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Much has been said apout strtuctural changes in the U.5. econory in
T . L. . - N 1)
- . YJecent years. We hear about the.effectd of oil price shocks, interna-

tionalizatign of the econoﬁy,.foreign competitienQ and the decline'of the
. 3 .

spekestack industries. Bﬁt the most important structurel4ehange going

on inkour econorny 1is so‘zasf tﬁat it dwarfs the others by, comparison. In ’

roughly a generatlon, 51nce the early iéGOs, 20 million workers--;emnr151u5_

20 percent of the entire U. S labor force--have changed thé*r‘eector of

employment. These workers, all of'them women, moved out of JObS as full-

o

time-hdhemekers into paid employment. ‘The causes of this shift out of

-
.8 '
housework are, of course, complex, but they are rooted in some basic and\
\
easily- underSuood economic forces: the same forces behind other sectoral
shifts, such as the celebrated shift out of agrlculture some decades ago.
. . ) -
. ‘ - . H
| | k/ ‘ -
- . p . .t , * -
. ¢ N - ¢ §' ~
\
&
. . . - ;] »w
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The Shift Out of Housework

.In 1960, roughly 85\percent of rmerried women with children were -

LJfull=time homemekers, ccmpared with fewer than half tedey. Although th
5

*
.

IS s

- - : N \
outpue of the household sector_is not included in the official Gross:

llatiornal Product (GIP), and thus not offic{ally considered part of "the . * {

econonmy," nonethdjess in terms of hours worked, it* is larger by far than

c+

he entire menufacturing sector. For instance, in 1960 there were roughly

0 million adult women (28 million married women) working full time in

o

the household sector, compared with 17 million manufacturing workeérs. And,

. - .
o - .
- . -

of course, housework is also performed-on a "moonlighting" basis by workers

with paid jobs: undoubtedly the larddst Secondery sector of employment . .
) ~ ! S . : !
*fcr dual jobholders. Unfortunately, the government collects no statisties

on hours spent in housework, but extrapolating from the figures on the : ¢

number of ‘full-time homeéhkers, it is clear that enormous’ labor resources X
M L) - . )

. -t are devétedvto this sector of the econory.
=
-

half its full-time workforce--20 m*llion workers--into the rest of the ..---

»

Economic changes within. the household sector that released nearly

Y

economy are akin to those that released some '3 miXIion workers from

~ aqriculture.some decades ago. Although the shift out of housework is . .

much larger than the shift out of agriculture, in both cases, rapid produc-

¢« tivity gains due to improved technology and a relatively fixed,demand

.

. _for the "product" combined to reduce the hours needed to get the job done. .
. - P : ,
At the same +ime, improved economic opportunities elsevhere provi: ihe
. bt N ) ‘v

.néedéd'puli to transform both the agra}iéu and househo¥d sectors and to o

ERIC ] . _ , . :
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reduce drazmatically.the hours worked .in each. 1In the case of the small

farmer, these opportunities came from urbznization and industrialization.
L .

For the homemsker, they came from the growth of the service sector as

well as the erosion of societal and legal barriers to paid employment for

* wormen. 3

Zhe transfonggzéfn of the_houseﬁold sector is *he fundamrsntal caﬁse

N
of the rapid growth in women's labor force participation since the early

19€0s, shown,iq,Table 1. Although, of course, many women wg;ked outside

—

+the home bvefore then (znd virtually all "moonlighted” in the home), it is
/. :

- . .

useful to evaluate the economic.problsésifaced by today's working womep

i the contexﬁ of the Rousework shift of the past twenty years.. There are

N o /

r -

‘two reasons for this. ' ) '
. L . .
First; vievwed as a structural change in the economy, the transforma-

iion of the Hbusehold seéger is roof@ghin irreversible economic forces. <i
Just as the sméll_family farm has long since disappgared'as a predominant
economic institution"in our so;iety (hOWevef.appeaiing in réfro;pect it
“seems as a @ay of life), so too will the fa?ily with a full-timé‘lifetime
i.homemaqu socn be a small miﬁority. Thatlmoétﬁwomsé/ﬁiel ;O{k alilqr

most of their-lives in peid employment, either fulltime or part:;ime is
- . . . ¥ ‘

firmly rooted in basic economics. This means that policy cannot ignore

i%equi%ies faced py womén’in paid employmen£ in the expectation %hét_
current trends will ‘somehow be reversed. . T
vTﬂe second reaséﬁ fqr/examining the coﬁsequences of thé-ﬁbusehold .
transformation on women workers ig t?e stereotypes it -has left in its ﬁakol‘
~

[y
.
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- C 1480R FOECE PARTICIPATION RATES OF WOMEN® ’
. N . . ~
- BY MARITAL AND FAMILY STATUS .
A1l VWomen « Married, spouse present
A ] .
‘ Total .| Children | Children
1 6-17 under 6
1950 . 28.3 23.8 28.3 , 11.9
1960 S % . 30.5 ° 39.0 18.6
1970 t - k3.3 7 S bo.B . k9.2 . - 30.3
1980 ° 51.5 50.1 61.7 Ls.1
1982 ¢ 53}'6 51.2 63.2 k8.7
. ) ‘ ] R

- ‘ 'Y

<
4 N\ -
»
.
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and rayn s
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s in any great structural transforration, stereotypes-tend to cling to

those involved. ' Women continue to be sterg&biyped into work roles as.
) . .- . ) a_ ’ o
’} ‘nurturers &nd caretakers, and this affects their occupational distribution
in paid emplovment. Perhaps even more important, women, being stereotyved
as unpaid homemeXers, are not taken seriously as providers; and, conse-

. . A . . N & L.
quently, women's claim$_to high-paying jobs are sometimes viewed as
g [
Z . . _ -
frivolous. Of-course, these stereotypes interact, so that traditional

women's jobs like elementary school téacher, nurse, secretary, znd g

! . : 4 ~ -

Iibrarian are notoriously underpaid relative to traditionally male Jjobs
i 3 P _ ”

requiring comparable skiil and fesponsibility. It is clear that unless

women gre first taken seriously as providers, the comparable worth pay

issue will be seen as frivolous in many quarters. . .

Viewed from the perspettive of the household transformatioh, the

structuré;,change that has radically altered the‘gender composition of
\ . .

the labor force'is'fundaﬁentalIy;dffferent_from the factors behind other
;;a demographic changds that have also oécqxred (ége, ethnicity, etc.). All

wbmen, black and white, educated and uhskilled, share. this heritage. And

policies designed to tacilitate this chanée--and its impacts on the labor

-

market, family life, and public policy--must"récognize that the roots of
> , ) _ _
AR women's labor market problems are quite distiact from those of other

"disadvantaged" groups. of course,!women'as workers do not always have
identical interests, 'and no single® policy can address the problems of all

Yomen woqgers. Nonetheless, women share many interests. 1In particular,

policies designed to meet women's needs in paid- employment must look to

’
<




» - >
the broader ecoromic coniext of worken's work roles,‘;ncluding wor at a

second job in the housghold sector. .

women 4is Froviders o
Accompanying the houseworxz shift have been draratic changes in houser
-t - - . - ’ L.

hold fomposition t;at have thrust many woren into the role of rrovider.

Although it is truve that women have always workedlto support femilies,
\. . -~
today roughly 20 percent of all fdmilies with children are headed by

«women relative to fewer than 10 percent in 1960. Poverty among female-headed
.

K// families is a growing congern; roughly a +hird of all femezle-headed farilies

(and over ﬁalf of all black femaleLheaded.famiIies) live in poverty. 3By =
comparison, only one in 18 ;ale-headedAfamil;és live in poverty. -With

' divérce probabilities for new marriages in the 50 percent range, the:
’ . 1 '
likelihood of a family btecoming female-headed and moving into poverty Tor
v

some.period of time is quite substantial. A child is six.times more
< . 4 - o .
1ikely to be poor if he or she lives with only ‘the mother than with the

father or both parentsepreeent in the househo%d. -
. ¢

-

As the household transformation has  strepgthened women's labor force
s ' -
attachment it has, malnstreamed women's paychecks into family budgets in

~

. husband-wife families. While formerly many wlvee worked durlng emergencies
or to meet speclal needs’ (like a college education for a child, a vacatiop,_

or-a new car), more and more famllles rely on the second paycheck to meet

»

regular exﬁenses. Even where women kre not the sole prov1ders, families

may be dependent on the second paycheck to maintain a decent stagdard~of

L)
L3
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}iving. Tor plack rerried coun;es, for instance, rédizn income in 1922

- r * ¢ -

was $12,169 vhen the wife was a full-time horerakrer compared with 325,359

. . . B A . AL
when she was in paild employrent. For vwhites, the median lncome was
S21,8h9 where the wife wes a full-time homemaker compared with £3C,801
when she was in the lzbor force. The povgrty rate axong blacr families .

with two earners was only 9.4 percent compared with 35.8 percent for a1l
- Y

vlack femilies. ‘"Among white families withgwo workers the poverty rate

" was h.S’percent comgared witﬁ 9.7 percent overall. Thus, for all families,

end especially for black"familieé, a wife's paycheck makes a significant

difference in living standards, and substantially redugfd the #ncidence
of poverty. ’ - - o .

