and verbal intimacy are not ordinarily viewed as cs-
sential featnres of marriage at lower status levels, Close friendship and
intimate exchange, in fact, are often seen mainly as relationships
among people of the same sex. Major changes appear to have taken
place over the past half century, however, reducing the differences in
marital role relationships of people in different social class positions.
Ameng working-class people particularly, men continne to have a
wider range of choice in the extent of their evervday involvement with
marrizge and the family than do women. This is a source of consider-
able unhappiness to many working-class women, despite the fact that
both sexes imay, take this definition of the sitnation for granted. In this
respect, greater employment involvement by working-class wives has
served to create greater equality and more equitable distributions of
family commitment between husbands and wives. Another frequent
adjustinent. to this situation among working-class women is to be found
in interaction with neighbors and with lgcal friends and relatives, a
form of interaction that includes mutual helping activitics as well s
more casnal sociability. Ilowever, acnte conflict and unhappiness de-
velop when the isband. whether deliberately or through inner com-
pulsion, abuses this 1veedom by drinking excessively or by spending a
areat deal of time away from home. This pattern is commeon enough but
1s rejected by the great majority of working-class people, men and
women alike, for whom family responsibilities are of such primacy.

T OncanNizariox or Faniny Ron: ReLaTIONSIIIPS

Without exaggerating the degree of differénce between social classes
or the degree of homogeneity within any social class, it is important
to note some of the forms of family organization that are somewhat
distinctive for people at different social class levels. These differences
in behavior do not resuit only from differences in values and orienta-
tion. They are also markedly affected by current situational realities.

We have already discussed the great importance of household man-
agement for famiiy life in the working class, not merely in its own right
but. as a hasis for establishing a particular form and style of- family
role relationship. Despite a cultural tradition that locates the wife in
the home, in most working-class families the husband. is at least mod-
erately involved in decisions that, affect the household and chiidren, in
a range of houschold activities, and in child care. In a large minority
of families, however, aud considerably more often than m the mid-
dle class, there is ovidence of the sharp separation of roles already
mentioned.® The degres of segregation of ramily roles.appears to in-
crease with small decreases o?’, status within the more broadly defined
working class. Iouschold .and family management, as well as leisure
activities, are more likely to he shared among those of higher working-
class status than.among those of lowest status.®* . - - :

. ¥ For class differences in household' management roles, ses Blood and Wolfe,

1060 Bott,'1957; Fitzgerald, 1907 ;- Fried, to b published ; Komarovsky, 1961,

1904 ; Konig, 10573 Lang,-1946; MeKlnley, 1964 ; Mopey, 1957 Rainwater, 1965,

Tliese nre; among'the best documénted ifferences. in' family'organization among

gif(f;;ront social classes. Only one study. lerbst, 1934;' reportk -contradictory
ndings,

* Berger, 1968 ; Fitzgerald, 1967 ; Fried, 1973 ; Komarovsky, 1964.
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When roles are segregated in this way, the husband is generally re-
sponsible for supporting the family and limits his household responsi-
bilities to a few traditional masculine tasks. In parallel fashion, the
wife takes on most of the responsibility for houselhold management
and much of the responsibility for child care. The struct-iving of roles
in households of this kind appears to be relatively inflexible. It does not
readily change even in the face of dissatisfactions with the situation on
the part of either spouse. There is some evidence that even if the wife
takes a job, the husband is likely to.increase his participation only
minimally since he, and possibly both of them, prefer to sce the house-
hold as the woman’s preserve.?

The amount of tine devoted to shared leisure pursuits outside the
hoine varies considerably among different families, Despite variations
within any social class level, people at higher social class levels do-have
more extensive joint social activities.?® The range.of social activity is
alsa considerably broader among people of higher status, partly as a
function of economic considerations and partly due to other sources of
opportunity. For working-class families, the most frequent shared lei-
sure activitv outside the home is-visiting, generally with relatives.™
Local social activity with neighbors and friends is common but this is
rarely as formal as visiting and frequently is based on unisexual
groups. Occasionally, social. activities among married couples also
take on a neighborhood character if there are appropriate bars ov
inexpensive eating places locally available. Similar activities, often
in groups of couples, may occur outside the local area; but going
to shows or mightclubs or dances are most often matters of special
occasion.®® Forinal organizational activity is relatively rare among
working-class people and’ is not likely to involve both husbands and
wives in the same activities. : :

