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WORK IN AMERICA: IMPLICATIONS FOR
FAMILIES

THURSDAY, APRIL 17, 1986

House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SELECT COMMITTEE GN CHILDREN, YoutH, aNp FAMILIES,
. ) Washington, DC.

The select committee met, pursuant to call, at 9 a.m,, in room
2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. George Miller (chair-
man of the select committee) presiding.

. Members present: Representatives Miller, Schroeder, Boggs,
Weiss, Levin, Sikorski, Wheat, Evans, Coats, and Johnson.

Staff present: Judy Weiss, professional staff; Anthony Jackson,
professional staff; Mark Souder, minority director; Anne Wynne,
professional staff; and Joan Godley, committee clerk.

Chairman MiLLErR. The Select Committee on Children, Youth,
and Families will coine to order.

Today the select committee will examine arother issue of critical
importance to the well-being of the American family: the balancing
of work and family life.

Today we will look at what work means to families, to their eco-
nomic security as well as their emotional well-being.

The relationship between work and family is changing.

There has been a dramatic increase in the number of workers
who are parents of young children, while the jobs, income and ben-
efits available are much different than in previous generations.
Families are having to adjust. Unferiunately, our policies and insti-
tutions have not always kept pace with the changes in family
structure and in the workplace.

As a result, many families find they must now choose between
adequate income and adequate involvement.

Not long ago, the norm was for father to bring home the bacon
and mother to cook it. Today, married mothers are one of the fast-
est growing segments of today’s work force.

Today, the two-parent, two-earner family has become the most
common family type in this country. Today, a wife’s contribution to
family income is what keeps many of the families in the :middle
class, above the poverty line. Today, more than 16 percent of all
familizs are headed bﬁ' single women. Many of these families are
impoverished, although two-thirds of these single women are in the
labor force. .

In the case of low-income families, payments for child care,
. transportation and health insurance often take so much of their
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paycheck that public assistance appears to be a more attractive
option.

Today, many people work full time and still earn poverty level
- wages. If our public and %rivate pelicies do not adjust to these facts
of life, the health and stability of our families will suffer.

We have gathered leading scholars and researchers for this hear-
ing. We will learn about the programs designed to provide the edu-
cation and training some parents and young people need to get
back into the work force and stay there. And, as is our tradition,
we will also hear from working parents.

Today’s economy is more competitive and complex than ever.
Today’s families, and tomorrow’s families must prosper in that con-
text if we are to prosper at all.

Work and families are not issues very often investigated togeth-
er. But, in fact, they are inseparable, and our obligation, as policy-
makers and as a committee, is to take a very hard look, a realistic
look at them. Today’s hearing is a first step in that direction.

[Opening statement of Congressman George Miller follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE MILLER, A REPRESEMTATIVE IN CONGRESS FrOM
THE STATE oF CALIFORNIA AND CHAIRMAN, Serecr CoMMITTEE ON CHilDREN,
Yours, AND FAMILIES

Today the Select Committee will examine another issue of critical importance to
the well-beiﬁf of the American family: balancing work and family life.

Meaningful, remunerative work has always been central to family prosperity.
Today we will look at what work means to families, to their economic security, as
well as their emotional well-being.

This is a ‘subject of special relevance to this committee, which has been charged
by Congress to look at trends and conditions among our families, and the children
who live in them.

The relationship between work and family is changing. .

Because there has been a dramatic increase in the number of workers who are
parents of young children, and because the jobs, income and benefits available are
much different than in previous generations, families are having to adjust. Unfortu-
nately, our }l)olicies and 1nstitutions have not always kept pace.

As a result, many families find they must now choose between adequate income
and adequate involvement.

Not long _ago, the norm was for father to bring home the bacon and mother to
cooliifg. Today, married mothers are one of the fastest growing segments of today’s
work force. .

ngay, a two-parent, two-earner family has become the most common family type
iu this country.

Today, a wife’s contribution to family income is what keeps many families in the
middle class, above the poverty line, .

Toda{, more than 16 percent of all families are headed by single women, many of
}ﬂhose amilies live in poverty, although two-thirds of these women are in the labor
orce.

Today, for low-income fam..ies, payments for child care, transportation, and
health insurance often take so much of their paycheck that public assistance ap-
pears to be a more attractive option.

Today, many people work full time and still earn poverty level wages.

If our public and private policies do not adjust to these facts of life, the health
and stability of our families will suffer.

This morning we will review the changes that have taken place in family compo-
sition, the economy, and the work force. We will see how first men and single
women, and increasm%ly married mothers, have moved into the paid labor force.

We will hear from leading scholars and researchers. We will learn about pro-

grams dg:ifned to provide the education and training some parents and goung

people need to get back into the work force and stay there. And, as is our tra
we will also heur from working parents,

Today’s economy is more competitive and complex than ever. Today's families,
and tomorrow’s families, must prosper in that context, if they are to prosper at all.
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Work and family are not issues very often investigated together. But in fact they
are inseparable, and onr obligation, as policymakers and as a committee, is to take
a very-hard, realistic look at them. Today’s hearing is a good first step in that direc-
tion. . . .

“WORK IN AMERICA: IMP' ICATIONS FOR FamiLies,” A Facr SHEET

. A STRONG CCMMITMENT TO WORK IN AMERICA

More people are employed in the U.S. than ever before. In 1985, there were over
115.5 million people in the civilian labor force. That number is expected to increase
to over 129 million b{ 1995. Nearly two-thirds of the growth will be among women;
nearly 20 percent will be among blacks. (BLS, Hayghe, 4/86.)

In 1985, th. labor force participation rates for white, black, and Hispanic adults
over the a%: of 16 were 65.0 percent, 62.9 percent, and 64.6 percent, respectively.
(BLS, Hayghe, 4/86.) .

In 1984, 62.9 percent of families living below the poverty line had at least some
members who worked every week of the year, One-quarter of those families had at
least one member who worked full time, year round. (Report of the Committee on
Government Operations, 12/85.)

In 1985, 8.3 million adults over age 16 (7.2 percent) were unemployed. 6.2 percent
of white adults, 10.5 percent of Hisganic adults, and 15.1 percent of black adults
were unemployed. (BLS, Hayghe, 4/86.)

LABOR MARKET SHIFTING

In 1900, 38.1 percent of the labor force worked in agriculture, 24.1 percent in serv-
ices—producing industries, and 37.8 percent in goods-producing industries. By 1970,
those figures were 3.8 percent, 56.4 percent, andg 39.8 percent, respectively. By 1978,
only 3 percent of the labor force were farmers. (Galenson and Smith, 1978.)

Between 1979-84, more than 11 million workers lost employment due to plant
clogings or relocations, production shifts or elimination of a position. The manufac-
turing sector alone lost about 1.8 million employees since its 1979 high, and has
shown no growth over the past year, (Bluestone, 6/85; Norwood, 1986.) .

Employment in services-producing industries has grown dramatically—from 31
g:rcent of the work force in 1900 to 69 percent of the work force in 1984. (Rum-

rger and Levin, 7/85.)

Nearly 7 out of every 10 jobs created since November 1982 were in the service-
producing sector. In the next decade, 9 vat of 10 jobs created are projected to be in
this sector. (CRS, 7/85; BLS, 1986.)

MORE PARENTS IN LABOR FORCE/MORE TWO-EARNER FAMILIES

In 57 percent of all families with children under the age of 18, either the only
parent present, or both parents, are employed. (BLS, 2/86.)

Nearly 34 million children, 50 percent of whom live in two-parent families, have
working mothers, (BLS, 9/85.)

By 1990, a majority (55 percent) of married mothers of children under age six will
be in the labor force, an 80 percent increase since 1970. (Select Committee on Chil-
dren, Youth, and Families, 1984.)

Fighty percent of working women will bear at least one child while employed.
(Catalyst, 1986.)

MORE MOTHERS WORKING FULL TIME

Of all mothers who worked in 1985, a proximately 70 percent worked full time. In
1985, 84 percent of black working mothers, 69 percent of white working mothers,
2%36';9 percent of Hispanic working mothers worked full time. (BLS, 9/85; Hayghe,

In 1985, among employed mothers with children under age three, 65 percent of all
mothers in that category, 81 percent of | 'ack mothers, and 76.3 percent of Hispanic
mothers worked full time. (Hayghe, 4/86.)

MEDIAN FPAMILY INCOME DECLINING, WHILE COST OF RAISING CHIIDREN BIGNIFICANT
~7 " Between 1947-73, the Teal income of median-income families increased nearly 4
percent above inflation annually. Between 1974-84, a similar family experienced an
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actual decline in their real income. In 1984, median family income (in 1984 dollars)
~as $26,433, below its 1973 high point $28,167). (JEC; The Urban Institute, 12/85.)

Between 1967 and 1984, the earnings of all female heads of households increased,
but their family incomes declined. In each case, the increased earnings were more
than offset by declines in cash transfers and in earnings of other household mem-
bers. (Banziger and Gottschalk, JEC, 11/85.)

If the personal exemption, the primary means through which the tax code adjusts
for family size, had been indexed for inflation it would be worth over $2,600. It is
currently $1,040. (Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families, 1985.)

The typical American family with two childcen, medium socioeconomic status, in
which the wife works part time, is likely to spend $82,400 to rear one child from
birth to age 18. (Espenshade, The Urban Institute, 1984.)