Although figures on the poverty status of househOIGS'ofteg refer to

v

families with childreh, a-rapidly grbwing segment of the poverty population
'consisté of elderiy women. In 1982, 'the poverty rate among elderly women
"was 17.5 percent (up from 1k percent.in<l978), with 2.7 million elderly

(women 1living below the poverty threshhold of $L4,626. Median income for
elderfly women. in 1982 (from ail sources indluding social se&qrity and
. . _ 1
incgge from aséets) was $5,365, compared with $9,188 for elderly men.

With roughly 8.5 millidn, or 64 percent of elderly women being unmarried
I - . L ]

(widowed, divorced, or never married), dheir lack of independent financial
. » ;
) .. . c . .,\. -
resources is the major cause of poverty for this group.
N ! ‘ : ) ’ .

The Sociel sand Instltutlonal Environment

As the transformatlon of the household sector has ﬁropelled women

e
into paid employment, and Changes,igffamily structure have increased
. « . .. . . . . . - .

\
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' vace discrimination. Title VII of the Civil Pights Act of 196k, prohikiting

|- <
womeN"s sigrnificance as providers, we have witnessed rap>d and drazetic
changes in attitudes, as well as in the institutiorns ané laws relating ic
women's work roles ené conditions of exployment. Irn 1G€L, for instance; ’

B bd 4
only about hazlf -the women surveyed agreed that a working zother could

¥
establish a close relationship with her children, compared with three-
et e o . s . . 2
quarters of those surveyed in 1970, just six years -later.

Clearly, economic forces coalesced with the civil rights wovement .

2nd other political influences that resulted in many rro-egalitarian

ct ¢

v

socizl policies and legislative reforms duridg the 19€Q0s. Wozen tenefit=d

p : ;
from laws and institutional changes that were primarily aimed at eliminating

[ 3

ermployment discrimination on the basis of race and sex was originally airmed
I y

at race discrimination and essentially enforced as a race discrimination
statute until the 197Os.3 Equal employment opportunity for woren was

most surely aided by widespread concern over racial injustice, but the

legacy of treéting women's employment problems as those of a disadvantaged

minority group has been troublesome. Not only has it pitted whité'women\
against black men and even black women in affirmative action plans and
progranms targeted at "women ard minorities," but it fails to address the

distinct problems facing women (black and white) as workers that stet from

their stereotypes-as nurturers and failuré to be taken seriously as providers.
lionetheless, it is true that more egalitarian social values and the

recognition of women's new economic roles have increased the representation
. .

of women in cuch traditional malg'occupations as medicine and law. Between
. - :

.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ja) A b
< 5, -
s
. . .
¥ okads 3T I07S 7 = .. s = v Seo 53 A3 <
157C and 157% the percentage gf women earning degrees in zedicine jumred
’ L

~ o3 -~ s " ey D [~ | A - - ’ &
frez E.L <o 232.0 rercent and in law frem 5.4 To 2¢.5 rercent. . At & more

redess level, women zre entering the clergy, increasing <neir regresentation
. »

in Comgress 'and state elective office, inzrezsing their nurzbers as small
- L3 N . Y .
rusiness owners and 3*0095510 els, and entering the constructiog trades. -

-
.

However, tezause changes in womern's roles at work have been so

- .

viciile, the impact of the old stereotyres in the worxplace ané on public

pclicy are often overlooked or downplayed. . The fact of a femzle astronaut
. . - .. -~

or & Supmeme Court Justice--however desirad Je——are teken%S signs of progress

for wormen, desvite the fact that the average femele college graduate vho

.
.

works full <ime, yeer round, earns less than a msle High schgol'dropout.S
. Y : ,

- -

Sixty percent of all women who.work have incomes below the poverty level.

4

fnalysts continue. to attribute recent dramatiec increases in the poverty -

.
- .

e v ) _
rate to poor economic conditions rather.fhan recpgnizing the fact that

- .
. . +

poverty is rising because of the growing number of women who head families.

‘ﬂ

Our only (significdant) response to the rapidly growing nurmber of poor g

.

female providers is poverty-lével (or below) allbtments of AFTC and in-kind

»

.

benefits. (food spamps, medicaid, and subsidized housiné), surely not a ¢

3

prescription for wiping out poverty. ' - .

Highly visible and controversial legislative developmernts sﬁpportive
. 3 ; .

of equal employment opportﬁnity for women ﬂbaﬁ have been in the’public v

-

eye sinqg the passage of Title VII in 1964 have produced a climate of

expectatlons and attltudea that assume women have special advantages. These* .

presumed avantages are resented in part because the historical ba51s for

~women's inferior labor market status is.qualit e tively different from that

'






- . R \
of ethnic minorities. Women,'apgrt from their race and ethnicity, are part
. N N ’ ..

- of a'structural'éhahge'in the. economy, shifting their sector of'employmeht,

; o \ P -
rather than an oppressed minority group. ~ (Minority women, of course,

experience hoth phenomena.)

-,

Moreover, the‘tfansfdrmatiyn of the household sector inevitably

‘touches people's, lives in troyb{esome ways; most notably; the adjustments
. inAfamily.iife assoclated witﬁuéhe loss of a full-time homemiker. However,
deséite the perceptioh of pgggress for women, chaqges in laws,‘inétitutional-
arragéemeﬁts, aﬁd phblic poltcy have not béen suécé;sfgl againsm'gﬁe stéréo-

N —_—

typés that devalue women's work and trivialize the significance of women

as providers.

§
v b

’ - : . . . " . ")

(¢
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II.° Problems Facing Today's Working Women
The Pay Gap

Despife the rapid ‘change in women's work roles associated with the

-

> . . : .
household transformation, a typical woman in 1982 who worked full time,

year round, earned just.59 cengs for every dollar earned by 2 man. }This
- appalling, but‘wgll-ﬁnown fact, coming on the heels of egalitarian
?hetoric and anecdotal success stories is simply the market's way of
- reflecting society's devaluation of women's work.
The pay gap betwesn women and men is as old as recorded history.'v
The Bible (Levitiéu§?2%illh) reports the Lord telling Moses toApay women
60 pércent of the male rate. Presumény the pay gap in pre-industrial

society was related to gender differences in-the capacity to do pﬁysical_

7

: "labor. Today;-ﬁhen pPhysical strength is rarely a réquirement, the factofs
perpetuatihg'the pay gap are less obvious.
Since the passage 6} the Equal Pay Ac? of 1953 women and men
usually receive equal pay for equal wofk. However, a very small préportion

of women workers are in the same jobs, as men of their own agg, education
and skill, and work experience. More than two-thirds of all adult women
o . ; , _ ) .

hold stereotypically female jobs like nurses, librarians, and clerical

~

>

workcrs.7 Most of the few male workers in these categories are teenagers

or elderly or hold administrétive positions. Wages in female-dominated
° . [ r ~ . .

fields.are lower than those 'in stereotypically mate jobs with similar

responsibility and skill requ_iremg_nts.8 An obvious ;eaéon for low wages

in these female occupations is the devaluation of women's worth_qssociated

1

with the stereotype of women as unpaid household workers and volunteers -

.

L 2 . ' -
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(she worked for notiiing before; now she cxpects to gét what a man makes!),

"
‘

combined with discrimination. against women in non—traditionai (stereotypi-
cally mzale) fiélds tﬁat reduces women's "reservation" -age. If a woman
is.barreé from higher paying jobs'in>other fields; there fis no incentive
ﬁafor her to leave_her lower-paying job as a clerical worker.
As.millions‘of womeﬁ,haveveﬁtered £he labor forcE, facing barriers

to entering some occupations, they have crowded into traditionally female

c

A Tields, depressing wages in these jobs. But it is important to recognize
. that crowding.is not the only explanatibn. Even in female-dominated fields o
< ' . . . Al . M * /

like nursing, where workers are in short supply, wages remain low relative
. .

to joBs held by men fhat require -comparable skill and responsibility.

. " -~ Title VII of the Civil Rights~Act of 196.4 pTohibifs
employment discrimination on’ the basis of sex. Howrthen can there be
employment disérimination in non-traditgénalnfi;lds? One way this happéns
is through gendeg-typing of.jobs Qifhin fie;dé and tﬁe ghettoiz;tioﬁ'of

women into the lower paying jobs (that are-devalued as are any womeh's

jobs) within them. Fpr'instancé, in meéicine, women are tracked into
. ' . . T . ) . _
pediatries, nutricion, and anesthesiology. which pay considerably less than

‘

a male-dominated field like surgery. Women lawyers are more apt;Io be
. - < B . .

domestic relétions specialists than dre men. A l980'sprvey of Harvard Law

graduates showéd that while 25 percent were female, only 1 bercent of ~

- . ' S ~ 5\\
. . . . . o .