The degreo to which people in different social class positions differ
in total family participation in leisure activities has not been widely
studied. That working-class children. more frequently join their par-
ents in such activities as visiting and participate in other adult enter-
tainments seems clear. And there appears to be a greater frequency of
some joint activities in the working-class home, such as watching tele-
vision.?® There seems to have been an increase during recent decades in.
joint family outings, particularly during the spring and summer
months. And.with a gradual increase in vacation time for working-
class people, family vacations have bocome quite widespread except at
the very lowest levels of status. ~ - - , :

2 Among the West End respondents, if houseliold decisions were left to the
wife, thie hushand was unlikely to give more help with household tasks even when
the wife worked outside the home (Fitzgerald, 1967). Blood and Wolfe, 1960, de-
scribed the same pattern among their very low-income, low-occupation black
respondents. . T . : :

= Blood and Wolfe, 1960; Fitzgerald, 1967; Fried et al, 1971; Fried, 1973;
Komarovsky, 1964; Scheuch, 1962 ; White, 19535.

1984 ; Townsend, 1957 ; Young and Willmott. 1957.. | . .

* Berger, 1908 ; Fitrgerald, 1967, 1971 ; Pried, 1973 ; Gans. 1962, :

* The use of television seems generally to be more widespread at lower than at
higher-status levels. How much of this is due to the opportunities' provided by
television for fulfillment in fantasy of vague dreams and aspirations that cannot
he approached in reality remains unkngwn. But the binding effects of television
for many working-class people suggest that this may be an iinportant function
of many such Programs. : :

“ Berger. 1968; Fitzgeraid, 1967, 1971; Fried, 1973; Gaus, 1962; Komarovsky,

g
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Role segregation in honsehold management tends to inereace with
increasing age. * In one working-class community. almost all of the
voungest ¢siiples revealed some form of joint participation in house-
r0ld management, bnt this fell off quite rapidly wish sinali ncreases in
age.®® A similar phenomenon oceurs with vespect to joint
social activities but, by contrast with honusehald maragement, it seems
to he a more direet. function of the prizence < F children. With increas-
ing age, and especially during that p.:.od of the life eyele when chil-
dren are young and cannot he left alone, there is a general diminntion
in joint social activities.®® Patterns of joint =ociability are graduallv
reestablished as the children grow older. Althiongh the overall trend is
quite similar for people in different socinl class positions, the arrival of
children has th: greatest. and longest-lasting imnpact among those of
lowest. status. There is virtnally no joint social activity between lower-
statns husbands and wives in most families while the children ave
voung, Tt ishardly surprising. in this light, that being tied to the home
and lack of freedom for social acti~ity is a frequent complaint among
working-class wives. )

To a greater extent. than in of*-r social classes, family life in the
working class seerns integrally related to neighborhood and commu-
nity life and to relationships in the local area with neighbors, friends.
and kin. One idea that has obtained widespread currency is that much
of the segregation of marital roles can be attributed to separate ontside
involvement of hushand and wife.®® This conception is attractive in
view of the fact that such involveinent in closeknit networks is partien-
larly freqnent in manv working-class neieshhorhoods and. at the same
time, segregated family role relationships are relatively irequent
among working-class people. But the evidence to date reveals no such
cansal pattern. Indeed. working-class people who maintain extensive
contact with people m the local area are also somewhat more likely to
share family role relationships.s

Once a role relationship pattern is established. it generates its own
dyvnamics and its own effects regardless of the forces that led to it origi-
nally. The forms of marital and family role relationships that are
established have considerable bearing on the sense of closeness and
companionship that develop in marriage. and on the level of marital
satisfaction. With an increase in shared involvement in houschold
roles and in social activities. there is an increase in the closeness
of the relationship between husbands and wives at all social class
levels.*> Similarly. sexual mutuality is much greater among those
colllp]es 4;vho maintain less-segregated role relationships in other
spheres.

That there are overall differences in marital satisfaction with Qjffez-
ences in social class position has been frequently observed. It is pariicu-
larly striking, however, that much of this difference is not dne diretly
to differences in economic or social opportunities, but rather to diier-

" Rlond and Wolte, 1960: Fitzgerald. 1967; Fried, 1973: Fried et al.. 1971;
Neungarten, 19536: Townsend, 1957; Wolgast, 1958; Young and Willmott, 1957.
* Fitzgerald. 1967y '

® Fitzgerald, 1967 ; Fried, 1973 ; Fried et al., 1971.
“ Bott, 1057,

2 [}~ -~
! Fitzgerald, 1967 ; Fried, 1973.