Comprehensive budgets for full time undergraduate students enrolled for the
1985-86 academic year are estimated to be $5,294 at public institutions and $10,476
at independent institutions. (The American Council on Education, 1/86.)

INCOME DECLINES PARTICULALLY SEVERE FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

Between 1979 and 1984, average family income for the poorest fifth of all families
with children plunged 23.8 percent, adjusting for inflation. In addition, the average
income of the next-to-poorest fifth of families with children dropped 14 percent,
while the average income of the middle fifth o’ these families fell 10.5 percent. Only
one group of families with children came out ahead—those in the wealthiest fifth.
(JEC; Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 11/85.)

The gap between upper and lower income families with children is now wider
than at any time since 1947. (Danziger and Gottschalk for the JEC, 11/85))

WIVES CONTRIBUTION TO FAMILY INCOME INCREASES, HELPS KEEP FAMILIES OUT OF
POVERTY

Between 1967 and 1984, wives’ contribution to family income increased from 10.6
to 18.0 percent for white families with children, from 19.4 to 31.1 percent for black
families with children and from 14.4 to 19.4 percent for Hispanic families with chil-
dren. On the average, in 1984 the earnings of two-parent families were 23.4 percent

higher than they would have been had wives not worked and had all other income
sources remained at their 1984 levels. (Danziger and Gottschalk, JEC, 11/85.)

In 1984, poverty was 35 percent lower than it would have been had wives not
worked. For black two-parent families, in particular, a major portion of the decline
in poverty—from 31.3 percent in 1967 to 19.3 percent in 1984—is associated with in-
creased earnings of wives. (Danziger and Gottschalk, JEC, 11/85.)

PARENTS CONCERNED ABOUT WORK AND FAMILY POLICIES

Forty-six percent of women with children under age two who were surveyed, and
23 percent of the male counterparts, said child care concerns would influence the
decision on whether to accept a promotion. (BNA, 1/86.)

Twenty-six percent of all mothers and 45 percent of single mothers with children
under five, and 36 percent of mothers in families with incomes less than $15,000,
who were not working, said they would work if affordable child care were available.
(Census Bureau, 1982.)

In a study by Boston University reported in late 1985, the stress of balancing
work and family responsibilities was found to be the most significant factor contrib-
uting to depression among employees. More than one-third of all employees in the
study reported significant difficulties with managing family responsibilities. (Work
and Family: A Changing Dynamic, BNA, 1986)

Chairman MiLLer Our first witness will be Dr. Janet Norwood,
goi)nomissioner, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of

abor.

Dr. Norwood, welcome to the committee. We appreciate your
taking the time to come and to speak with us.

Your prepared statement will be put in the record in its entirety.
You can suinmarize in the manner you are most comfortable.




STATEMENT OF JANET L. NORWOOD, PH.D., COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Ms. Norweob. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is always a pleasure
to discuss some of our data. I am happy to be here today.

We have really seen extraordinary change over the jast two dec-
ades. In many ways I think the family has served as a focal point
of that change.

We have had a tremendous job expansion in the economy, and
more and inore women have left their homes to go into the paid
labor force. Increasingly, I believe Americans are planning life-
styles and their living standards upon the assumption the. wives as
well as husbands will contribute to famnily income.

At the same time that is going on, a really huge restructuring of
industry is underway. We are seeing employment declines in goods-
producing industries, like steel and apparel manufacturing, but
jobs increasing in industries that provide services.

Manufacturing employment today is about 1.8 million below its
1979 high. It has shown no net growth over the past year. The
economy has more than recovered from the 1981-82 recession, but
manufacturing jobs have recovered less than 60 percent of the jobs
lost in that downturn.

But there is much more to this story in manufacturing than the
number of jobs. Except for cyclical movements, overall employment
in this industry has held about steady for nearly 20 years. And
while we have lost high-paying jobs in several key manufacturing
industries, we have also lost low-paying jobs in such industries as
apparel, textiles, tobacco and shoes. It should also be noted that
substantial future employment growth is projected for such manu-
facturing industries as office and computer machines, medical in-
struments, and communications equipment.

The miracle, of course, in terms of jobs, has been in the service-
producing sector. Nearly 3 million jobs have been added to tnis
sector in the past year alone. Moreover, we project that that
growth will continue.

There has been some concern about the quality of jobs in the
service-producing sector. But the sector is so diverse that the jobs
cannot be categorized as either high- or low-wage.

For example, 80 percent of the country’s professional and mana-
gerial workers are employed in the sector. It is the home of such
low-paying jobs as in fast-food restaurants and nursing homes, but
it is also the home of high-paying jobs like computer services, legal
services, and advertising.

As I indicated before, these labor market changes often affect the
family. Only a small portion of the labor force lives alone or with
persons who are not relatives. Some 70 percent of the labor force is
made up of persons who live in married-couple families. In addi-
tion, there has been a marked increase in the number of families
maintained by women on their own.

Currently one-tenth of the labor force lives in such families, in-
cluding the wowien themselves, their older children and other r:la-
tives. Another 3 percent of the labor force consists of unmarried
men and their families.
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With an increase in the number of families maintained by
wornen, ‘and the growing labor force participation of wives, hus-
bands are no longer the sole support of most of the Nation’s fami-
lies. More than half of all husband-wife families now have two
adult earners, with the wife’s income making a substantial contri-
bution to her family’s well-being.

The average working wife contributes 28 percent of her family’e
annual income. And for wives who have year rouna full time jobs,
the average contribution is 40 percent. And nearly half of all work-
ing wives do work full time the year round.

I might point out, Mr. Chairman, since we seem to see continal-
ly in the media discussions of the average family defined as the
husband supporting a nonworking wife, and exactly two children,
that this pattern represents a very, very small propertion of the
families in. this countr{. o :

One important development that flows from these changes is the
fact that increasing numbers of the Nation’s children have working
mothers. Record numbers of women are working, even when they
have children not yet old enough to attend school. .

In 1985, 54 percent of all mothers with children under 6 years of
age were in the labor force. It is even more astonishing to recognize
that nearly half of all married mcchers with infant children, those
under a year, were working, or looking for work. In sddition,
nearly 70 percent of the mothers whose youngest child is between
the age of 6 and 13, are in the labor force.

Now, when you look at it from the other side, from the point of
view of the children, there are 9.5 million children under the age of
6, and 15 million who are 6 to 13 years of age who had a mother in
the labor force last year. And most of these mothers worked full
time. In fact, almost 3 out of every 4 employed mothers of school-
aged children, and more than 2 out of 8 employed mothers of pre-
schoolers worked full time.

A study done a few years ago on the child care arrangements
used by some 5 million women between the ages of 18 and 44,
showed that most children were taken care of in their own homes,
or in someone else’s home. Only 16 percent used a group care
center.

Clearly, the availability of child care is of particular relevance
for people maintaining families on their own. Today, over 10 mil-
lion families are maintained by women who are divorced, separat-
ed, never married, or widowed. About three-fifths of these women
are parents with children under 18 in their home.

. When their youngest child is school age, three-fourths of these
single parents are in the labor force. When they have preschoolers,
over half are in the labor force. :

Once in the labor market, however, the female single parent is
often plagued by educational deficiencies, high unemployment, and
low earnings. The economic status of these families is well below
that of the majority of American families.

When she is employed, the typical woman maintaining a family

-on-her-own-is-likely to be-working full time, be at a generally low-
paying, and comparatively low-skilled job. Last year, the median
earnings for women maintaining families who are working full
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time on wage and salary {):bs were $27% a week, close to what wives
earned, but considerably below the median for husbands.

Only one-third of the women maintaining families had another
wage-earner in the family. In contrast, 60 percent of all married-
couple families were in the multiple-earner category. The conse-
quence of all this is that about one in every three American fami-
lies maintained by women, was living in poverty.

While a smaller proportion of married-couple families face seri-
ous labor-market problems, I certainly do not want to leave the im-
pression that they are all jrumune from these difficulties.
Multiworker families are more likely to have the cushioning effect
of another worker when unemployment hits. But it is also true
that to a certain extent unemployment tends to run in families.

Persons with a high level of educational attainment often marry
each other, a5 do persons with more limited labor market skills.
Even more important, when high unemployment hits a specific ge-
ographic area it can affect more than one family member.

The unemployment rate for persons with unemployed spouses
runs more than three tinies the rate for persons with employed
spouses. Thus, in 1985, the unemployment rate for wives with un-
employed husbands was 17 percent compared with 4.8 percent for
wives whose hubbands wer¢ working.

While the number of mgrried couples who are both unemployed
is quite small—it averaged'less than 200,000 in 1985—the impact of
inultiple unemployment on their financial well-being is really quite
arge. .

At BLS we do some projections of the future. We expect the labor
force as a whole to grow miore slowly over the next decade than it

has in the past. But we dé expect an increase, an increase which
will not be concentrated ainongl{oung workers, because our baby-

boom generation is largely well established in the labor force.
Nearly three-quarters of the 1995 labor force is projected to be in
the prime working ages of 25 to 54. Nearly 70 percent of women in
that age group are now in thé labor force, and by 1995 we expect
that figure to increase. In fact, we anticipate that about two-thirds
of the increase in the labor force in the next decade will come from
women. ' .