.graduates entering law firms in the previous seven years Vvere female.” Co- S :

And the few women attorneys entering.pfestigious law firms are often rele-

gated to library research rather Vthan-the courtroom.

. . i -
. * . o
. . ;
. o . . : : .
I3 v
. . . . . .
. . 't 15 [
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Data on women business owners show similar patterns. Statistics

fréom the Small BusinégglAaministration show women business owners to be
concentrated in boutiques, restauranté, and beauty salcns; rather than

in the more lucrative activities such as auto repair, hqme'iepairs and |,

‘ »
the like.lo Not surprisingly, mean profit margins for women-owned

businesses are well below those of businesses headed by men. According
to the Small Business. Administration, average 1980 net income of female-

operated non-farm sole proprietorships was $2,200; compared with $7,139

for male-operated firms.ll ) . . ‘

A similar trend is emerging ffom experience in the high-technology

¢

computer industry--once thought to be fertile ground for women since

,

- . S ro
gender stereotypes had not yet developed in-this new field. Yet prelim-

inary evidence suggests that within the computer field womeﬁ{afé being

: o s s . \ . .
tracked into word-processing and related activities while meniare given

analytical work and sales assignments.12

Gender-typing of jobs within formerly male-dominated fields is not

the only mechanism contributing to the pay gap within them. Another

- feature is_differences in the way women and men move up the hierarchical

13

-

Jjob ladders in these fields. (Female-dominated“occupations are rarely

hierarchical. A secre%axy with 10 years experience does not makétmuch
more than one with 5 years). From the federal civil service, to state

. ) <> °

‘and local governments; to university faculties, to private cOfpérations,

banks, and insurance companies, women are overrepresented at the-bottom

of the pyramid and underrepresented at the top. In 1977, 3.5 percent of

.

&

=
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federal civil servants at level G3 16 and above were female compargg with

T percent in grades 1 through h "

One could speculate that the reason women are underrepresented in
the hlgher echelons of the. job ladder is because they are relatlve new-

-

comers to the workforce. Although it is true that many women interrupt
. . ) . .

their working life at some point when they are raising children, the trend
- S !

is for women to remain at work longer than they used to. The'growth that

has occurred in the female labor force since the mid-l960s has been

primarily due to a drop in the exit rate oflwomen, rather than an increage

-in the entry.rate This trend i§ seen quite clearly in Table 2. Since

- o

1968 entry probab111t1es for both full-time and part-time female workers

v ¢

have increased only sllghtly, while exit probabilities have'decllned

‘ dramatically. for both groups. Since the growth in the female labor force

3 . : A

has resulted from an increased labor force' attachient of women rather than
a relative inerease in the number of inexperiencd workeré, the average

female worker is gaining in work experience.
4 A * »

The virtual aBSence of women at the top of:the economic pyramid 20

renrs ”ft’?.od nassage of Title. VII cannot be explalned avay by. women s

lack of wora experlence There is w1despread ev1dence of gender-based

15

tracking of women into dead-end Jjob assignments, Economists have found

that discrimination against women in entry—level wages is much less common

°

than tracklng of women into dead-endﬂeobs within ‘companies. Most of the

pay gap between women and men is due to men's greater earnlngs mob111ty

in m1dcareer (and the h1erarch1cal nature of men's JObS) rather than higher
16 '

entry-level pay. -
K

. 'i o o . - :. 17
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At | _ TmBLE 2. '
’ @
Probability of Labor Force En ry and - Exlt ‘for Females Sixteen Years. Old
: . and Over,| 1968- 7 Annual. Averages
R E S : ' /
A X - :
R L . . st .
Probability of -- 1968 1969 1970, 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
i * ’\ ' £ i - .
Entry into full- % ) . ) ‘ ‘
time labor’ force- 2.3 L2205 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.8. 2.9 2.9

Exit from full- % :
time labor force = 4.2 .1 3.6 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.0 3.2 3.Q
Exit from®seeking . - ’ . -

full-time work . 30:5 32.1 33.4L  31.4 26.7 . 25.4 28,9 33.1 22.0 23.0

=3

-

Entry into part- 5 - _ -
. timellabor force 2.7. 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.9 3.0 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.0
Exit from part- ey o L ) R
time labor force 17.9» 16.4 14,8 13.6 13.8  13.T 12.7 11.9 S12.1  11.5
Exit from seeking ' : ) _ : :
part-time work 58.0- 61.1 63.8 604 L6.5 50,1 51.0 Shk.0 k2,1 k.

o

»

1. Full-tlme labor force includes persons working full tlme, persons working part tlme
1nvoluntar11y (part time for economic reasons) and persons seeklng full—tlme work

2. Part-time labor force includes persons working part time voluntarlly and unemployed
 persons looking for part-time work.

° ' .

NOTE: Probablllty of entry into or' exit from the labor ¢ rce is equal to the number
\persons who entered (or left) the labor force in period t (where t is an average
nth in the year under study)'d1v1ded by the number of persons 1n the labor force
in er}od t-1. :

.

Source:  Carol Len and Robert W. Bednarzik, "A Profile of Women on Part-Tlme Schedules,
Montnly Labor Review 101 (October 1978), p. 10.




. . - . o e . .
. _ St " ‘"“”/ .
. #2; . L . :
[ A Y

1k

n '
{ ' ’ ' 4
These findings have important policy implications.. First, within
s
occupatlons vhere both men and women are represented mon1tor1ng compllance ‘

with Title VII at the polnt of 'hire is not.enough. Personnel practices

v
-

within firms; including tracking, promc;ions, etc. must also be rev%ewed;
- 4 " ' ’,‘. ! )

~ Second, for female-dominated occupations, raising entry-level pay on the

basis of coﬁpﬁrable worth, while a step in the right direction, is not

encugh. The entire structure of wages (and respe sibilities).needs'to

be adjustea to-allow women in those Jobs the same opportunities for upward

-

N~

earning mobility'afforded those-in'male-dominated fields.
| It is 1mportant to recognlze that the factors contrlbutlng to the pay
gap——gender—typlng of jobs and oocupatlonalgsegregatlon of women ghett01— e
zotion of'professional'uomen, aevaluationvof women's w:o i a

into jéos With © ~2ser -earning mobility than those of mei. -these factors

‘are built into the febric of our egonomic institutions and social- values.

Whether or not women "choose" to pursue traditional jobs and shun upward-
"mobility career tracks, or whether they face external barriers in .non-

traditional oreas is actually beside the point. Stereotypes drawn from o

:viewing the vast majority of-women as fhil—time homemakers affectvus all.

[}

WUﬁéﬁi as well as men, often underestimate .their role as providers (often M

.

until it is too late).

if'equal employment opportunity for women'is to be taken seriously,
: L y . o L \f
»and progress made toward narrowing the pay gap, then the mechanisms by-which

- -
W5

1nequa11ty is perpetuated must be understood. Simply passing lézs prohibiting

d1scr1m1natlon 1s not enough in the face of enormous soc1eta¢ prejudlces

k4

It
¥ o
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The economic transformation of the household sector has produced a strong.
natural dynamlc for change in women's work roles{‘but the dynamic for change
in women's pay and economic status is ‘muchewesker. Without active involve-

¥ . . . i
ment and assistance by. government, the pay gap will remain znd with it

2 . o : {
unfulfilled expectations on the part of an increasingly political component
. - . :
of our-population. But even'more important, the growing nunber of women

)y

vho are providers are finding their_limi%ed employment opportunities a .
. T -

ticket to poverty. o

: , } . o 8 : - '
During the great War on Poverty in-the 1960s, it was widely believed .

" The Feminizétion 5% Poverty
that the ‘solution to poverty in AgeriCa was to'provide improved education,
training, and jot opportunities to'poor males. 'Today, although it is

. ' recognized that over half of all children'living in'poverty have.no father"

. . . - . . _ .
in the home, the notioo.that.poor women should be similarly educated, trained
and‘employed, is not'widely accepted. Poverty is risihé in America today

< prlmarlly because of our- failure to take women serlously as prov1dersﬂ
Durlng ‘the l960s, the Unlted States made tremendous strldes in reduc1ng

v,

’both“the absolute and relat1ve incidence of poverty The proportlon of all

%

Americansullving in poverty dropped from 2.4 to 12.1 peroent. Then; all
othrough'the l970sz the poverty rate failed to decline.

. Meanvhile, the profile of_the poverty populdtion shifted dramatically.
‘petWeen l970vand 1978 tﬁe number of ﬁersons if/ggle—headed‘households living
in poverty declined by 2.1 milliou'to,ll.é million. On the other hehd,
those.in.female—headed.households rgse_byil.Y'millioﬁ to 12.9 million. By .