“ Blood and Wolfe, 1960 ; Fitzgerald, 1967 ; Fried, 1973 ; Fried et al., 1071.
“ Rainwater, 1965,
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ences in shared or segregated family role relationships.* While a high
degree of segregation of roles may be infrequent among families of
higher status, when it oceurs it leads to a marked reduction in the level
of marital satisfaction. Conversely, while a high degree of sharving of
marital and familial roles is not widespread among peopie of lower
status, such sharing of family roles is generally accompanied hy a high
degree of arital satisfaction. For younger peeple. in partienlar, some
sharing of marital roles seemns virtually essential for marital satisfac-
tion. With increasing age, a higher degree of marital role segregation
can be tolerated without producing marital dissatisfaction.

In view of the great importance of sharing of marital and family
role relationships for marital satisfaction, one may wonder why so
many family styles, particularly at lower-status levels, are of the seg-
regated type. A number of different considerations are involved. In
the first place, sharing or segregation in marital and family role
relationships is itself affected by forces outside the marriage.
Strain, insecurity, and the absence of options in social life create pres-
sures toward role segregation and help to account for the higher level
of role segregation in working-class family life. Thus, external pres-
sures have somne clear and discernible influence on the natnre of the
marital relationship itself. This influence may be relatively simple and
direct, for example, when chronie illness or poverty reduce the op-
portunities for social life. It can also eceur in more subtle ways as hus-
hands and wives more or less consciously alter their stvles of interac-
tion while attempting to adapt to diffienlties in their sitnations.

The segregation of roies reduces both the amount of interaction
hetween the members of a social unit and the frequency with which
they are each responsible for accomplishing the same goals or objec-
tives. To this degree, it serves to reduce the opportunities for disiup-
tion of the relationship by conflict, In this respect. role segregation is
an important mechanisin for insuring the continuity of a relationship
or the effective operation of a social unit in which there is great po-
tential for conflict or strain. At the same time, of course, but rather inci-
dentally so far as the role partners are concerned, role seeregation re-
duces the likelihood of gratification and of personal fulfillment
within that particular relationzhip. Role segregation also reduces the
critical nature of the role of any one individnal and mitisates the effect
of marital disruption, whether due to death, diverce. separation, or
mor» transitory or subtle splitting of family relationships. Tn view of
the greater likelihood of such fragmentation of familv role relation-
ships at lower-status levels, priar searegation of roles within the family
allows continnity of the fainily and household in spite of the actual or
psychological absence of a central member of the unit.*

Role-segregated patterns zre traditionallv sanctioned and defined
in the working class although. as we have pointed ont. cultural orienta-
tions;do not fully explain overt behaviors, But it inevitably entails
some negative consequences in a society which places great demands:
on cffective and meaningful social interaction within the familv. As
we have already indicated, role segregation in the family, at all status

“Fried. 1973,

“For a more extensive treatment of the theoretical and empirieal issues in-
volved in marital roles, in their segregated or shared forms, and in the effects
on marital satisfaction, see Fitzgerald, 1967 ; Fried, 1973.
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levels. redncees the degiee of marital satisfaction, but this effect is most
striking when the level of segregation is extreme. This is exacerbated
at lower-status levels by economic pressures and deprivation which
create strains on marriage and impede marital satisfaction most seri-
ously in segregated velationships. Acute pressures,as when the head of
houseliold is unemployed. may have a serious influence on marital
satisfaction even when patterns of joint functioning are maintained.*
In view of the constraints on role satisfaction for people of lower
status. particularly the limited possibilities in economic and occupa-
tional life, lower levels of marital satisfaction are especially unfor-
tunate. Indeed, regardless of statns. and among whites and Dlacks
alike. marital satisfaction is the most critical component, of total life
satisfaction.® o ' o ‘
Althongh we may recognize the inevitability and legitimacy of
diverse faumily and houschold arrangements, a serious price is often
involved. Marital dissatisfactior. and..in the extreme, marital disrnp-
tion appear to be more frequent among people of lower status than
among those in more secire ceonomic and social positions. But their
frequency is not indicative of any major difference in valnes. The
ahsence of marital satisfaction and stability is generally a source of
the most profound regret at all social class levels. The effects of mari-
tal conflict and instability upon children are less clear bt one can
anticipate similar, if not more serious, conscquences. In this sense,
the conditions of working-class life, especially for those of lowest
status, that undermine other sources of gratification and make inroads
even on relationships within the family create a double indemnity for
the least privileged members of our society. While marital dissatis-
faction and disruption are highly personal matters and may ocenr
among people in ail social positions, the absence of security, of a sense
of self-esteem, of feelings of pride in economic and occupational ac-
complishment, undermine those very marital and family relationships
that might otherwise serve as major bases fot personal stability, social
participation, and a feeling of satisfaction in'life. '

. Worktyxe-Criss Coxroviry Live .