We also have a rather:interesting set of data at the Bureau
which looks at worklife estimates for individuals. These data show
that women born in 1970 could expect to spend 22 }years in the
labor force; 10 years later in 1980, the expected worklife for female
infants was nearly 30 years, or 88 percent of total life expectancy.
Women who would complete 3 or more years of college could
expect to spend on average 45 percent of their lives in the labor
force. While men still have longer worklife expectancy, the gap has
been narrowing, as increases in life expectancy for men have been
generallK allocated to nonmarket activities.

Mr. Chairman, I think the data show quite clearly that women
are in the labor force to stay. That as we move forward into the
1990’s, they will be a larger proportion of the work force than they
were before. And we know, also, that most families in the United
- States will have women as well as men helping to support them.
And that most children now have working mothers and they will
continue to do so.




‘.,

I would be’ glad to try to answer uny quest.ons you may have.
[The prepared statement of Janet Norwood Jollows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. JANET Ié;rNonwoon, COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF LABOR
'ATISTICS

Mr. Cha rman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity to be
here today to discuss with you some issues relating to work and the {family.

Over the p:ast 20 years, our courtry has seen extraordinary social and ¢conomic
change. In many ways, the family has served s a focal point of that change. The
number of jobs in the economy has expanded, and more and more women have left
their homes to go into the paid labor force. Increasingly, Americans are i)lanning
their life styles and living standards on the assumption that wives as well as hus-
bands will contribute to family income.

At the same time, a huge restructuring of industry is under way. Employment is
declining in such goods-producing industries as steel and apparci manufacturing,
but increasing in industries that provide services, like health care, business services,
and merchandising. It is important to understand these trends if we are to under-
stand what is happening to our economy—and our lives.

Manufacturing employment today is about 1.8 million below its 1979 high, and it
has shown no net growth over the past year. While the economi has more than re-
covered from the 1981-82 recession, manufacturing industries have recovered less
than 60 percent of the jobs lost in that downturn. Some of these manufacturing in-
dustries may face a troubled future, and some of the factory workers displaced from
their jobs may need retraining before they can move into other industries.

But there is more to the story in manufacturing. Except for cyclical movemente,
overall employment in this industry has held about steady for nearly 20 years. In
contrast, manufact:ving jobs in most European countries fell in absolute as well as
relative terms. Anc, while we have lost high-paying jobs in several key manufactur-
ing industries, we have also lost low-pagng jobs in apparel, textiles and shoe pro-
duction. It should also be noted that substantial future employment growth is pro-
jected for such manufacturin‘f industries as office and computer machines, medical
instruments and supplies, and commuinications equipment.

The employment miracle, of course, has been in the service-producing sector.
Nearly 8 million jobs have been 241ded to this sector. in the past year alone. Morz-
over, BLS projects that 90 percent of the job increase in the next decade will take
place in 1} service sector. Among the specific industries projected to add the larg-
est number of joby are eating and dnnm' ing places, computer and data processing
services, educational services, personnel supply services, and health services.

There has been some concern about the quality of jobs in the service producing
sector. In fact, the secto: is so diverse that the jobs cannot be categorized as either
high-wage or low-wage. For example, 80 percent of the country’s professional and
managerial workers are employed in the sector. While there are low-paid positions
in fast-food restaurants and nursing homes, there are also high-payirg jobs in com-
putel dervices, legal services, and advertising. Those employed in insurance, whole-
sale irade and auto repair tend to have near-averaﬁe earnings. Thus, the shift to
services does not mean we are becoming a Nation of hamburger makers. Many serv-
ice sector jobs are neither low-paid nor dead-end. In fact, the BLS Employment Cost.
Index shows that in recent years, workers in the service industry jobs have had
larger increases in compensation (wages and fringe benefits) than factory workers.

As T indicated earlier, these labor market changes often affect the family. Only a
small portion of the labor force lives alone or with persons who are not relatives,
such as roommates or housemates. Sume 70 percent of the labor force is made up of

rsons who live in married-couple families. In addition, there has been a marked
increase in the number of families maintained by women on their own. Currently,
one-tenth of the labor force lives in such families, including the women themselves,
their older children (age "6 and over), and other relatives. Another 3 percent of the
labor force consists of uniiarried men and their families.

With an increase in th number of families maintained by women and the grow-
ing labor force participation of wives, husbands are no longer the ile support of
most of the Nation’s families. More than half of all husband-wife families now have
twn adult earners, with the wife’s incomne making a substantial contribution to her
family’s well-being. The average working wife contributes 28 percent of her family's
annual income; among wives who have year-round full-time jobs, the average contri-
bution is i‘) percent. And nearly half of all working wives do work full time the
year roun
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One important developmens that flows from these changes, of course, is the fact
that increasing numberz of the Nation’s children have working mothers. Record
numbers of women are working 11 the 1980s, even when they have children not yet
old enough to attend school. .

In 1985, 54 percent of all mothers with children under 6 years of age were in the
labor force. An even more astonishing fact is that nearly half of all married moth-
ers with infant children—those 1 year old or less—were working or looking for
work. In addition, nearly 70 percent of the mothers whose youngest child is between
the ages of 6 and 13 are also in the labor force.

Looking at the number of children involved, about 9.5 million under the age of 6
and 15 million 6 to 13 years of age had a mother in the labor force in 1985. And
508t of these mothers worked full time. In fact, almost threa out of every four em-
ployed mothers of school age children and more than two out of every three em-
pl(Rred mothers of preschoolers work full time.

study done a few years ago on the child care arrangements used by some 5 mil-
lion women between the ages of 18 and 44 showed that the most popular form of
care for children under age 5 was either in their own homes (32 percent) or in some-
one else’s home (42 percent). Only 16 percent of the mothers used a group care
center. The remaining 10 percent cared for their child (or children) themselves
while working. .

Clearly, the availability of child care is of 8articular relevance for people main-
{aining families on their own. Today, over 10 million families are maintained by
woraen who are divorced, separated, never married, or widowed. About three-fifths
of these women are parents with children under age 18 in the home. When their
youngest child is school age (6 to 17 years), three-fourths of these single parents are
{;1 bzheflabor force; when they have preschoolers (under age 6), over half are in the

r force.

Once in the labor market, however, the female single parent is often plagued by
educational deficiencies, high unemployment, and low earnings. The economic
status of these families is well below that of the majority of American families.

When she is emplofyed, the typical woman maintaining a family on her own is
likely to be working full tisne, but at a generally low-paying and/or comparatively
low-sgkilled job. Last year, the median earnings for women maintaining families who
were worki:dg full time on wage and salary jobs were $278 a week, close to what
wives earned ($285), but considerably below the median for husbands ($455). Only
one-third of the women maintaining families had another wage earner in the
family. In contrast, 60 percent of all married-couple families were in the multiple-
earner category. The consequence of all of this is that, in 1984, about 1 in every 3
families maintained by women was living in poverty, whereas the poverty rate
among all other familieswas 1in 13.

While a smaller proportion of married-couple families face serious labor market
problems, I would nov want to leave the impression that they all are immune from
these difficulties. Multiworker families are more likely to have the cushioning effect
of another worker when unemployment hits. But it is also true that to a ¢ertain
extent unemployment tends to run in families. Persons with a high level of educa-
tional attainment and good ggeparation for careers often marry each other, as do
persons with more limited labor market skills. Even more important, when high un-
employment hits a specific geogrz;phic area, it can affect more than one family
member. The unemployment rate for persons with unemployed spouses runs more
than three times the rate for persons with employed sgguses. Thus, in 1985, the un-
emgl%yment rate for wives with unemployed husbands was 17 percent, compared
with 4.8 percent for wives with employed husbands. While the number of married
couples who are both unemployed is small—it averaged less than 200,000 in 1985—
the impact of multiple unemployment on their financial well-being may be large.

What will the l:ture bring? While we have no crystal ball, BLS does study trends
anc makes projections for some labor force measures. We expect the labor force as a
whole to grow more slowly over the next decade than it has in the past. Nonethe-
less, the increase is projected to be in the neighborhood of 15 million. This advance
will not be concentrated among young workers, because the baby boom generation is
largely well established in the labor force and the following generation was consid-
erably smaller in size. Nor will the growth come from the opposite end of the age
spectrum, since persons 55 years and older have been reducing iheir rates of labor
force participation as early retirement has become more available. Thus, nearly
three-%tiarters of the 1995 {abor force is imjecfed to be in the prime working ages
(25 to 54 years). This compares with two-thirds of the 1985 labor force. Participation
among men in this age group is expected to edge down slightly durinf the coming
decade, but women’s participation is expected to continue to rise. Nearly 70 percent

!
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of women in this age group are now in the labor force; by 1995 the figure is expect-
ed to be near 80 percent. !t seems hard to believe that as recently as 1970 it was
only*50 percent. .

An interesting set of data that we have developed at BLS looks at worklife esti-
mates for individuals. These data show that women born in 1970 could expect to
spend 22 years in the labor force. Ten years later, the expected worklife for female
infants was nearly 30 years, or 38 percent of tatal life expectancy. Women who
would complete 3 or more years of college could expect to spend on average 45 per-
cent of their lives in the labor force. While men stjll have longer worklife expectan-
cy (39 years or 55 percent), the gap has been narrpwing, as increases in life expect-
ancy for men have been generally allocated to nonfnarket activities.