1982, the poverty rate had climbed to 15 percent, its highest level since
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1966. The number of poor children rose from 12.3 million in 198) to 13.5

l\“miliion in 1982, an‘increaﬁg_of 1.2 million children in povertxéjn a single

,year: Qf the 34.4 million persons classified as poor in l9§£, 27.3 were
Hn householdé'of more than one person. Of these 16.3 million were in
aféﬁ;le—headed hou§eholds and 11 millioh in.male—headed households. Thus,
éll the increase ;h p&verty that has occurred in recent years hés been
among female—héaéidyﬁamilies;
| It is'ﬁot surprising that a.rise iﬁ the poverty rate should coincide

with the feminization'of fbvérty when our only significant) "anti-poverty"
program fof’the géo&ing number of poér woﬁen who head families is to pro-

‘ viae them.with belowapovgrty—leﬁel AFDC paymenté and in-kind benefits such
as food stamps Qnd medicaid.. Almost by definitioﬁ, ﬁhe povérty rate climbs

"as'the>number éf female—headed families increases. One—third of families
hea@gd:by women live in poverty compared with one in 18 families headed by
men. Most women are not able to earn gnough to sufport fandlies and hence,.
if they have éhildr;n,_find welfare the best aiternative.

, In_1982 the official poverty threshhold for a family of four was
$9862. Median earnings for all women who worked were.$7686‘(compared with
$15,373 for maleé’. ;Sixty_percent of all women who worked had earnings

~below the poverty line éompared Qith about 33.percent of meﬁ>§ho.workéd.‘ h
Twenty-seven peréenf of women Qhovworked fﬁll—time,‘yeéf—round with no
unemplﬁyment had.earnings below tﬁe‘poverty line compared with 11 peréent

17 _ ' ' S .

of full-time male workers.

e
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Median earnings for black women are not substantially below those
of white women (median earnings for all women are at pock bottom); but

black famifies are far mcie likely to be headed by women than white families

(42 percent versus 12 percent). Nearly 60 percent'of all black families
' 18

with children uader 1l have only one parent &in thé home.

Median black family income in 1982 was $13,599 compared with. $24,603
for white families. - Over 35 percent of black_families‘(and roughly 50 per

cent of black‘children) are liviné&in poyerty, cbmpared with \12 percent of

. , o .
families with "3 white head. Thus, not only has the ' growing number of

v

. v L .
female-headed families resulted in a rising poverty rate, but it has.

s ~ -exacerbated the povérﬁy gap between black- and whité children.

. : L4 .
Compared with the low median earnings of women, AFDC cash benefits

N [

and non~cash suppléments appear attractive, especially when deductions are

v

. a . . . ) , . "
made from earnings for social security taxes, child care costs, transporta-

) tieij and other work-related expenses. The median AFDC éash.benefit in
/ - .
- 1982 was $3,600 per household.lg The Congreséiqnal Budget Office estimates

2
o

the médiqn value of food stamp and school.lunch benéfits.to be $i;hh0 per
househbldf Medical benéfits had a mean value per recipienf of about $1,000,
buf, of course, the actual value to.an individual hqﬁsehold youid varyf
cong;derably_with the need-for medica1 care. Sbme.AFDC families akso receive
ﬁousiﬁg subsidies.20 Thus,: it is fair.to say that tﬁe median value Bf cash

’

and non-cash benefits to AFDC reci%ients was ir the range of $6,000.

—

Assuming a T percent payroll tax rate, and a very modest $5 per day for ell

employﬁént-reiated:expensés including child»dare, the median ‘Temale disposablg

@

J - N
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wages abdve the poverty-level for most of these wome. as long as current

. ° L
S o .
income from earnings 'is $5,847, below the mediam AFDC benetit. For those

women in states with higher than average benefits, who have high ¢hild care *..
. e " , -8 , o

N : o . , . R S
costs and work—related.expenses, or who have Job prospects paying less than

\

~the median, the incentive to be on Welfare is clearly quite strong ' -

»
AFDC eligibility is & DOWerful work disincentive for women'. Simgly-

put, the’oombination of cash heuefits, fooddﬁtamps and (importantly) free

health care often amounts to more than a woman can make ut minimum—wage L

-

et
Job. Another important factor is the reliability of the welfare system as

opposed to the-Job market. If an enterpriSing woman léaves the welfare
o ‘ i ; .
system to taKe a job, she has incredible bureaucratic difficulties getting

back into the system should she lose her Job, The amount of red tape

A ~

involved in establishing AFDC eligibility provides a;strong-added incentive. '{
& .
for women to remain in the system once enrolled Literally millions of
American women and their chd%%ren are‘caught in this welfare trap, effectively ) ‘S’
v 3
prevcnted from taking control of their own lives and entering the mainstream 4
of our soc1ety. B ~h3'

L 4
While benefit cuts make a powerful differenge to these famjlies in

terms of the quality of their lives, restoration of henefits would not \\

hem out of poverty.- And etonomic recovery-would not provide jobs at . e
- . . . .
1

Y o ‘. . 4
conditions of ‘occupational segregation and devaluation of women's work

A
. ~

persist. » ‘ <

., N .
Clearly, the Welfare "solution" to the poverty problem is no solution
Y

[

at all. Each year, when the poverty statistics are.announced, the ris@K ‘ -
\
f .
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in the poverty rate is blamed on poor economic conditions or marginal cuts
’ a h\\, ' A
in programs, Mhile surely an economic recession and benefit pg}s for the
. T ' s,
poor.are contributing factors, they pale in significance compared with the

) continued -growth of families headed by women. While national statistics are
- ‘

not.avéi}able, over half of ali bgbies and (thfee of four black babies)

1 In Wash%pgton, ﬁ.C.,

bérn'iﬁ Baltimore in 1981 were born out of wedlock.2
-nearly 60 percent of all births in 1982 were out of wedlock. And even for

those children born to married coupies, the probab;;ity is upwards of 50

4 -
- percent that.they can_expect to be in one-parent homes for a significant

°

T . . rs ..
part of their lives due to divorce or separation. (Twenty-seven percent of
all divorced‘and‘separated womenlare on welfare.)' o

Despite the growing number of poor children in Anmerica relying on
‘: $ \

their?ﬁbthers,for support,Vthe‘}raditidnal, male-headed family is still geen

as a norm Tor evaluating social responsibility. As the divorce*rate mounts
' "’/r

and more child\xen are born out of wedlock, the poverty ranks grow. suppértéd

by welfare payme ts and {(irregular) cﬁild support from absent fathers. The

-

_ . figures-on—child support, based on a-lg%9 survey by the Census Bureau,.show

that three-qﬁarfgrs'of divorced or separated mothers Teceive not a singlgs
A . A3
22

, .
by

. el ‘ - . o : Vs 1

E&Z?ent and only 8 percent receive $1,000 or more per child each year.
’ .

But as long as we continue to view men as 'providers' and women as nurturers,

_our policy ¥solution" to poverty,will continue to be welfare”rather than

8

Y . . . -
jobs and self-suffitiency. o . !

Of course, the’welfare s&stem cannst be abandoned:pntil economic oppor=
tunities fbr women injFaid,employment are radically improved. In some ways

[ .3
* e
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tQQ welfare system plays the same role for poor single women as the male-
headed family did for*married women (The Man, replacing the man). But

whil% the transformation of the household economy had a powerful impact on

-
»

iaﬁor force participation for midile-class women, there is much less -
financial incentive for poor women to-move into paid employment. For the

relatively well-educated woman, her exodus from full-time homemaking was

largely a matter of attitudinal +«nd institutional change: the economic

incéﬁ%ist were there. For poor women,.lacking the education and social
skills necessary té.move into a.relatively well-paying Job, the economic
incen%iveé are'virtuélly non-éiisteﬁt. Thus, policy alternatives to
welfare mu;t involve real economic gains to poor women .

There is no question £hét the poyerty prqblem will grow 'worse until
we, as a sogiety, come to grips with the transformation Of'%he household

economy and ‘the reality of women as providers. As a practical matter, the.

- X

.welfare system-will never be a solution.  As taxpayers resist growing g

>

program tosts, benefits will'be continually paredg ridiculous debates abdut

tHe nutritional content of a food-stamp diet will continue, and:the.system
. < . ; .t

will function as a work disincéntive as long as women are faced with below

poverty-level employment opportunities, inadequate child-care facilities,

and the bureaucratic lock-in effect described earlier.
Older Women ,
The feminization of po;erty is not confined to young women and their .

children. There is a high agd,growing'incidence of poverty among elderly

women. In 1982, 2.7 million elderly Aomen (65 years and older) lived below

25
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the poverty threshhold of ‘$4626. This represerted a poverty rate of 17.5
percent for women over 65, up from 11U percent in 1978. The pgverf& rate _ °
P l N )

for elderly black.women was a- alarming b2.h percent comﬁared_with.IS.l

«

percent for elderly white woﬁen. For elderly Hispanic'woﬁen the poverty
rate is 31.h peréent. In 1982, women comprised T1 percent of the eld;}ly -
vpoof. The median income of elderly women in 1982 was $5365 compared with
$9183 for elderly men.