Relationships formed at work. ut school, in the neighborhood, or
in clubs and organizations, as well as long-term associations with
kin and friends, can and often do become integrated with the fune-
tioning of the nuelear family. Patterns of local affiliation involving
the family 5 a unit are common and often of very great importance:
visiting and being visited. neighboerhood and conmunity interactions,
affiliations with local organizations. Buch associations may be of funda-
mental sjgnificance for the stabilitv of family organization. Close
relationshi‘is between household inembers and members of other local
sncial univs may be of particular importance in instances of family
disruption die to death’ or'separation. providing some of the role
10 "ationships that remain unfulfilled in the absence of a spouse or par-
ent. But these local community affilintions arc of great significance
in théir own right for a great many working-class people.

“ Fitzgerald, 1963. ‘o

* For the fuil-scale analysis of these Issnes, see Fried, 1973; Fried et nl.; '19'.11‘.
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Reeent evidence has indicated that contact with kin is more wide-
spread in the United States than had previously been thought to he
the case.® Such relationships with kin are rarely intense ontside the
working class, but they are frequent and valuable social resources
throughout the society. Their importance in the working class, how-
ever, stems partly from the fact that kin so often live in the game
neighborhoods and. thus, kinship and community ties are blended.
Furthermore, the results of community stndies suggest that quite
apart from kinship ties, the neighborhood and local residential areas
are of far greater importance for many people than had heen recog-
nized in previous studies of the urban environment. As with kinship
contact, involvement in the micro-environment of the neighborhood
is often of particularly great importance for working-class people
and may supplement family rele relationships in creating stability
and evoking satisfaction.* Community affiliations are among the few
reliable sonrces of a sense ‘of esteem and of involvement for people
of lower status. N o

Systematic information about patterns of community living in
different social classes is relatively meager but some broad trends can
be discerned.®® Despite the great advance of urbanization in the United
States and Western Europe. the small community and local neighbor-
hood life remain important bascs of personal and social identity for
many people. Variations in neighborhood interaction in different types
of urban and nonurban settings, however, are less clear. The most exten-
sive data about community and neighborhood life in'the working class
derive from studies of central city slum areas. But a relatively large
and growing proportion of the working class and of the poor live
outside of central cities and outside of major urban areas. This is a
matter of some importance in trying to generalize about working-class
community functioning.” *°  * 7 o ,

Despite these and other variations in the community distribution
and experience of working-class people, there are.several theines in,
working-classcommunity life that appear to be quite general. Of
central significance is the dominance of localism in working-class
community behavior. Localism refors to the concentration of activ-
ity, social interaction, and a sense of involvement or commitment in
the local neighborhood. In the extreme, the working-class neighbor-
hood may become a bounded urban village in which people participate.
extensively in Jocalized uctivicies and feel like strangers outside their.
familiar precincts.st Even in less extreme instances, however, the local
arca has great importance for most working-class peop’e and a very
large patt of their daily lives is spent within the neighborkood. In

" Litwak. 1060a, 1960 ; Sussman, 1963, ' ' .

“ Fried, 1973, '

“1In fact. there is an extensive literature on community patterns, Bat close
examination reveals that it deals. with;a thnited array of types of communities
and the' data are often honcomparable, A systematic study of some of these pat-
terns {s heing nndertaken by one of the authors (¥Fried) under the auspices of the
Center for the Study of Metropolitan Prohlems of NIMH. . .

* Fat sowe examples uf communities representing this form of “urban vill:s ge.”
see: Yried, 1973; Gaps, 1902; Hartman, 1963; Hoggart, 1957 ; Jemnings, 1962
Mogey, 1058; Safa, 1938 Seeley, 1969; Townsend, 1967; Whyte, 1943; Willmott,
]9@; Yo.‘fngan-fl,“’,i'ﬂn_ﬂt.mm- t T R ERSTEEEETTES S o NN U
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essenee, lovalism implies that the meanimgful social community coin-
cides quite closely with the actual physical community, It is thns coin-
cidenco of physical and social space that is most distinctive of com-
munity experience among working-class people.