Chairman MiLrer. Thank you, Dr. Narwood, for your testimony.
It is always very enlightening. ’

On page 2 of your testimony you mention that manufacturing
employment today is al ut 1.8 million below its 1979 high, and it
has shown no net growil: over the past year. There is an article
that is getting some attention in Foreign Affairs by Peter Drucker,
who suggests that at least in a peace-time scenario, no growth in
manufacturing will take place, in fact, there will be a continuation
of the trend downward. He doesn’t say at what rate, but he pre-
dicts there will be no reversal of the trend in the reduction of blue-
. collar jobs. Is that consistent with what you have seen and what
you expect? ’

Ms. Norwoob. Well, I think there are a couple of points there.
One is we need to look at output as well as jobs. Manufacturing
output has increased despite the lack of job growth.”

This means that we have had fairly high productivity growth in
manufacturing industries. ' ’

The second point is that there is a regtructuring, not just by in-
dustry, going on in this country, but a restructuring by occupation.
We are losing factory operatives, but gaining managerial and pro-
fessional workers. Bt

We are gaining jobs in the service-producing sector. A large
number of those jobs, one in every eight new jobs created during
the recovery period since the end of 1982, has been in business
gervices. Some of that may we]l have been work that was formerly
done in the manufacturing industry but. it is now being contracted
out, payroll, for example, legal services, many of the financial serv-
ices work that was done before. But I think on balance it is true
that over the next decade there will be 'a slight increase in manu-
facturing jobs, but as a proportion of all jobs in this country it is
quite clear that services is taking the legd.

Chairman MiLLeR. Within the service;sector you mentioned that
it is a composite of low-paid positions apd in many instances high-
paid positions. Where do women seem tq fit in terms of that range?

Can you tell the committee where women fit into that service
sector; how many of them; what percgntage of them are at the
high-paid end of the service sector; and what percentage of them
are at the low-paid end? ) :

Ms. Norwoobp. We can certainly supply for the record some infor-
mation on women'’s earnings. .

We know, of course, that women have always been concentrated
in the lower ends of any industry. Women have been in the apparel
and textile industry in much larger proportions than they have
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been in the steel or automobile industries, and that is a very differ-
ent pay scale.

In the service sector, women have been heavily represented in
retail trade, in restaurants and other eating and drinking places,
and less so in wholesale trade and some of the financial services.

On the other hand, there has been a trend, fairly small, but nev-
ertheless increasing, for women to move into some of those higher
paying occupations.

[The information follows:]

1985 Men1AN UsuaL EArNINGS OF FULL-TIME WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS, BY
OCCUPATION AND SEX

TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985
(Numbers i thousands]

Both sexes Men Women

Median Medan Median
Nomber of | ekly Number of Numbes of weekly
WS prrings  workers egfergn'zs workeS  parmngs

Total 17,002 $343 45589 $406 31,414 s

Managerial and professional specialy occupations 19,381 488, 11,078 583 8,302 399
Executive, administrative, and managerial ococu.
pations 9,328 497 5,835 3492
Legi. Tors, chief executives and general
administrators, public administration M 4
Administrators and officials, public adminis-

164
7

{ration
Administrators, protective services. (1

Financial managers . 135
Persornel and Labor relations managers ....... 48
Purchasing managers. 23
Managers, marketing, advertising, and
public relations 81
Administrators, education and related fields .. 184
Managers, medicine and heath......vervureee 5
Managers, properties and real estate........... 7
Postmasters and mail superintendents . ( 12
FUNETA! AITECIOTS coeeersnsene et ssescrne . ) 1
Managers and administrators, ne.....
Management-elated occupations ...
Accountants and auditors
Underwriters, and other financial ofi-
cers.
Management analysts ....ocumeesserceiiaes
Personael, training, and labor rela-
Purchasing agents and buyers, faim
Buyers, wholesale and retail trade,
except farm products
Purchasing agents and buyers,
Business and promotion agents .
Construction inspectors .
Inspectors and compliance ,
X, CONSHUCHON...vererererre sessrsees
Management relation  occupations,
n.ec.
Professional specially 0CCUPLIONS...vvrsrrerrsssssersn
Engineers, architects, and SUIVEYOrS.....ouvee
ACHIEBCES. .. oneesrescsessssesse s secssen
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TABLE 5. —MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued -

{Numbers in thousands)

gineers
Mining engmeers
Petroleum engineers

Civl engineers ...

Agricuttural engi

Blectrical and electronic engi-
neers

chitects
Engineers, nec........
Surveyors and mapping scientists
Mathematical and computer scientists
Computer systems analysts and sci-

Mathematical scientists, n....
Natural scientists

Chemists, except biochemists .. "
Atmospheric and space scientists.......
Geologists and geodesists

Physical scientists, n.e.c....
Agricultural and food scient

Biological and iife scientists....

Medical scientists
Health diagnosing occupations....

Health diagnosing practitioners, n.e. ...
Health assessment and treating occupa-
tions
Registered nurses
ist

Inhalation therapists ..
Occupational therapists....
Physial therapists
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued

[Humbers in thousands)

Both sexes
Docepation Number of

Earth, environmenta!, and marine sci-

Chemistry teachers.

Natural science teachers, nec.
Psychology teachers....

Mathematical science teachers.

Computer science teachers.

Medical science teachers....

Health specialities teachers.

Business, commerce, and
teachers

Agriculture and furestry teachers
Art, drama, and music teachers
Physicat education teachers
Education teachers

English

Foreign language teachers..
Law teachers ..overrsen.

Social work teachers

Trade and industrial feache

Home economics teachers ..

Teachers, Postsecondary, n
postsecondary teachers, stoject not

specified
Teachers, except colfege and university.
Teachers, prekindergarten and kinder.

Teachers, elementaty school
Teachers, secondary school..
Teachers, special education..
Teachers, nec

Ibeanans, archlvlsts and curators

Social scientists and urban planners...
Psychologists
Sociologists
Social scientists, nec. ...
_ Urban plan

Recreation workers...

gy
Refigious workers, ne.c.
Lawyers and judges
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AiiD SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued

[Numbers in thousands)

Both sexes Men

Oocugeten Nomber of  MOOR punier o
: woers Y ynders

Lawyers ..... m 232
Judges .... 1 19
Writers, amsts entenamers and athle!ec 417 562
Authors 1 (*) 8
Technical WIBES....couvmersscsssces 1o massenee (1) 25
Designers.....uemrone 437 167
Musicians and composers ... (1) 19
Actors and directors 487 32
Painters, sculptors, craft arbists, and

artist printmakers 400 50

Fhotographers..... 346

(&)

(1)

430

460

(M

(&)

307

Technicians and refated support cccupations......... 398

Health technologists and technicians 319
Cinical laboratory lechnologists and

376
Dental hygienists .... M
H ath record 1echnolog:sts and tech-

Radiologic echnicians...
ticensed practical nurses -
Health tecbnolognsts and tecbnmans

(*)

Engmeenng and related technologists
and technicizns
Electr'ml and eectronic techni-

Biological technicians....

Chemical technicians....

Science 1echnmns,ne C.
Technicians, except health, engineer-

Airplane pitots and navigators
Air trfic controllers

Broadcast equipment operators....
Computer programmers

Tool programmers, numerical
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued

[Humbers in thousands)

Both sexes Men Women

Oocupitm Nambro N e MO g edan
workers eamings  Workers eamings  Workers

Technicians, ne.c. 437 110 485 51
Sales occupations, 335 4,227 431 2,929
385 1,37 438 639

430 760 507 574
415 237 478 128
406 126 507 157
Securities and fnanaalse rvices sales.. 593 144 674 57
S;,“Aﬁfnmng and related sales . 59 500 67

397 195 489 165

Sales workers, apparel
Sales workers, shoes..
Saks workers, furnit
furnishings ....
Sales workers, r.

suwl
Sales workers, parts....
Sales workers, other commodities......
Sales counter clorks.
Cashiers

News
Sales~related occupatms
ratorslé promoters,

pport occupations, n.e..........
Admm:strahve support  occupations, mdudmg
clerical

Supervisors, financlal records prog-
essing
Chief communications operators..........
Supenvisors, distribution, schedu!
and adjusting clerks..
Computer equipment operators

Information clerks
Interviewers....
Hotel clerks

Q
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued

[Nmbess in thousands)

Both sexes
Ocerpaton Nombet of

Transportation ticket and teservation

Financial records ProCessing 0ceupaions.....
Bookkm accounting, and audit-
in,

Cost and rate clerks
Billing, posting, and ca
chine ope
Duplicating, mail and other office machine
operators
Duplicating machine operators
Mait preparing and paper handling

Qffice machine operatws, nec. ...
Communications equipment operators ...
Telephone operators..
Telegraphers
Communications equipment operators,
n.ec.
Mail and message distnbuting occupations....
Postal clerks, exc. malt carriers

28!
Material recording, schedufing, and distrib-
uting clerks, nec. ......
Dispatchers
Production coordinators.
Traffic, shipping, and
Stock and inventory clerks
Meter readers
Weighers, measurers,
Samplers

Material recording, scheduling, and
distributing clerks, n.e.. ”
Adjusters and investigators .
Insurance adjusters, examiners, and
investigators
Investigalors and adjusters, except

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
'
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL

- TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1955—
Continued

[Nombers in thousands)

Both sexes
chgabw Median Nembes of
eamngs workers

4

Teachers” aies........
Administrative support occupat
neg.
Sexvice oocupations

Private household occupations .........
Cooks, private household ....