Poverty;among elderly women will Zncrease in imgortance in the future
as thé aée group over‘65‘increaseé in.proﬁortion to the rest of the population.
VWomen receive .private peﬁsion payments ;ess often and in-lower amounts.thah
men do. And many widows are not covered by Survivorié benefits from theirﬁ
husbands' pensions. Hence, widows generally. are forced iht; a lowef standara

of living than. had been the case when their husbands were alive.

Social Services for Families

[3

The frénsformation'of tﬁe hbusehold economy has produced a demand for
services pyeviously performed freé of charge by full-time homemakers: most
notably child care and care for the elderly. One‘of the -most astonisﬁing
aspects of the maééive movement of women into fhe labor force is that it has
occurréd in the absence of sufpbrt services that wouldltake over ‘some of the=
tasks women perfﬁrmed when they wefe full—tihe'hqmemakers.‘

In 1978, 6 million preséhool chiidren.had mothers who work. Today
the number has fiseﬁ to 9 million, and thé vast majority are in makeshift

care, The Congressiongl Budget office prdjects that by 1990,. over half of.
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vhich means there will be fewer older siblings to help with child care.

..... g outside the hore,
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all mothers with children under zge six will G

as will be almost three-guarters of all mothers of children ages 6 to 17.

Che in four ‘children under the age of 10 vill te livinz in a single-parent

housenold with that parent working or looking for work. The report also

projects a2 decline by 5 million in the number of thil&fen»aged 10 to 168,

23
—

When most young children were being cared for at home by their mothers,
a governmental role in assuring adeguacy of child care facilities was not
a major issue. .In 1960 only about 20 percent of all preschool children
. A ' r

i *
were in gingle-parent homes or had mothers who worked outside the hone,

compared with two-thirds of today's preschoolers.
A factor inﬁibiting debate on child care policy is the perception
that government involvement somehow "validates" the transformation of the

household eéonomy in which a full-time homemaker is less frequently availab}g.
To the extent'tﬁat'the shiff out of full-time homemaking, described earlier,

is vieved as undesirable, governmental incentives to non-maternal 9hild care

are opposed.’ -
A.similar problem arises with respect to.the elderly who formerly were

cared for by their adult daughters. The current "crisis' in iong-term care for

the elderly, and to some extent the md&dicare/nursing home nexus, is related
to the household'ffénsformation.

L

In addition to the obvious harm to children and the elderly resulting

from a lack cf derendent-care facilities, failure of government to become
involved {either directly or through private incentives) in providing social

\
L)
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services increases the nhours srent by workxing wozen in unpaid household

to-full-time homemsking, the demands of child care and other responsibilities

produce heavy strains for women who zlso work outside the home. Although

>
.

the.ﬁur@en of two jobs--one paid and one unpaid--is perhaps the heaviest for

the sinzle parent, it is also the case that married women who work outside

the home do mosi of the housework, even when they hold full-time, paid jobs.
Unfor%pngtely, national statistics on hours spent in housework -are

not available (although they could easily be collected in the Current’

Porulation Survey that queries family members regarding hours spent by each
in paid employment). However, the few surveys that are available suggest
that women who work outside the home work roughly 25 to 30 hours per week

inside the¢ home. _Bétween'one-quarter and two-thirds of husbands reportedly

do no housework at all, and those who do average between 6 and 11 hours

ok ;

per week.
While inequality in the division of labor is much more pronounced in

families with childﬁeﬁiﬁhan without, and although everyone has anecdotal evi-

. ~

dence of a truly egalitarian household (much like the female astronaut and
t

‘Supreme Court Justice),,in fact, statistical evidence shows overwhelmingly

2

that husbands do a small .fraction of the housework, even when their wives
work outside the home.'.Inééed, studies show husbands of full-time homemakers
spend, rcughly the same number of hours on housework as nusbands of women in

R bl .

{
paidvemployment.25 o
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It seems that the trarsforraticn of the household econozy heas

ctanged women's work roles: <women now divide their time between home-

making and paid employment. Men's roles have changed very little. Most -
woren now have two jobS:™~ Although they have reduced the Hours spent in

Rouse“ark, homemaking is still an important "second job" held by virtually

v 9 As

211 womer. And while men whose wives York undoubtedly have had to adjust

to the logistical needs of cooxrdirating two jobs outside the home, and

to losing the convenience of a full-time homemaker,. they have not greatly

w

.increased their actual hours spent in housework.

4s  'ng as the services foru:rly provided by a full-time homemaxer

7 AN

are not available for purchase or thared egually by men and women, 2 serious

barrier to equal employment opvortunity for- women will remain. . Not only

dces women's disproportionate .involvement in unpaid housework (including

dependent care) continue to reinforce societal stereotypes of women as

nurturers and unpaid workers, but womén's '"second jobs" may reduce their

flexibility in paid employment. _Kole conflicts for women~intensif§‘as they

1

move into more responsible jobs. For men, success’in the workplace streng-

thens their position as breadwinner in the household and their self image

as a provider. As thé transformation of the household sector continues to

unfold, and labor market roles become increasingly important for women, - = .
“ G s .
the result will inevitably be more conflictww;th women's traditional
) v p
family role as unpaid homemaker, exacerbating stxains that contribute to

marital disrub@icn (and adding to the poverty problem diécuéspd earlier),

-

. unless the question of support services like childcare are squérely addressed.

.L"‘
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. Role conflicts for worern in the househcld econciyy are part. of. the

structural change referred to earlier as the transformation of thc house-

hold sector. .One solution is to replace the unpaid services of hormenzkers

with paid services of child care providers, cleaning services, and the-
like. Another, nof mutually exclusive approach, is the development of

more flexitle arrangements in paid employment that would free up more
. ,

resources to get both jobs done. Cne problem, especially with regard to
children, ﬁs that the standard 9 to 5 hours of work in paid eﬁployment
often coincide with peak household demands (such as after school care of

children).

~

Traditional female occupations have sometimes been structured around

s

the need for more flexible work schedules (although the so-called "flexi- a

bility" of? women's jobs is vastly overstated). Higher-paying, stereotypic- «

-

ally mele jobs have, in the past, made no allowance for work in the household

economy, assuming the incumbent had a wife or was a bachelor with no family -
responsibilities. In some jobs, in fact, wives have been éxpected to

provide free services such as entertaining &rd volunteer work. - Aside from
resistance to added chores and to performing unpaid "women!s work", one’

reason men have not participated more in the household economy as wtheir

<

wives have moved into paid employment is the expecfation their own Jobs

_have of a worker without a second unpaid job at home.

A .

i If womeﬁ are to move successfully into traditiona’ly-mele Jjobs in

the labor market and men into traditionally-female jobs in the household

»

< ..
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econcry, more Tlexible work arrengements are needec for families witih
children. These include such possibilities as staggered hours of workx

Y .
(flexitime), job sharing (two workers holding a full-time job), part-time

work, and parental leaves.

Part-Time Work.

Par%-time workers are sometimes thoyght to reinforee traditional female
stereotypes. It surely is the case that T0 percent of all part-timers are
women and that rogghlyj?B percent are in wholesale and retail trade,
finance} and services. Howeﬁer, an Smportant aspect of the transformation
of the household econom& has been the disproportionate growth in the
number of part-time jebseekers. Between 1965 and 1980 the number éf part-

time workers doubled: from 7;6 million to 1L.3 million. (These figures

-

refer to workerSQOn voluntary part;time schedules, not those'wonking part:
time because they are unable to find full-time‘jebs.) Tne most rapid
increase has been among.women aged- 18 to bLk. More than_a third'of the
womenﬂlnvolved in the shift out of full-time homemakiné are in part-time
paid employment | It is impertant to note, as seen in Table 3, that the

\
rapid growth 1n the part-time workforce has resulted from the greater -
propensity ef married women with children (who have relatively high rates
of part-time employnent) to seek paid employment, rather‘than en inereaeed
propensity to work part-tlme within ma“ltal-status groups.

Hourly earnlngo for female part-timers are roughly 7SQpercent of those

for full-time female workers. Roughly 7O percent of all female part-timers

are in sales, clerical and non-domestic service occupations,.while for males

-
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tage of Ezployed Workers on Part-Tirce Schedules
znd Labor Force Perticipation Hates by Gender,
- Age, Maritel Status ané Fresence and
Age of Children, 1967 znd 1978
Péécent on Lator Force partlcroatﬂon-
Part-time Rates
Schedules » ‘
1967, 1978 : 1967 1978
16 and 17 years 55 " st L7 " 52
18 to 2l yeers 13 a2 " g . 83
25 to LL years 1 . > . 97 96 .
' 45 to 64 years o 2 2 S0 8l
65 years.and over . 2L 3k : R~y ¢ 20
Female | ‘ * ' . o . //Vi -
16 and 17 years 68 69 2 . k6
18 to 2L years 17 - 20 . 53 - 65
25 to LL years : 19 . 18- .hS | ;62 )
45 to 6k years 17 .18 - _ h9_ © 60
65 years and over 41 58 10 - -18"
married, husband present . 22 . N.A. 37 148
children wnder 6 . 30 N.A. ] 26 L2
children ages 6-17 29" " _N.AL , Ls < 57

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Report of the President,
. 1979, and Nancy S. Barrett, 'Women in the Job Market," in Ralph Smith (ed.),
" The Subtle Revolution (Washlngton D.C.: the Urban Instltute, 1979) p.83,
from tabulations from the Current Populatlon Survey prov1ded by the
. Bureau of Labor- Statlstlcs

Z > : )
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the otcupe tlonal dlstr’SLtlon is more diverse. Noneth€less, median pari-
tire pay rates for mern ars gbo t the Same as for wormen, reflecting theé

fact that most male part-time workers are young or elderly. Only about

3C percent of male part—timeré fall into the prime-age categéry (22 to 55)
: ——

.

corpared with. 60 percent of female part-timers.