Several other related features of community helavior in the working
class stand out. In all social classes and in areas at all levels of urbaniza-
tion people tend to know many of their neighbors.*? But these neighbor-
hood contacts are rarely as widespread in other social classes as they
are in the working class. More important than widespread familiarvity
is the fact that many relationships with neighborhood persons involve
people in an entire series of overlapping roles. The same persons are
scen in the street, are met while shopping, are pavents of children in
the £:ine schools, and are involved in similar activities whether these he
in the settlement house, in ethnie clubs, in church, at the bar, or on the
streetcorner. Morecover, there is considerable regularity to these
encounters so that people come to expect. sueli meetings and to form
their activities around interpersonal relationships while they are
engaged in performing routine functions.

Under these circumstances, it is hardly surprising that these rela-
tionships are frequently extended to include joint social activities and
various forms of mnutual assistance. A great many working-class people
define their friendships on the basis of mutual help or, at least, the
expectation of such help when it is necessary. And while the frequency
of such reciprocity varies considerably from one working-class com-
munity to another, some expeetation of the availability of reighhors in
case of need seems to be a crucis] component of effrctive community life
in working-class areas. That needs for help arise more frequently
among people of lower status makes such an orientation eminently
functional.

Working-class localism most typically involves the use of neigh-
borhood facilities and resources where they ave available. Althonglh
the array of shopping facilities is hound to vary considerably from one
working-class reighborhood to anothes, there is a st rong preference for
local shopping among many working-class people. The local food
store, particularly if it isa small shop rather than a supermarket, takes
on special significance. It is readily ayailabl. . <emitting frequent pur-
chases and eliminating the necessity for sto. «ing food. It is based on
a personal relationship between eustomer and owner. And in some
working-class neighborhoods, it also allows credit purchases in which
payment is made when the wage check arrives. Such credit arrange-
ments. based on long-term personal relationships, also allow for greater
security in conditions of economic duress. While the small storekeeper
cannot maintain a enstomer on credit. for very long periods of time, he
is often able to tide them over during shorter periods of unemployment
or illness.’ )

¥ Axelrod, 1954 ; Bell and Boat, 1957; Bracey, 1964: Fava, 1058: Foley, 1950
Gnns, 1967; Greer and Kube, 1959: Kecjper et al., 1953 ; Pfefl, 1968; Rainwater
et al., 1959 ; Willmott and Young, 1960.

“ The disruption of stable, working-class communities, as in forced relocation.
often invades these relationships and creates new and pevnicious credit patterns
between customers and storekeepers who do not know one another and have little
reason for mutunal trust. For a vivid analysis of the credit relationship among
low-status people under conditions of lack of mutual trust, see Caplovitz, 1963.
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Lxtensive patterns of local shopping serve other social functions
in the community as well, Such local stores, widely nused. become
centers of social interaction. People.meet one another while shopping,
have opportunities to exchange conversation, and develop a greater
sense of continuity in social interaction in the neighborhood. Indeed,
stores in working-class areas tend to become major resonrces as com-
mnuications eenters. These are the places where one obtains informa-
tion about local affairs, about what is happening to neighbors, about
wajor cvents that might affect the community, and even about the
facilities available for hand'ing persenal affairs. _

When other facilities are present within the neighborhood. they may
serve similar functions. Such facilities inay include the public school.
clubs and organizations, settlement hounses, even health and social
service agencies in which people can meet and establish or maintain
close contact with one another. The greater the opportunities for such
interaction. for the use of local places as social centers, the more ex-
tensively do those forms of relationship describe as “closeknit net-
works” develop. These become prime sonrees of security and satisfac-
tion in working-class communitics. Some of those working-class com-
munities withont these patterns of local social interaction reflect a
deprivation in social experience without having achieved any alterna-
tive patterns of personal fulfillment. .

Closely related to the extensiveness of local contact is the significance
of street life in working-class areas. In a large number of working-
class communities that have been observed, the street is far more
extensively used both as a part of one’s residential space and as a
locus of social interaction than eccurs among people of higher status.
It is this characteristic that has led seme observers to emphasize the
importance of visibility asa form of protection against illictt behavior,
robbery, and personal violence.” Many working-class areas, particn.
larly the fairly dense urban slum but extending at times into imore sub-
nrban scttings, are notable for the presence of people of the streets.
The apartment spills into the hallway and the building spills onto -he
strect with considerable freedom. Privacy is of considerable impor-
tance, but reliance is placed on the natural sense of tact of others rather
than on impersonality and physical distance. Nor is it only a matter
of spending more time in the streets. Working-class peaple more often
use the streets as places to be with others, in contrast to the more char-
acteristic conception of the street in middle-class areas as a passageway
from home to some other place. The rising demand for housing space
that includes a wide variety of community facilities and opportunities
for local social interaction reveals the potential sigmificance of more
active engagement in the local residential area for people in all social
class positions. However, while people of higher status often maintain
some neighborhood ties, they are more likely than people of lower
status to participate actively in roles and relationships outside the
lo-al area. For people in the working class, on the other hand, loeal
commitments and associations more often dominate their total life
space,

l The physical structure of working-class housing. for all of its limi-
tations as dwelling space, often facilitates intimacy and informality in