Protective service 0CCUPAtIONS ...ovvvnvrroerrorsnn.
Supervisors, protective service occupations....

, QUards....
Firefighting and fire preven

Fire inspection and fire prevention.......
Firefighting occupations... .
Police and detectives ...........
Police and detectivas, public service
Sheriffs, bailifs, and other law en-
forcement officers
Cotrectional instrtution officers............
Guards

Crossing guards
Guards and police, exc. public serv-
ices

Protective service oocupations, nec. ...
Service occupations, except profective and
household
Food preparation and service oocupations
Supervisors, food preparation  and
service,

Waiters'/waitresses' assistants...........
Miscellzneous food preparation occu-

pations
Health service oceupa
Dental assistants
Health aides, except nursing...
Nursing aides, orderlies, and attend-
ants.
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL

‘TIME BY CZTAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued

[Numbers i thousands)

Both sexes Men Women
Occupation Number of  Median Number of Medan
camings  Wokes earmgs

Number of

Cleaning and builfing service occupations,
except household.
Supervisors, (aning and  building

Supervisors, personal service octupa-
tions

Barbers
Hairdressers and cosmetologists
Attendants, amusement and recrea-

Baggage porters and belthops

Wetfare service aides

Cinld care workers, excep!
househoid

Precision production, craft, and repair occupations...
Mechanics and repairers
Supervisors, mechanics and repairers
Mechanics and repairers, except supervic

SO1S
Vehicle and mobile equipment me.
chanics and repairers

Bus, tuck, and stationary
engine mechanics

Airraft engine mechanics

Small engine repairers

Automoble body and related re-

Heavy equipment mechanics..

Farm equipment mechanics ...
Industrial machinery repairers....
Machinery maintenance occupat
Electricgl and electronic equipment

Electronic repairers, communi-
cations and industrial equip-
ment

Q
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (2 DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued

[Numbers in thousands)

Both sexes Men Women

Occupation Median Medun Median
Nurmber of weeky Number of weekh Number of eekly

eamings  MOMES g workers eamngs

Miscellaneous  electrical  and
electronic equipment repair-

S rreermrsssssssssss eessessesesone
Heating, air conditioning, and refrig-
€rabion MEChAniCs .....vvmuereeeeeeeceenr
Miscellaneous mechanics and repait-
efs. (x)
Camera, walch, and musical in-
strument repairers
Locksmiths and safe repairers
Oifice machine repaifers..........
Mechanical controfs and valve

Elevator installers and repairers...
T L
Specified mechanics and repai.

S, NLLurrurrrrerrrermrssssecereae
Not specified mechanics and

TBDAITETS crerrr s serseseeeeencen .
Construction trades
Supervisors, construction occupations.........
Supervisors,  brickmasons, stonema-
sons, and tife setters ...
Supervisors, carpenters and
workers............ "
Supervisors,  efectsi
transmission instaliers
Supervisors,  paintets,  paperhangers,
NG PIBSIETENS soerereermrrs s,
Supervisors,  plumbers,  pipefitters,
and steamfittess......
SUPEIVISONS, N.&.C.uvercrene
Construction trades, except supenvisors .
Brickmasons and stonemasons
Tile setters, hard and soft.
Carpent installers.....
Carpentess..........
Drywall installers
Electricians ... -
tlectrical power installers and repair-
ers.

"

Painters, construction and mainte-
DN vt eveerseseneesene
Paperhangers ...
PAASHOILIS corrresecnenmncesseeseen S
Plumbers, pipefitters, steamfitters,
and pprentices..........ouw .
Concrete and terrazzo finishers
Glaziers
INSULBLION WOPKErSumemeeesosereomereorr s
Paving, surfacing, an
equipment operators
Roofers
Sheet metal duct installers...oumeenn.n..
Structural metatwurkers..

Q
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continved

{Numbers in thousands)

Both sexes
Oecupaten Noter of MO o o
workers eamgs workers

Construction trades, 0.8 <. ...weermerree 155 299 153

i 501 179
Supervisors, extractive occupations.... 53
Drilfers, ol well ( 45
7

Mining machine operators. 36
Mining occupations, n.e.c. 38
Precision production occupations 2,786
i i 1,105

787

131

7
459
29

13

4
13

17

8

log

Precision woodworking occupations .... 59
Oattermmakers and model ma

wood 8

Cabinet makers and bench carpenters.. 3
Fumiture and wood finishers 16
Miscellaneous precision woodworkers ... 0
Precision textile, apparel, and furnishings
machine workers 68
4
21
39
2
1

1
Precision workers, assorted materials 199

Hand molders and shapers, except .

15

Otical goods workers 20
Dental laboratory and megical appli-

ance technicians (1) fg

90

32

Precision food preduction occupations
Butchers and meat cutters. lig
_— 18
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued

{Numbers in thousands)

Both sexes Men Women

Occupation Nomberof  Mefan oy g Medan
workers  WeRY T iy ..nmgs

Precision inspectors, testers, and related
workers 448

Inspectors, testers, and graders. . 448

Adjusters. ard calibrators 6 ) (1)

Plant and system operators . 484
Water and sewage

operators.... (M

Power plant opera . 1)

493

ators (1)
Operators, fabricators, and faborers , 3% 3482
Machine operators, assemblers, and inspectors , 341 2778
Machine operators and tenders, except pre-
cision : 3% 1,902
Metahworking and plastic  working
i 354 77

Lathe and turning machine set- .
Up open M
Lathe and turning machine op-
L1 349
Mitling and planing machine op-
()

Miscefianeous plant and system oper-

machine opertors.
Rolling machine operators (1)
Dnfling and boring machine op-
M

Grinding, abrading, buffing, and
pofishing machine operators.... L)
Forging machine operators. M
Numerical cortrol machine op- )
( 3

Miscellaneous  metal, plastic,
stone, and glass working
machine operators
Fabricating machine operalors, n.ec.... )
Metal and plastic processing machine
345

Metal plating machine operators..
Heat treating equipment opera-

Wood lathe, routing, and

ing machine operators.
Sawing machine operators
Shaping and joining machine




TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY FARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AF 0 SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES; 1985—
Continued

' [Numbers n thousands)

Both sexes Men Women

Ocoupaton Number of  Median of Kadan Median
W Number reey weekly
WSS amings urmzs workes g

Miscellaneous woodworking ma- (
e 1)

Printing machine operators
Printing machine operators
Photoengravers and  lithogra-
phers

Typesatters and oomposnors
Muedbmpnnhng machine

Textle, apparel and fumishings ma-
Winding and twisting machine
tors

operators

Kitling, ‘ooping, taping, and
weaving machine operators

Textlle cutting machine opera-

Shoe machine operators.
Pressing machine operators
Launderi_ng and dry cleaning

Miscellaneous textle machine

operal
Machine onéiators, assorted materials..
')ememmg and gliing machine

Separatmg, filtering, and clari-
fying machine operators. ........
Compresmg and compacting

Painting and pamt spraying
machine opera

Roasting and baking machine
operators, food

Washing, cleaning, a
machine operators

Fokding machine operators

Furnace, kitn, and oven
tors, exc. food......

Crushing and gri

Miscellaneous machine opera-
BOMS) 1.8.C. orvverrererseerserseress

Q
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—

Continued
[Numbers in thousands)

Bobh sexes Men

Women

Oecization Median Median
" Mumber of oy Mumberol UG

camngs MRS g

Medon
Number of wielly
exmgs

Machme operators, not speci-
316 220

Hand painting, coating, and

Hand engraving and printing
pations

f‘.w.ctx\n mspectors testers, sam-
plers, and wefghers

Transportation and material moving occupations ...,
Motor vehlde operat

Motor transportation _ oceupations,

n.ec.

Transportation occupations, except motor
vehicles

Rail transportation cecupations
Railroad cmductors and yard-

Water tnnspodabon occupations
Ship captains and  mates,
except fishing boats
Saikors and deckhands....
Marine engincers
Bridge, lock, and lighthouse
de

26

*)
()
(1)
)
)
)
)
)
250

™
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TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
TIME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued

{Numbers i thousands)

Both sexes Men

Oecpaten Nomerof MR Nooger of
WS parmings

Material moving «3ioment operators 900
Supervisors, material moving

12

138

1

30

Crane and tower operators.. . 89
Excavating and loading machi Y

ators. 94

Grader, dozer, and scraper operators.... 80
Industrial truck and tractor equip-

ment operators.... . 360

ment operators.....
Handlers, equipment cleaners, hel
efs

Freight, stock, and material handlers,

n.ec.

Garbage and service station related occu-

Vehnde washets and equipment cleaners
Hand packers and packa .
Laborers, except conistruction .
Farming, forestry, and fishing occupations....
Farm operators and managers
Farmers.
Farm managers
Other agricuttural and related occupations
Farm occupations, except managerial
Supervisors, farm workers..