In 1982, the median hourly ﬁage fér part-time workers was acout gl.50,
rqnly slightly ébove the legal minimﬁm wage. Median annuel earnings for
part-time worker# who worked 50 to-52 weeks in 1982 were_$h,8h8 for ren
zndgk,959 for womeﬁ. Comparable_;igu;es for full-time workers were $21,077

for men and $13,01L4 for women.27» Coupled with these low part-time pay rates

is the virtual absence of fringe benefits, apart from federeally-mandated

’ H B - r.
social security and unemployment compensation. This failure to provide
fringe benefits is, again, an outcome of women not being taken -seriously -

as ﬁroviders. The dead-erd nature of most part-time jobs providés little

‘

opportunity for training and upward mobility. -Without training end career

tracking, these employees have little job security. Yet studies show that

part-tlme workers compare favorably with full- tlme ‘workers wlth respezt
to hcurly.productivity. A 1976 study of federal employees by the General L
Accounting Office found part—timers to have much lower zat;s of absenteeism :zi
bana lower quit rateé than fuli—time workérs.

. Today's part—tlme wo?kforce--largely female, concentrated in 1ow—pay1ng
dead-end jobs--is an anachronism at odds wlth the emphas;s ;n mofé egelitarian

. ;

treatment of women workers. Paradoxically, the household transformation that

has thrust women into new work roles is widely viewed as a force for




egzlitarian change. Yet the millions of wezen who have left fdl-tire
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. homemexing for part-tine reid employment are segregaied
stereotypically-femzle jobs. Perhaps because these women are trying to
reconcile the corpeting dermends of two jobs (one unpzid,, they are the mosi

1ix&ly to be caught in the stereotype whose work is devalued and who is not

.

! texen seriously as a prowvider.

- ) Higher vaying part-time job opportunities have the potential,'at least,

.

for moving 51ngle mothers out of the welfare system, and proviéding contlnulty
. ° -
of work experience for married women who nay later seek full-time work-

Zqual mployment opportunity programs must begin to focus on the prov151on

of part-time jobs for toth men and women outside the traditional female

&

oécupations and in the higher-paying skills and professional categories.

On-the-jobdb tfaining and skill enhancement for part-time workers is an
T [N

important component of such a program.

Inequities in the Tax Laws and Social Security

‘ « «

R >
75

- Another consequenCe of outdated stereotypes about'working womén 1is

, . " .

| «the 1neq"1ty produced by a federal income- taﬁ,system and social transfer

programs that were set up "1th the tereotypmcal famlly in mlnd. Rules

-

governing income tax liability and transfer eligibility produce :erious

.

inequities between one-earner and two-earner married couples and between

married couples with children relative to single parents: Two earners each-

making $25,000 pay more taxes (including Social Security) than a married

J couple. with a-single earner making $50,000. A single mother supporting a
child pays mofe taxes on her incbme than a man earning the same income witho

| B ®
. )
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joint tax 1ligbility rising or felling if they marry. 4 new tax credit

, .
for two-zarner couples is a step in the direction of egualizing liability

for married and unmarried couples, but’'at the expense of singie people.

Wone of these ineguities make any sense bas€d on "ability to pay,”

"neutrality" or any other recognized principle of tax equity. They are,

instead, inadveftent byproducts of an outdated conception of gender roles

»

anéd family structure. Given the permanent shift of women into paid employ-

ment and the rapid changes in family structure going on, it seems advisable

to move in the directiqn of considering the individual as the basic unit
of taxation for income tax purposes. Vith a diminishing proportion of our -
population remeaining in lifetime marfigges, an indii}dual's tax liabil&ty
is subject to large fluctuations.as a result of changes in marital status,

< a feafure'hardly intended. Of ggurse, family status affects ability to
pay, and. generous dependent’éllowances wouid have to be‘ﬁart of any systen
of individual taxation. However, number of dépendents, éop marital status
per se, should condition tax liability.

Not only would.individualﬁtaxatioh sever the undesirable link between

marital status and tax liability, but it would also mean-each person's
marginal tax rate would depend on his or her own income. In family taxation,

the first dollar earmed by the second earner is taxed at the first earner's

) . : - : _ s
marginal rate. This can be a strong work disincentive for wives of higher-

income men who ‘find their after-tax pay hardly-equal to the expenses of

going to work. Individual taxation.would'tax a wife's earnings separately

El{l‘/C ‘ . -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



7{ zrd 2%t = lower rate, reducing the work disincentive for mzny rcarried women.
.
. ot
Social Security.

Like the tax system, the Socizl Security system was designed with

. the traditional family and lifetire marriages in mind. VWhaile an earner

I3

4y

(rmele or female) is entitled to benefits regardless of marital status,

divorced homerakers nave no ‘benefits (uniess they were married at least

. 10 years). and divorced women with low or intermittent earnings have much
lower benefits than their former husbands. Married couples receiﬁe a 50
percent increment for a dependent spouse, producing an inequity for two-
earner couples who Qay more into the system than one-earner couplesffor
the same benefits. (The two-earner couple receives the larger of the
S0 percent increment or the second-earner benefit, bﬁt not both.) Widows.
(but not divorced persons) receive full benefits, creating a "marriage

penalty” for elderly couples who lose widow's benefits on remarriage.

While options fb; dealing with Social Security referm are complex,
it is clear that an individual entitlement that remains with a person re-

gardless of later marital status must replace the current system. For

instance, joint earnings could be allocated to each marital partner during

.

the years of the marriage, with each spouse ﬁaving a separate irndividual

1

record of contributions that would entitle them o benefits regardiess of
- ,

whether or to whom they were married at.retirement age.

Pension Reform

Many pension plans do not take into account changing fémily structur§<

and, in particular, women's need for an independent source of income irn old
1 -

age. Provisions that requiré contiﬁu:zs employment in a single firm or job

\)t'. ‘ l | | | ' - 53{3
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‘ trzcx, dllcwing marrief wozen to opT oul

-~ - E eI A 5 .3~ - NN
opt ou~ of providing survivors tenelitis,

ally female jobs are all widespreagd.

It wzs noted earlier that 70 percenti of

the elderly -poor are wozern.

One reasor for this is the longer life expectahcy of wormen. 3But elderly /)

4y

N v+
r.vacve

ro=

o

women are far less likely thai elderly men to receive incorze

Vb

pensions. According to zn Urban Institute Study. in 1974, 11..3 rercent

of elderly women received income from pgnsipns compared with .38 percent of
£og : 9 U .

elderly ren. For the elderly poverty population, pension reciplency was

- . * ! . .’- - - -
about 3 percent for men and wozen, suggesting that receiving a pension 1s

z major factor in reducing pcoverty among the elderly. <

N . -

“he major source of incorme for. €lderly women is Socizl Security.

flderly women are also the largest recipient of S5I, 2 mean's-tested

30

(welfare) transfer payment'to persons 65 and over.

. As life expectancy continues to rise, the-préblem of supporting our
retirement population through the Social Securiﬁy system’wiil intensify.
The rising povérty rate among elderly women, combined wiéh their increcsing
numbérs merits a policy response consistent with wémen's changing'roles as

workers and providers. 5 -

Conclusion o .

’

The foregoing has documented some of’the problems associated with
women's changing work roles. Highly-visible and controversial legislative
developments supportive of equal employment opportunity for women that have

been in the public eye since the passage of Title Vil in 1964 have produced.

N

Q : - e . o ! é?;’ o - ,
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he result has been a huge gazp between soclietal expectaticors—=nd
A\ - a N
actual outcomes for wormen in paid’ employment, producing guilt, -frustration,

and Teelings of betrayzl. Tnere is a great lack of sensitivity in our

~

society to<¢the demoralizaztion many women face' when, .in a climate of media

attention to upwardly mo®vile women, and the widespread belief that women
and minorities are teking the better Jobs "awzy from" white males, the ornly

-

work they can find is a low-paying, dead—iad job as a receptionist or sales
clerk. Strong economic and social forces have propelled American women

: into the labor force. But institutional and attitudinal rigidities have -

impeded progress. Women workers almost universally perceive injustices
1 3

iﬁ job and pay diserimination., They perceive strong resistance to their

.
-

. A ) .

acceptance on an equal Lasis with men. They perceive hostile reactions
to any attempi on their part to upgrade their earnings opportunities by

Y N : : N

. : moving into male turf. In a society th;tvhas always been committed to

5

equality, the feeling of injustice and inequity among the vast majority of
American women workers is unacceptable. -It is inconsistent with the funda-

mental principles on which America was built and on which it has~thrf§ed.