& Jacobs, 1961,
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social relationships. In general, the greater the degree of face-to-face
contact engendered by a physical arrangement, the nore likely are
people to establish social relationships with one another. This relation-
ship holds true independent of social class position but is stronger
at lower than at hi rfl)er status levels. The sheer population densities
of many working-ch:ss neighborhoods allow us to predict that these
will encourage a maximum of direct contact. Other features of the
physical organization of working-class arcas also facilitate extensive
and close social interaction. ITouse types, location of stores and shops,
and the character of the streets or their utility for strect life, all influ-
ence the extent to which local social relationships develop. These hous-
ing and residential arrangements encourage local interaction in many
lower status areas while, with the increasing social status of areas,
physical design is oriented to privacy and, thus, gencrates interpersonal
separation and isolation.® - '

A number of other factors are involved in the dominance of localism
in the working class. Some of the more evident economic forces are
certainly influentjal. There are economic costs to transportation
whether by public facilities or a_private automobile. The inadequacy -
of many low-income dwellings may discourage the use of the apart-
ment or house as'a place for guests and visitors and may encourage
mnore active strect ligt which, in turn, leads to wider familiarity with
neighbors.and with the .neighborhood. Many working-class prople
trace their origins to less urbanized places: and more recent migrants
to'an areca are more restricted to their immediate residential locations,
moving out beyond these only slowly and graduglly.® Other differ-
ences in ‘status add further explanatory components. Education and
acculturation to the larger society cestainly expand the social horizons
of people and facilitate feelings of. comfort in more diverse surround-
ings. Contacts' with formal orgpnizations and with diverse groups
encourage a_broader range of travel beyond the local arca. Such
experiences and opro‘ltqnities supplement cconomic factors in restrict-
ing or expanding the microanvironment in which people function and
help to account for the dominance of localisin in working-class life.
_'But an understanding of localism in working-class life also re-
quires an appreciation.of two contrasting consideratios . Even apart
from the most extreme and obvious forms of minority group discrimi-
nation, working-class people tend to feel exeluded by the larger socicty.
The invidious distinctions implicit jn Jarge differences in social back-
ground, rewards, and opportunities are. inevitably experienced as
forms of derogation. Morcover, most working-class people sense the
subtle and. implicit. status_oricntations that pervade interpersonal
relationships, Friendships. neighborhood contacts, even work associa-
tions are very, much limited to peop)z of similar status and few work-
ing-class people hpve had freguent or:-close relationships with
people of higher class. Most situations of daily life that involve peo-

- Appleyard and Lintell, 1972; Festinger ot a)., 1950; Fried and Gleicher, 1961 ;
Hartman, 1963 ; Kates and Wohwill, 1966: Kuper, et al., 1953 ; Mérton, 1948, ...

* Numerous studies of migrants indica‘e that the newcomer participates, fav
less actively in ‘many activities in the new area, and that this §s most marked
far people of lower status (é.g., Brody, 1870; Gordon, 1064 ; Zimmer, 1955). A
recent study of blacks in Boston (Fricd et al, 1971) demonstrates the combined
effects of status, prior urban experience, and length of residence on freedom of
moveinent outside the local area quite clearly.
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le of different status evidenee these covert status discriminations. The
ower a_person appears to be on the status scale and the sharper his
cthnic differences from the American majority. the more marked is
such discriminatory behavior. These situations and experiences evoke
an often unstated sense of discomfort and estrangement in the wider
socicty and, by contrast, reinforce a sense of case and self-respect
among familiar, similar people in familiar places.* . .

The sense of exclusion, derogation. and disrespect experienced in
the wider society is certainly a critical influence on the cohesivencss
of working-class communities. The strong feeling of mutual support
and the extensive patterns of local friendliness that characterize
many working-class areas arc partly compensations for these con-
ditiens. But. there are also intrinsic gratifications. and often frag-
ments of cultural tradition, that give special meaning to loeal com-
munity life. Working-class communities often develop an ethnic of
communal relationships that embraces most of the people in their
neighborhood. Mutual support may occasionally be shattered by inter-
cthnic ‘conflict but this ocenrs mainly in special conditions. Massive
invasion by ‘a new ethnic group chiallenges the traditional protective
arrangements of the inhabitants of a working-class community and
leads to working-class exclusivism. Tn such circumstances. much of the
latent anger toward the larger soricty iz digplaced toward the rela-
tively powerless newcomers. Ordinarily, however, this underlying
protective and friendly orientation to other people in the local area
extends even to people who are known only peripherally. Fortunately,
the importance of localism for working-class people has become more