Manne hfe cultivation workers
rsery workers ...
Related agricultural ocwpatnons
Supemsors related agnwltura 000U-

Groundskeepers “and ga.deners,

Animal caretakers, except farm...........
Graders and  sorters, agricultural

products




25

TABLE 5.—MEDIAN WEEKLY EARNINGS OF WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS WHO USUALLY WORK FULL
1iME BY DETAILED (3-DIGIT CENSUS CODE) OCCUPATION AND SEX, ANNUAL AVERAGES, 1985—
Continued ’

{Numbers in thousands)

Both sexes

Occupation Median
Number of weelly
eamngs

Inspectors, agricultural products
Forestry and logging occupations
Supervisors, forestry and

workers g
Forestry workers, except bggirg.....
l'n'nt!i);rls cutting and logging vicipa-

Fishars, hunters, and trappers
Caplains and other officers, fishing

Fishers
Hunters and trappers....

1 Data not shown where base is kss than $50,000.
h&;&mmmmamted 1499 workers, whih rounds to zero thousand, a dash wdicates no observabons i the sample for the

Source: Bureau of Laber Statsstics,

Chairman MILLER. But it is a small trend?

Ms. Norwoob. Well, it can be a very large percentage, but when
you are starting from a very small base a large percentage doesn’t
really get you very far. But there is improvement. I don’t want to
suggest that there isn't. But we have got a long way to go still.

Chairman MiLLER. My question is intended to lead to this point. I
think there is a popular notion that, for married couples, when the
wife is working, that her husband is at relatively high pay level,
and that this is almost all spendable income, or excess income to
the family. That is not exactly true, is it?

Ms. Noawoobp. No, it certainly isn’t. Most women work because
they have to work. And women have worked before. What has hap-
pened in this country in the 1960’s and 1970's, with the tremendous
increase of women in the labor force, has been more of a recogni-
tion of that need and more of an acceptance among middle income
and upper income families that women should work. But women in
lower income families have always worked.

Chairman MitLEr. What would be—and you can supply the exact
figure for the committee—but what would be the median income of
married-couple families where women are working full time?

Ms. Norwoobp. I have that here.

I had better supply it for the record.

The wife’s earnings I have, which is $14,334 for wives who
worked full time, 50-52 weeks. But that is just the wife’s earnings.
That does not take account of the husband’s earnings. We can
supply that for the record.

[The information follows:]

1984 family income for married-coupie familes in which the wife worked year-
round full-time was $39,838.

1984 family income for married-couple families in which the husband was the
only earner was $25,640.
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Chairman MILLER. But you mention that she would be supplying
about 40 percent of the family’s income. If they have two children,
and those two children are starting to enter college, that income is
very important, just to maintain the household.

il\l’Is. Norwoob. That is right. Even if the children are not starting
college.
knChairman MiLLer. Well, we identify from where we are, you

owW.

Ms. Norwoop. I know.

Chairman MiLLER. In the future, the likelihood of that woman,
who is working full-time, being married to a unionized, high-paid
worker, is going to be substantially diminished. She may be work-
ing and married to a high-paid lawyer. Or, perhaps she won'’t be in
the workforce in that case. )

My point is this. As the service sector expands both for men and
women as a primary place of employment, can we predict house-
hold incomes? You have mentioned that the service sector has un-
dergone substantial increases in compensation. Do we expect that
to continue, or are there other factors in the service sector, as
there are in the manufacturing sector, that suggest that changes in
the service sector will start leading to a leveling of the rate of com-
pensation? )

Mrs. Norwoob. It is quite clear that we are losing jobs in some of
the durable manufacturing industries, that have been among the
highest paying in the country, and have been heavily unionized.
We are gaining jobs in services, with pay at various levels.

As there are more people coming into the labor force there will
be increasing pressure for upward wages. The retail trade industry
is already concerned about the lack of young people, because our
birthrates have declined and there are fewer youngsters entering
the labor force. They were the largest source of part-time minimum
wage workers, for example, in the retail trade industry. So I think
we can expect a number of different kinds of things occurring.

Chairman MiLLER. There is pressure from both sides, is that
what you are saying?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes.

Chairman MILLER. Mrs. Johnson?

Mrs. JouNsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you very much, Dr. Norwood, for your testimony and your
concise summary of some of the facts that are very important for
policymakers as well as the private sector to be aware.

I have just a couple of questions. You talk about the larger in-
crease in salaries in the service sector. ,

What is the current average difference in compensation, in a
gross sense, between service sector jobs and manufacturing jobs?

Ms. Norwoob. I will supply that for the record. I don’t have it
here. But services on average, of course, have lower paying jobs, on
average.

[The information follows:]
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TABLE B-3.—AVERAGE HOURLY AND WEEKLY EARNINGS OF PRODUCTION OR NONSUPERVISORY
WORKERS GN PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS BY INDUSTRY

Average houtly eanings Average weekly earnings

Indusiry Mar . . f M .
R SR (R - SR

Total private . . $874  $874 $29805 $30275 $304.15 $304.15
Seasonally adjusted - 874 874 29890 30520 30590  305.90

Mining . . 1228 1234 51657 52025 52067 521.98
Construction . . 1217 1220 46154 43138 44421 46116
Marufacturing . I 970 970 3805 38904 39479  392.85
Durable goods ] 1029 1028 41023 42148 42601 42354
Lumber and wood products { . 829 31758 32116 33160 33243
Furniture and fixtures . . . 136 27683 2854 28998  287.04
Stone, clay, and glass product . . I 998 41160 40316 41168 42415
Primary metal industries . . . 1201 48073 50352 50598 49601
Blast furnaces and basic steei products.... 1392 54145 57906 57990 57072
Fabricated metal products .9 981 39524 402.21 40598  403.19
Machinery, except electrical . 10. . . 1057 41799 43594  442.24 43866
Electrical and electronic equipment . 9 . 963 37600 38976 39579 39194
Transportation equipment 12 . . 1286 538.04 54440 55169  546.55
Motor vehicles and equipment.. .13, . 1364 58692 58430 59776  589.25
Instruments and refated products .. .9 . . 939 36896 38622 38999  384.99
Miscellaneous manufaclunng .1 K . 746 28086 29396 29920  296.91
NORGurable B008S..revsuese cerreeree . . 886 337.26 346.14 35135 34997
Food and Kindred producls . 8 . . 875 33673 33852 34357 3405
Tobacco manufactuses .... 2. . 1302 42438 45677 48188 4814
Textile mill products . 6. 686 25128 27388 21852 219.20
Apparel and other textile Products..veeee. 5. . 580 20320 20692 211.34  209.96
Paper and atlied products ... . 10, A 1104 45882 47367 41821 47362
Printing and publishing... . 9 9.87 36000 36900 377.19 373.09
Chenicals and allied products... L . . 1182 48101 49331 49636  495.26
Petrofeum and coal products .... .4 . 1429 59556 61159 626.02 63591

Rubber and miscellaneous plaslxcs p!od
uets 3 . 8.68 34683 35588 35972 355.88
Leather and leather products.... . . 588 21550 20988 21272  212.86
Transportation and public utilities e 11 X X 1162 44178 45473 45588  455.50
Wholesale trade. . ) 936 354.82 36079 36113 36130
Retal trade ] ] 605 17522 17421 11514 11545
finance, insurance, and a1 e511e....ccccrrcecrees coseerres 785 8. 823 28574 30351 30268 29875
Senvices 1.89 25721 26879 26962 26749

1 Prehimingty.
Source: Employment Stustion news refease May 2, 1986.

TABLE B-4.—HOURLY EARNINGS INDEX FOR PRODUCTION OR NONSUPERVISORY WORKERS ON
PRIVATE NOWAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS BY INDUSTRY
(1977=100)

Not seasonaly adpusted Seasonally adpusted

cent Percent
feb  Mar Agf change from. Aéx Dec.  Jan  Feb Mo gde  change from:
1985 1986 1986° 1936* %’ 1199385s 1985 1985 1986 1986 1%86* M;,f, 1198866-

Total private
nonfarm;
Cursant dollars... 164.7 1688 1687 1688 25 1648 1684 1674 1685 1689
Constant
(1917)
AolarS .vevee. . 944 948 953 NA (3) 944 944 935 946 353
i 1786 1805 1797 179.8 (8 M Y M M
1492 149.1 1478 1488 .3 1504 1505 149.2 1500 1488

32%-
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TABLE B-4.—HOURLY EARNINGS INDEX FOR PRODUCTION OR NONSUPERVISORY WORKERS ON
PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL PAYROLLS BY INDUSTRY—Continued

(1977=100)

Not seasonally adjusted Seasonally adjusted

Percent Percent

Indsty G R M M cugelon e Do omn B Ma M g ion
95 19 Es b6 keIt 1951l 19 e NP Sl

. 198 Ao 1986

Manufacturing.... 1679 1715 171.9 1721 25 1679 1708 1708 1714 1720 172 Rl
Transportation

and public

utifities ........ 164.5 170.1 169.6 169.7 32 1650 1692 168.3 169.6 1702 170.3

Wholesale

trade...... 1707 1737 1731 1730 MM @ @@ @
Retall trade....... 156.1 158.3 158.3 1586 16 1556 1589 157.1 157.8 1581 1581
Finance,

Insurance,

and real

eslate.......... 1700 1786 178.5 177.7 4 () (N B 9 @
SOIVICES oooeene 1680 174.6 174.8 174.2 37 167.8 1734 1718 1735 174.6 1740

L Percent change s less than 005 percset,

% Percent change 13 07 peccent from March 1985 to March 1986, the atest month avallabie,

2 Percent change is 08 perosat from February 1986 10 March 1386, the fatest month ayailabi,

‘Mmmm%aﬂmﬂamtfgmlmmmﬂmﬁwwmewmmd/orimgdareompomtsznd
consequently canngt be separeted with sufficent precision.