A ]

But there is more than equal rights involved. Poverty in America

is largely the result of the inferior economic status-of women and a welfere”

. ( |

o - A . : 53
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exacervating what is already an alarmingly high divorce rate. Ironiecaliyr,
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Yet, even though wormen's jobs are poorly paid, tHe fact that they

; exist in large nuzters on a scale that vestly exceeds any histor-

- iczl exrerience, suggests that women's autonoxy is here to stay. The

cuestior facing public poli~y is not women's autonomy, but rather their
laczx cf economic resources and enruzl access to status and power within our

° society.
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worZing women zusi texe the itransformztion of
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the dramatic changes in wozen's wor

—

its starting poirt. Tkis means rejectin

o
o
b
i
o
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pes atoyt woren's work and cecognizing the needs of women as pro-

- . . PP L . . = - » -
Fomern's increasing participation in paid employment has represented

a monumental siructural shift in economic rescurces, implications both

- than they did pefcre) and in the social stiructure {because the household

economy is arfected and because gender roles have changed.) The interrela-
tiornship between these economic end social impacts '‘makes policy discussions
intense and problematic as many economic changes assoclated with women's

changing work roles have social repercussions that are seen by some as un-

2

desirable. Hovwever, despite the fact that economic changes have produced

changes in social relationships, touching people's intimate lives in

Gisturbing ways, -policy actions must be iaken to deal with the poverty and

other economic strains these changeéyhave entailed.

.

Qerly, women as workers do not always have identical interests, and
thus no single policy or program eczan address‘the problems of all women

workers. For profgssionals in male-dominated institutions, affirmative

action nay be needed. For professionals in female—dominatqﬁ occupations,

comparable worth may be the more important strategy. For women in clerical

. _ ,
and sales Jobs, unionization by and for women (thgt,might inc¢liude comparable

»






.~ :

"polidy.
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worth as part of its pay agenda) might be more useful. And for those who

o . ' . . .
are trapped in the welfare systeri, Job training and public employment pro-

[y

grams are needed. .

The policy agéﬁda described below has the following main c¢mponents:
Full‘ﬂﬁploymgnt ’

Empléyﬁeng.dppb;funifées for 'Women

Pay Equity - . -

T

<

‘2 Child Care and Other Support Services'
AIternativéIWOrk Schedules

Equity iniTax Policy, Social Security, and Pensions ~

-Restructuring,fhe Economié Séfety Net for the Poor

Full Employment o . o _ o ‘

] ' o : o1 |
* Economist Robert Réich once notéd that, "écondmies are like bicycles.

The faster fheilmove, the better they meintain their balénéeﬁunaided.?Bl

He wmeant this as, a mefaphoric plea for, government to pursue full employment

I YN

through macroeconomic policy as a way of facilitating adjhstment to structural -

changes in the economy. Seen as a massive structural shift in the economy,

-

.
the household transformation needs to be accommodated by, full-employment
i v -‘ - . ¢ .

* i

_ . SRS . ‘ ‘
Clearly, a slack economy is ill-suited to accommodating large numbérs
'Y < ’ ~

of workers changing jobé. The successful shift out of-agriqulturé, for

._instancé, was® actomplished at’ a time .of bquing industfial‘déﬁand.q Less

<
<

ras

successful was the_postwar4shift'of black workers out. of* southern agricuiture
into ciﬁiés with slack labor markets . During the 1970s, workers shifting

.



’

out of the smokestick industries of the industrial northeast have ‘exper-
. VIS - .

ienoed adjuétmen£>problems>due to a}laeguqf jobs to adjusr into.’
In a! slack labor market theré;}s competition for jobs and ;hén the
: S -
c}aimé of the negcomers-—in this case woﬁéHQEhifting out of fuli—time
'homemakiné——are.thought to belfri;oloﬁ;; the economic problems associated

kd »

with sucqessfully accomplishing the struotural change take on social

. S . J i . . . '
Aimplications,. EEC enforcement, afflrmatlve action, goals and tlmetables
J e -

all tahe on the agpect of a zero-sum game in wh1ch there are as marylﬁosers

as there are winners. If the newcomers (women) are thought to be "less
. 7 - B

deserving, then in a zero-sun game,; every gain for a woman is a loss for |
L) . :
LA : .
b S . . . . s
a man and considered unjust. !

In a full-employment context,dwith sufficient new jobs for the new-=

comers, gains.for womén_@o not translate into losses for men. Therefore, -

’

+  full employment must be ‘the ‘starting point of. the polic&_agenda.for working

women.

Employment Opportuaitlee for Vomen

Although a full—emploxment Job market is a necessary part of .the solu-

-

tiob, progreSs in- closing the wage gap between yomen and men will reqﬁire ar

S N

multifaceted approach thet includes skill training and occupational out-
* reach (desegregation) for poqr women to bring their earnings subetanﬁially
1 . ’ ¢ . v B N . \ . ~

- P : - . . i

above the-current'lével of welfare benefits; increased‘represen%ation'of

[} e 2

women in tradltlonally male jobs and at tke top levels of the job”hlerarchy'
s * .

through more v1gorous enforcement of Tltle VII (and the federal executive

i 3

. . ~
ord@ers applying to government and government contractors), and mandatory
s ) .. ’ . v ! .

o ' '




1 : ' s '
comparable worth pay evaluations (as part of Title VII eﬁforcement) where

occupatlonal desegregatlon is not desmred or feaslble
3

Evidence from the CETA Program showed overwhelmﬁngly that of al1l-
part1c1pants, women who received tralnlng and work’ expe%lence benefltted
substantially (and relatively more so than males) in ‘terms of their post—‘
CETA ea nlngs.relatlve to pre—CETA earnings. 32 The idea that women are . '
less des rving of jobs (the non—provlﬂer stereotype) has,> in the past,
conditioned.federal Jobs progrums.- However, government involvementlin
eqUipping.poormyomen to be economically self—sufficient is our most.important

social policy need. Vhether this be through'governmental employment and

tralnlng programs or private sector 1ncent1ves,‘roughly three ‘million: poor

women who head families need to become economlcallv self-sufflclent 1f we

- A
o

are to begln a serious attack on poverty in Amerlca. oo ' '<
1

Title VII enforcement of sex d1scr1m1natlon has slowed to a glaclal

pace. In a March 1k, 198k ed1tor1al the Washlngton Post ‘whose edltorlals

are thought to represent the "mainstream' of liberal sentiment, op1ned that

<

the EEOC should turn its attention avay from "initiating lawsuits challenging

) ' . ‘
broadly based employment policies' on the grounds that "the industries and

labor unions thatvexcluded-minorities as a matter of course have been de-

s

segregated. Employers can no longer flre ‘women when they marry and have SR

g

children." For those who missed this aston1sh1ng art1cle, it should be ,

clear that unless women continue to press for their~rights undér ex%stlng
. 1

law the myths perpetuated in the. popular press Wlll condltlon pollcy and

eradlcaue the few galns women have made s1nce 196h ™~

N = ,' . L .
- . . .
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Given a climate of opinion that "ell is well," affirmative action,
including goals (not quotas) and timetables are doubly important. Lacklng
consensuu on what constltutes Yequal" employment opportunlty for women,
numerical goals provlde % standard agalnut whlch to measure progress, and
» ﬁﬁmetables are needed to assure measurements are -actually taken It is
impbrtant to dlstxngulsh goals as standards for judging good-faith complianceé
.from_Quotas‘that'vould.mandate firms hiring'certain numbers of women.
Pay Equity N . N . | -
Job evaluation and-equal pay for work of comparable value must be
- 1ncluded as a Title VII (and federal executive4order) matter; Debate on

this 1ssue has attempted to trlvnallze women's, demands for higher pay by

not1ng w1despread pay dlspar1t1e: even in trad1tlonally male Jobs. The

.

- : \\
‘ point is that stereotypes of women as unpaid hou :chold workers have caused

our soc1al 1nst1tutlons to devalue women's® work nd underestlmate woman's
role as prOV1der Whlle comparable worth pay is not the only solutlon——
female-~ dom1nated occupatlons are ]1kely to rema1n outs1de the main avenues o
to economlc and soc1al power-—nonetheless it could vastly 1mprove the ﬁ

_ economic condition'of the millions of AmeTican famllles who rely on a woman's

-~

paycheek and alleviate the feeling of injustlce expressed/by'the many working

N

“women who see their work devalued.