ridely known and greater emphasis has been given during recent

decades to the expansion of 1peal facilities in working-class neighbor-
hoods. Similarly, it is due in part to an appreciation of loralism that
black communities have stressed the need for community cohesiveness
in confronting Jimitations in the larger socicty. To stress these features
of working-class environments that frequently facilitate the develop-
ment of: the elose-knit, loeal social relationships shiould not obsenre
many differences. Variables such as the level of working-class status
of ‘the residents, the urbsn-snburban eharacter of the area, regional
variations associated with differences in elimate or trudition, and the
age or residential stability of the community itself scem to medify the
patterns of community behavior. A' large proportion of ¢ contral
rcity, working-class slums that have heen studied follow anie closelv
the model of the “urban village® in'which stable and highly integriited -
communitias develop' with closely interlorking networks of ‘relation-
ships to Kin. neighbor¢, and friends. Many of these communitices, in
the United States and in other countries: have been dominated by
immigrants:.or by migrants from deprived. rnral aveas who develop an
ethnic calturé or tradition that blends the common features among
people of diverse. ‘but' similarlv underprivileged’ ori¢ins. Workine-
class suburban areas appear to share many of the chamcteristics of the
central city worling-class slum with less emphasis on active street life
and somewhat greater emphasis on home life and informal visiting.s

 ——————— PR . N . N . . . .

¥ In pne central city working-clase district. many people felt ther did not really
know, many dlaces outside their residential area. even if they went taere very
often, because they felt they dia fiot belong a° 4 .~ame and left as strangers (Fried.
to he published). P

% Berger, 1968: Bracer, 1964: Gans, 1967 ; Jackson, 1068: Kuper et a7, 1953
Mitche:1 and Lupton, 1854 ; Willmott, 1963.
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Indeed. the few studies of aflluent workers in wodern, technologically
advanced industries suggest that the persistence of the same basic
conditions of life enconrage the persistence of many stiinilar orienta-
tions and behaviovs in attenvated form, despite inercased incomes,
status, and edueation,

At the Jower end of working-class position, poverty diserimina-
tion, insecurity, or stresses deriving from other sonrces may make
serions inroads on the stahility and coiesiveness of the community.
Those residential arcas, whether of privately owned or public hous-
ing, in which a large proportion of the population is extremely poor
have greater difficulty in establishing the organization and stahility
necessary for cohesive and interactive community life.® Often it is
difficult to determine the preeise factors involved in situations of nn-
stable or loosely knit working-class communities sinece different in-
fluences overlap one another. But communities that include not merely
a large proportion of very poor peeple hut. many newecomers from
rural areas often show loss striking and less widespread forms of so-
cial relationships. The same is trne for communities that have few
local facilitics around which relationships can develop, or those that
have experienced a long term attrition of population due to external
pressures on the community—for exampie, plans for whan renewal.
In one instance we have examined, the relative infrequency of close
patterns of neighboring and of close-knit network relationships was
due in part to a high degree of transiency, encomaged by a slow-
moving highway renewal promam.® This situation was further com-
pounded by low residential densities. and by a high degree of sus-
piciort and fear hecanse of extensive neighborhood problems,

However. more often than not, the conception of “disoraanized”
neighhorhoods is vastly overstated and refers. at best. to extensive
individual or family diffienlties rather than to disorganization within
the neighborhood itrelf. There is an old and widespread helief. un-
founded in any available evidence. that neighborhood contagion en-
courages housing neclect, delinquency. aleoholism, drugs. and a host
of other evils. Certainlv a combination of economic and social restrie-
tions lead to the concentration of these problems in certain areas. Tt is
also true that among the very poor, and even more strikingly when
poverty is attended by discrimination, extremely poor lionsing, and
widesnread anxietv., the forms of local recipracity that have heen de-
seribed for many workine-class areas fail to develop or emerge only in
tentative and sporadic forms. Extreme degrees of underprivilege and
insecurity can shift the entire foris of people’s lives to the most. rudi-
mentary concerns of finding meager sources of support and grasping
transitory pleasures when they can.