KA = fot available.

p = prefiminary.

Source: Employment Situation news release May 2, 1986,

Mrs. JounsoN. That is certainly the assumption under which we
are operating. But as the mix of service jobs changes and there is
an increase In managerial sales, marketing, while manufacturing
declines I wonder where that average is now?

Ms. Norwoob. Yes, in real terms—adjusted for inflation—aver-
age earnings in manufacture have declined over the past T years.

-Mrs, JoHNSON. It may decline even more rapidly in the next
decade. I would be interested in those figures.

In terms of your statistical data, do you have any ability to look
at women’s salaries and female advancement in the work force in
growth industries?

I represent Connecticut, and in Connecticut we have a lot of de-
clining industries. Mainstays of our economy are going out and
new industries are coming in. The thing that has struck me very
keenly among women in business has been that women are advanc-
ing very rapidly in salary position, and always where industry is
growing.

That wasn’t true when industry was growing 10 years ago. Indus-
try is looking differently at female employees now than they were
even § years ago. In my mind those growth industries where
women are, takes a sort of dramatic form of banking versus insur-
ance. Insurance is l%ing off, and there aren’t many positions open-
ing up at the top. Women are not advancing in insurance. Since
that is a big employer in my area it makes a lot of difference as to
how women see their opportunities.

But any information that you could provide for us from your re-
sources on—instead of looking grossly at average female wages and
average female advancement, if we could separate out some of the
growth industries, and see whether or not we are beginning to

33t




make-a different level of DProgress would be, I think, very useful to
us, and information that would be applicable to many of the things
that we_have to consider.

Ms. Norwoob. We will certainly try to do that.
[The information follows:]

TABLE 4.—EMPLOYMENT AND AVERAGE HOURLY EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY, RANKED BY PROPORTION
* OF WOMEN WORKERS FROM HIGHEST T0 LOWEST, JULY 1982

Industy Sdtos o women
sands) workers

Apparel and other textile products............... 1 897.9
Health services... .8 47329 813
Banking .8 1,180.6 70.8
Apparet and accessory stores . 664.1 700
Credit agencies other than banks....... . 409.7 69.7
Legal services , 4047 693
General merchandise stores. . 1,447.9 66.0
Inswrance cartiers ........x.... . 7459 60.6
Leather and leather products . . 117.8 60.2
Eating and drinking places.... 22,7469 96.3
Miscellaneous retal..., 11,0586 543
i 3490 . 480

1714 453
627.8 49
10727 435
11,4367 435
Electric and electronic equipment......... ....° . 852.3 425
Instruments and related products..... 2998 . 423
Amusement and recreation services . 4021 412
Motion pictures - -221. 92.5 40.6
Printing and publishing ... . 5112 . 405
Tobacco manufacturing 8 . 220 362

- Rubber and miscelaneous plasties produits © 680 2405 349
Furniture and home furnishings stores... . 2003 32
Miscellaneous services X 363.0 340
429, 129.1 301

4920 294

625.0 286

280.7 26.1

, 155.0 259

Local and interurban passenger transit_ ... 1 51.4 250
Wholesale trade-durable goods 1 766.0 0.5
Paper and allie products .. X 149.1 226
Machinery, evcept electrical . 476.0 21.0
Fabricated mmet2! products....... X 290.8 210
Electric, gas, and saniary senvices.... . . 1747 19.8
Miscellaneous repair services . 296, 58.7 198
Stone, clay, and glass products.... " . 1141 194
Automolive dealers and service stations......... \ 3198 - 193
Auto repair, services, and garages. . I 173
Trznsportation equipment.... " . ; 56;
Petroleurm and coal products . 0 153
“Lumber and wood products.. . ; . 145
Trucking and warehousing ... . 1 . 127
General building contractors. . .5 . 117
Primary metal industries........ . , . 116
| mining s ; 64 97
Soecial trade contractor............... . X 9.1

-

ERI
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TABLE 4. —EMPLOYMENT AND AVERAGE HOURLY EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY, RANKED BY PROPORTION
OF WOMEN WORKERS FROM HIGHEST TO LOWEST, JULY 1982—Continued

Women Rank of
Percent of propostion Averg,

Industry women
s(atnbgs workers m"mm earnings?

Nonmetalfic minerals, except fuels 118.1 95 8.0 50 894
Heavy construchion contracting 9138 66.2 712 51 1147
Bituminous coal and Tignite MINTGgu...sesseereersees 2295 117 5.1 52 1305

|3 Average hourly earmings are for aRt production and nonsupenisory woikers.
Source: Bureau of Labor Statrstxs Report No. 673, September 1982,

Mrs. Jornson. Do you have any way or occasion to come in con-
tact with private sector personnel policies that are responding to
the reality that your statistics demonstrate?

Are companies changing their policies because their work force
now is heavily female; are they at all responding to the larger im-
plications of a female work force, which is that their male employ-

_ees are more heavily involved in family responsibilities than they
used to be? )

It isn’t just that we have more women in the work force. It is
that the nature of men’s lives in the work force have changed as
well, as a result. Consequently do you see any changes in personnel
policy that reflect this? Any increase in flextime; any increase in
allowing people to work 10 hour days?

if employers changed their personnel policies, parents would
have to-find only 38 days of day care rather than 5 days of day care.
Do you see any greater willingness to allow parents time to visit
schools; .any greater movement toward the way employers treat
pregnancy and disability?

Ms. Norwoop. We will supply some information for the record.
We don’t study personnel policies per se. But we do have some in-
formation on employee benefits. :

Also, we have added some questions to supplement the Current
Population Survey, and so sometime next year we should have
soge further information about work schedules and things of that
sort.

[The information follows:]

ReTIREMENT COVERAGE WIDESPREAD IN MEDIUM AND LARGE FirMms, 1985

More than 9 in 10 full-time employees in medium and large firms were covered by
one or more private retirement plans in 1985, according to a survey of employee
benefits by the U.S. Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics. Nearly 3 in
10 employees were covered biy lans that allow participants to reduce their taxable
income by channeling part of their salary to retirement funds, under section 401(k)
of the Internal Revenue Code.

Retirement coverage was provided to employees through a variety of means. De-
fined benefit (or conventional) pension plans, which have formulas for determinitgg
an employee’s annuity, covered 8 in 10 employees. Four in 10 workers partici%fi
in defined contribution eé)lans also designed to provide retirement income. These
plans, which usually predetermine the employet’s contribution but not the employ-
ee's benefit, include savings and thrift, profit sharing, money purchase pension, and
employee stock ownership plans. In addition, 2 in 10 workers with retirement cover-
age participated in capital accumulation plans (defined contribution plans that
allow participants to withdraw the emf)loyer’s contributions at their discretion). De-
fined contribution plans typically supplemented defined benefit pension plans.

For the first time, the survey developed information on salary reduction or 401(k)
plans. Nearly 40 percent of the white-collar workers (those in professional-adminis-
trative or technical-clerical occupations) were in salary reduction plans, while only

36!t
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16 percent of the bluecollar (or production) workers J)articipated in these tax-de-
ferred plans: Threefifths of all participants (white- and blue-collar combined) could
elect-to make their 401(k) contributions to an existing saving and thrift plan where
the employer matched at least part of the employee’s contribution, another fifth of
the participants were in a free standing 401(k) plan (10 employer contribution), and
the remainder- could contribute to profit-sharing (15 percent) or money purchase
pension plans (3 percent).

The Bureau's seventh annual survey of employee benefits provides representative
data for 20.5 million full-time employees in a_cross-section of the nation's private
industries in 1985, The survey's scope generally was limited to medium and large
establishments emé)]oying at least 100 or 205 workers, depending upon the industry.

The study provides information on paid leave, insurance, retirement, and capital
accumulation plans, as well as many other benefits that are paid, at least in part,
by the employer. It covers both the extent of these benefits and the detailed charac-
teristics of the benefit plans. Information also is provided on several benefits, such
as salary reduction plans under section 401%) and post-retirement health and life
insurance, even if not financed by employers. Data are provided for all employees
and for three employee groups-professional-administrative, technical-clerical, and
production workers. -

PAID TIME OFF

Time off with f)ay is_available to employees in several different forms and
amounts-from daily rest breaks to annual vacations of several weeks. In 1985, paid
lunch time (available to a tenth of the workers) averaged 27 minutes a day, while
paid rest periods (covering nearly three-fourths of the workers) averaged 26 minutes
per day. The number of paid holidays averaged 10.1 days; the amount of vacation,
which typically varied by length of service, averaged 8.6 days after 1 year of service,
15.9 days afier 10 years, and 20.7 days after 20 years of service. Where personal
leave (multipurpose peid, leave) plans were in effect, the average number of days
avaiable was 3.7 per year. For, three other paid leave Lenefits, each available to a
majority of the employees, funeral leave averaged 3.2 days per occurrence and mili-
tary leave averaged 11.5 days a year; time off for paid jury duty leave was usually
provided as neceded. . -

DISABILITY INCOME BENEFITS

Workers may be protected against loss of income during temporary absences from
work due to illness or accident through paid sick leave or sickness and accident in-
surance and, during extended periods o disability, through long-term disability in-
surance or digability pensions. In 1985, short-term disability protection was provided
to 93 percent of workers by sick leave, sickness and accident insurance, or both.

ng-term disability insurance was available to 48 percent of the workers, but 41
"percent (some with long-term disability insurance) were eligible for immediate dis.
ability benefits under their pension plans.**

Paid sick leave plans vary greatly in the number of days off available. For exam-
ple, after 1 year of service, plans specifying a maximum annual benefit allowed an
average of 15.9 days off per year with full pay; when days off were s‘)ecified for each
disabili dy, the average was 59.9 days. The number of days of annual sick leave also
varied depending on whether the plan was coordinated with sickness and accident
insurance benefits and whether it allowed carryover of unused sick leave days from
{ear to year. Sickness and accident insurance pays a portion of an employee's regu-
ar earnings, usually for a maximum of 26 weeks.