Chlld Care and Other Supnort Servlces o - L

J

In March', l98h the House Select Commlttee on Children, Youth ‘and Families
released a Con ress1onal Budget ufflce report (mentloned earller) on the ‘ ‘
- t ( \ :

growing numbe ~of chlldren wlth worklng mothers and pledged a major effort

P '}
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to imp;e;e the provision of affordable child care.33
intends té develop legislation over the coming yea;, their emphesisiseems
to be on employer tax credits }ather than direct ?ubiic iﬁvolvementﬁ
Another approach would bevfederal assistance to stete and.leeal geve;nments
to transform the excess eapacity inltheir.elementary s&hoolgsysteﬁs (excess
teachers and classroomsj.that has‘resulted from lowver birthrates; into

facilities for pgeschool child care and after-school care of school-age

children: 5

‘ s

Untilzthe day whes child care services are prdvided free-of-charge,
families musﬁ receive_finaneial)reiief from the high.eests of child care.
The House Select Commitfee reports hearings in U;ah showihg that families
with tyo.er more children were«fscing_child care costs of_begween 25 and

50 percent of their total "ousehold budgets. Child care expenses- are a

major:part of the _ in ef'fect b; the‘Welfere system: if_chi;d-care

_ , - . : :
"costs are deducteu from earnings, welfare often pays more than a Job. A

system of child-care aIIOWances for poor wofking families, administered

. as parf of the earned income tax credlt would be a step in the right .

’

~direction. Slmllarly, child-care expenses for famllles wlth worklrg parents

- should be-fully~deductible, Just as any other business expense.' It is.

ridiculous and unfair that the "three-martini" business lunch is fully

[O ! e

deduc%ible whi]~ r'~1d care'ekpensesvare not.

Slmllar ahtentlon ‘must be given to dependent care for e’derly persons.’

Full-tlme 1nst1tut10nallzat10n of the elderly may not be necessary 1f day-

time‘care facilities were_available. Current financial 1ncent1ves through

I3 B ‘

. Although the Committee"



Medicare favor full-time institutionalization, the most eipensive (and least
desirable) mode of care for the elderly.

Alternative Work Schedules _ - o :

N . :
Measures that would increase the flexibility of work schedules in
’ [y

paid’emplbyment without relegating workers who chooseé flexible schedules

.
.

to 1bw-péying, dead;end.gobs would enhance earnings opportunities for

wdmee with.childfen and‘potentQEily bring more ;athers into eharing
respensibilifies in.the unpaid'hoqsehp%d economy. éert-time.job opporfuni—
ties.also need.tO'Be expanged to noe;tréditionallfields and upgraded in
pay and respon51b111ty |

Along with opportunities for more flex1ble worklng hours.for’men ahd
women should come an all-out effort (1nc1ud1ng flnenc1al incentives) to.
increase male partieipetiee in.the_ﬁéme economw,'particularly'child.eare.

.

. Among, meésures'successfully triea abroad is péid'"pafernity" leave for |,

fathers, Just as maternlty leaves are prov1ded for mothers Employers need
not bear the cost of these leaves 1f they can be offset by tax credlts

" The Bureau of Labor: qtatlstlcs should begln through the Current Population

0

Survey, to collect data on.hqurs spent working in the home economy , for

.

. . ' X 2} . '
each adult member to draw public attention to the disparities between
s
worklng men and women 'in this regard

Equity in Tax Policy,. Soc1al Securlty and Den51ons

While.income and famlly 51ze are both_elements that should éenter into
determining a peraon S tax 11ab111ty, marltal status should be ellmlnated.

Many states’ (and v1rtually all other industrial countr;es) use “an- 1nd1V1dual

P
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}oystem of taxation with dependency allowances. The problems raised by

apportlonlng deductions between spouses pale in comparlson to the 1nequ1t1es

described earlier between married and unmarried couples and single household

. - .
¢ -

_heads. Individual taxation, in addition to eliminating serious horizontal '(
1nequ1t1es in the income tax system would lower the marginal - rate an. most

marr1ed women's 1ncome, reduclng any work dlSlncent;ve hagh marglnal rateS'

]

entail.

The Social Secvrity'systemvhas been under study for_somevtime; but

3

the proposed réforms have not'gone far enough in recognizing the transforma-

‘tlon of the household economy The- grow1ng number of elderly women in pov-

/

erty who rely far more heav1ly on Social Securlty beneflts than do elderly

s

men 1s compelllng policy make{s to address some of the issues ralsed earller. :
But . reforms, to date, such as "the recent change allow1ng divorced persons

" . to receive spouse 's beneflts (prov1ded they had been merried at least 10

- BN P
»

‘years), are merely bandald remed1es rather than a fundamental programmatﬁc
change reflecting women S needs as 1ndependent prov1ders Women with.'no

earnlngs. or low part-tlme earnings must ha e full Soclal Securltv c~vevage

in their own"righ+ This could be accomplished through a system o Lo

maker credlts, based on: that part of each hO-hour week spent out51de the
pa1d labor market ‘and financed: elther by government or the‘household 1tself
AAn 1ntermed1ate posslblllty is a-tadx reduction for an -egrner who makes'

Soclal Securlty contrlbutlo -] for the h memaker.- Persons on- welfare would

~y
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A reléted scheme is 'earnings sharing"‘under which i%household's .

total Social.Security contr1butlons are pooled and allocated equally to -
. K3

separate accounts for each spouse. This‘approach runs into somf of the
9

" same problems as famxly taxation, since a couple ‘could avoid "earnings

sharing' Af they were unmarrled Nonetheless, reduc1ng poverty among

elderly women (1n a'way that does: not unduly ralse the Social Securlty
levy on th%~work1ng populatlon) W1ll not be accompllshed w1thout radlcally
altering the current .unfair distribution of Soc1al Securlty benefits.

Slmllarly, pressure on the Social Securlty system could. be substan—

tially reduced 1f the needs of women were more fully recognlzed in pr1vate

] ya

pension systems. Pension reform to/xncrease women 's pens1on reclplency

: would take some of the burden off government to be the main flnanc1al

. prov1der for a grow1ng segment of’ our populatlon

rate would notfonly increase the financial resources of the elderly, but

[l

“RestruLturlngfthe Economlc Safety Net for the Poor -

. o . . . :
their built-in work disincentives is the major cause of poverty in America ,

is every 1nd1catlon that the poverty problem wlll worsen under the current

@

The hodgepodge of.1nadequaue welfare beneflts,for poor women and

- ’ T . & 1
. today. Simply abandoning-the welfare system is no answver; as ve are caught

e

in a legacy of h1stor1cal stereotypes and experiences that make economic

self—suffic1ency for poor women practlcally 1mposs1ble Nonetheless, there

.I N

A11V1ng in a slngle—parent household

Asystem, as by 1990 rou5hl a quarter of all chlldren dre projected to be
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The first step in restructuring the system is to recognize that welfare

'

is an inappropriate response to the economic needs of families headed by

women. Recognizing the legitimacy of these women as providers, a massive

social effort must begin at once to provide them the employment and training

opportunities they need to support their families. The labor market adjust-

- ments required to accomplish this "shift out of welfare" will, of course,

e

-Poor women will need jobs to "adjust into" just as workers.

in any structt .l transformation,‘and.these jobs must pay enough and be
flexible enough to meet their householdfexpenses and the,demands on their
time occasioned by child care znd other.household responsibilities.

“While this is a big oroer (and will not happen overnight),'self-suffic—

iency for poor women is absolutely necessary for the attainment of economic

justice for all wohen. As long &S poor women are stereotyped as nurturers

B}

}who are unable to prov1de for themselves, .gender stereotypes will persist

!~ and inhibBit progress for all. - Moredver, the vested 1nterests created by

the welfar'e system threatens to splinter the women's movement as it drives ,

a wedée between the 1nﬁerests of mlddle~class women seeklng recognlyion in ,
the job.market and poor women seeklng higher" welfare beneflts.

Regardless of the urgency of self-suff1c1ency for.poor women, it is.
unreall t1c to expect a rapld growth in their Jjob opportun1t1es. In the

interim, 1ncreased beneflt levels and reductlon of bureautlc red tape for

welfare rec1p1ents must be an 1mportant component ‘of women_s-econom;c—policy

~agenda. As a society we have ,Jbeen remiss and shortsighted in underestie'

mating women's role as providers. Discriminetion against women in the labor
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A

_market ﬁersisté as if males were the_oniy legitimate proviéers; ané many
people in our society continue to reSbénd to women's demandéth£.equal
embloyment dpportunity as frivclous. | |

Until a mu;H slronger social consensus is reached in thg inevita-
bility.of the changes going on in the tradifional'household economy, we
cannot penalize the victims of labor market discriﬁinétiop and outdated
' stereotypes. We must maintain é sffong and_reliable.safefy net of sﬁpport

- payments for the millions df'women'and children who, unfortunately, all-

too often, come last.

b,
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