But even in neighborhoads heset with social problems and oceasion-
ally with violence. the organization of neishborhond life frequently
contains these problems and mitigates their disorganizing effects. Many
of these areas reveal important fragments of local organization and
maintain a semblance of comminity order, in spite of the corrosive

* ftudies of extremely poor black communi’ies demonstrate the ways in which
poverty, discrimination. and other difticulti/es can have mutually reinforcing
ogects. See: Brown, 1965: Drake and Cayton, 1945: Liebow, 1067 : Rainwater,
1970. :

* Fitzgerald, 1971



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o S et AP o e .

315

effects of poverty and discrimination, insecurity and anxiety, or con-
flicts and schisms betwcen segments of the community. Even in the
most impnverished and underprivileged commnunities, modest forms
of social interaction often develop within the small units of a huild-
ing or a street, relationships that supplement the lives of individuals
and provide them with social resources for coping with a vast array of
personal difliculties and uncertainties.

Social problems, personal difficulties. ethnic segmentations all ocenr
more frequently in working-class communities than in those of higher
status by virtue of the fact that the economic and social conditions that
precipitate them are more widespread at lower status levels. But these
are neither typical for working-class people nor dominant in most
working-class neighborhoods. Indeed. what has become most apparent
in studies of such communities during the last quarter of a
century is the extraordinary degree of residential and social stability
and organization that characterizes many of them. The typ-
ical working-class community is a family-based area, with informal
patterns of social organization linking people to one another and pro-
viding some compensation for the sense of strain and derogation that
people experience in their outside lives. Usually these intimate ties
are limited to the closest kin, parents and siblings. But even relation-
ships with neighbors and friends have some of the characteristics of
kinship association: informality of interaction, mutual assistance.
frequent contact, long-term stability, and an ascriptive significance hy
virtie of common residence. :

In many instances. kin and close friends and neighbors in the com-
munity make working-class family life more viable in an immediate
sense. Women without husbands or those whose husbands are only-
sporadically available often find a great deal of security in their inter-
actions with neighbors and local kin and friends. Men who find their
family lives or their relationships with their wives unsatisfactory can
often find solace in neighborhood “hanging” groups or in the local bar.
But even among those people living in stable and meaningful families,
the people in the community are frequently major resources for both
the women and tke men. Indeed, it is quite striking that many working-
class people at the highest blue-collar levels find these community
associations so meaningful that they resist leaving their residential
areas despite incomes and social orientations that would alle & their
transitior, to new areas of higler status.®

Despite char.ging patterns of urban and suburban neighborhood life
at all social class Jevels and & new emphasis on community forms.
middle-class patteins of neighboring and of community involvement
rarely approximate the more extreme examples of localism and laeal
commitment to be found in working-class areas.®? Much can undoubt-
adly be learned for planning purposes by extrapolating from patterns
of working-class neighborhood life and extending these observations

® These obsrervations are drawn from published and unpublished data on the
%re-tand post-relocation sttuations of working-class people in the West End -of

oston.

* After comparing a - ~vrking-class slum in London and a nearhy., middle-class
suburb in which there w....> great deal of community inverection. Willmott and
Young observed that interaction in the middle-class suburb did not have the
intensity and feeling of closeness and informality that oce~rred in the working
class slum, Willmott and Yourg. 1960.



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A P e i - s < 11

346

to middle-class residential areas. But people of higher status do have
a wider range of options. They can achieve more meaningful social
pnmmpqtlon in the larger erx'wtv and need not rely as exclusively on
family and community ife to give relevance to their existence.

For the working class. even in the midst of greater aflluence for some
blne-collar v.nrkem, family and community life remain essential -
sources, It is all the more tragic. in this light. that the extremes of
economic deprivation and mwuntv undcrmmc the stability both of
family relntionships and- of community resources, and thus vitiate
the possibility of attaining a semblance of seeurityand satisfaction
within these micro-env fromments. Only with the diminution of ‘these
extremes of economic and social inequality can we hope to provide that
modicuin of sécurity that is necessary for mamtammg reciprocity and
cooperative endeavor in: family and ‘community experience. Adequate
incor-es and a degree of gecnrity that one can take for granted are
necessary conditions for mnmtammg stable family and’ community
ties. Eventhese are only miniinal conditions that donot guarantee the
most effective forms of: reciprocity and the greatest degroe of satisfac-
tion in social life." ‘Engagement in the occupational:life of society
through mennmgful and respected work ‘Activities-is essential’ for
providing a sense of perticipation and pride which <limvﬂntm self-
respect anil feelings 'of worthihess. These are the- pm‘som:l shurces of
freedom of choice and of équinimity that'sustain close inv olvcmont
and gratification in fomily and community x'ehtlorxsh)ps g

o e
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