:Long-term disability insurance typically pays 50 to 60 percent of regular earnings
when an employee is disabled for a prolonged period. Long.term disability payments
usually begin after sick leave and sickness and accident insurance are exhausted

-and continue as long as the person is disabled or until retirement age. Career-
ending disabilities may entitle an emp]ofyee to an immediate pension, but the pen-

sion may be deferred until other forms o income, such as long-term disability insur.
ance, have ceased.

HEALTH AND LIFE INSURANCE

Health insurance plans continued to add provisions designed to counter rising
health car2 costs. A¢in 1984, benefits became more common for less expensive alter-
natives to hoepital stays: Coverage for treatment in extended care facilities was
available to 67 percent of plan participants in 1985, up from 62 percent in 1984; cov-
erage for home health care rose from 46 percent to 56 percent; and hospice care

36 ..
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coverage increased from 11 percent to 23 percent. In addition, the percentage of par-

ticipants whose. health plans paid for a second surgical opinion incressed from 38

percent in 1984 to 50 percent in 1983. A variety of other cost control features were

surveyed for the first time in 1985, including pre-hospitalization testing (46 percent

of health plan participants); treatment in ambulatory surgical centers (39 percent);

?%d impro»;ed benefits for certain types of surgery performed on an outpatient basis
percent).

Thirty-five percent of the employees were in plans that required them to pay part’
of the premiums for their own coverage, the same as in 1984; and 53 percent were in
plans requiring contributions for family coverage-the first time this proportion had
not . increased £ince first studied in 1980, However, 29 percent of the employees
having major medical coverage were under plans requiring them to pay the first
$150 or more of expenses before reimbursement by the insurance plan. This was up

- from 21 percent in 1984 and 12 percent in 1985. «

Broadened coverage in otHer areas was not directly related to cost control. The
percentage of health plan participants covered for alcoholism treatment incieased
from 61 to 68 percent between 1954 and 1985 and, for drug abuse treatment, from 52
to 61 percent, Participation in vision care plans also grew, to 36 percent, up from 30
ggrcent in 1984, Under major medical plans, the most common lifetime maximum

nefit shifted to $1 million, from $250,000 in previous years,

Group health insurance coverage continued after retirement in plans covering 70
ggroent of the employees, Nearlgr all of these employees were in plans that extended

nefits:tq retirees up to aﬁe‘G , Sixty-four percent of the employees were in plans
that covered retirees 66 and over; 38 percent were in plans where retiree premiums
were fully t1:0aid by tHe employer, 16 percent were in plans where the cost was fi-
nanced by both* employer and retiree, and 7 percent were in retiree paid plans. Re-
tirees’ benefits were usually the same as those for active workers, though payments
were coordinateéd with Medicare. -~ - e .

Life insurance for 66 percent of the workers covered was based on their earnings,
while miost of the remainder were provided flat dollar amounts. Earnings-based for-
mulas, typically paying one or two times annual earnings, applied to over four-fifths
of the professonal-administrative and technical-clerical workers, Flat amounts were
common among production workers, where they a%p}ged to half of the plan gartici-
pants and provided an average benefit of $10,000. Thirteen percent of all 1985 par-
ticipants were in plans which also_provided monthly income to surviving family
members for a limited period, typically'24 months.”

> +" v - DEFINED BENEFIT PENSION PLANS ., . .

Eighty” percent of the workers were covered by defined benefit pension plans in
1985, with the employer usually paying the full cost. Seventy percent of the partici-
pants had plans. relating benefits to prior earnings; such plans, largely recorded for
white-collar workers, frequently coordinate benefits with those from Social Security.
Most of the remaining participants~particularly blue-collar workers-received speci-
fied dollar amounts of benefits for each yéar of service, which were rarely coordinat-
ed with Social Sécurity benefits. . v L

- Sixty-seven percent of pension plan parti¢ipants could retire with full benefits
before age 65-up from 63 ¥eroent in 1983 and 1984, The two most common pre-age
65 requirements reported for full retirement -benefits were any age, with 30 years
service, and age 62, with 10 years service. A reduced pension was available at age 55
to two-thirds -of participants, with servicé requirements ranging from none to 25
years, . - B - . . .

Employees are vested when they secure rights to all or a portion of pension bene-
fits earned. Nearly 90 percent of the participants were in ?lans with cliff vesting
provisions, which granted vested status upon satisfaction of = specified service re-
quirement-almost always 10 years. Partial yesting occurred sooner in lans with
graduated, vesting provisions, covering one-eighth of the participants. Under grad-
uated vesting, participants accure gradually increasing benefit rights, reaching full
vesting after 10 to 15 years. . : :

DEFINED CONTRIBUTION AND STOCK PLANS
" Forty-one percent of employees patticipated in one or more defined contribution

plans designed for retirement, asset accumulation, or both. Two-thirds of the partici-
ants in dge?'med contribution retirement plans, and one-seventh in capital accumu-
tion plans, had their benefits wholly financed by the employer. Among the various
plans, available, 27 percent of the employees were in savings and thrift plans, 24

percent in employee stock ownership plans, 18 percent in profit sharing plans, 4 per-
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cent in monei purchase pension plans, and 1 percent in stock bonus plans. Another
3 percent of the employees were eligible to purchase company stock currently at less
than market price (stock purchase plans) or in the future at a designated price
(stock option plans).

t. : OTHER BENEFITS .

In addition to the major benefits described above, BLS colected information on the
incidence of 17 other benefit plans, including nonproduction bonuses, employee dis-
counts, recreation facilities, educational assistance, and child care. Benefits new to
the 'survey in 1985 are subsidized commuting, travel accident insurance, financial
counseling prepaid, legal services, and employer financed flexible spending accounts.
Data are available on the percent of full-time employees eligible for these benefits,
although they do not indicate the proportion of employees actually using or receiv-
ing the benefits. ’

»

AVAILABILITY OF SURVEY RESULTS -

Detailed tabulations of the benefit provisions studied will be published by the
%lpreaulgéiss”summer in a BLS bulletin, “Employee Benefits in Medium and Large
rms, £ — . ] 4 L

l"ULL-TIME EMPLOYEES PARTICIPATING IN SELECTED EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PROGRAMS, MEDIUM AND
LARGE PRIVATE INDUSTRY ESTABLISHMENTS, UNITED STATES,* 1985

Un pescent)

Employeeberim program

Holidays
Vacations
Personal leave
Lunch period
Rest time
Funeral leave
Military leave
Jury duty leave
Sick leave
Sickness and accident insurance
Long-term disability insurance.
Health insurance
Life insurance
Retirement
Defined benefit pension
Defined contribution plan 2
Capital actumulation 3

Hatooy oot F i o e s 1 . S s 3 A ik v s ) T
money 3 a $| s n

oontributions must reman in the participant’s mg'nt uatd retwement age, death, &sabiﬂy Separaton from service, age 59%, o hardship.
’W:mlnguguwminmm«m may be withdrawn from the partapant’s account without regard to the condibons Fsted 1

Mrs. JouNsoN. Thank you, that would be very helpfl.

Lastly, after International Harvester left Fort Wayne, many of
their former employers ended up in lower—r;()aying service-sector
jobs, but reporte&i being happier, that the work was more challeng-
in% and mc.e rewarding. That is very interesting.

just wondered whether there are any materials that you have

had the chance to come across us supporting or reflecting on that

possibility? . ,
Ms. Norwoob. We try to stay away from the measure of people’s

moods. But we do have some information about the labor market

L4
A2y
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status of workers who have been displaced because of plant close-
downs or the elimination of a shift.

We did some work last year based upon the experience of the
previous year. We have this January gone out and asked the same
kinds of questions again, and within, we hope, a few months those
data will be tabulated and we will have some further information.

The material that-we had so far showed that, roughly 60 percent
of the people who had been displaced for those reasons had found
jobs. Many of the women, particularly from the apparel and textile
industries, had left the labor force entirely. - ‘

Of those who were reemployed in full-time jobs, about half had
found jobs at the same or higher wages than the last job. But, of
course, many of the factories that had closed down were in the
highest paying groups, like steel, for example.

Mrs. JounsoN. Well, thank you. I am interested in broadening
our evaluation of these changes because as important as dollar
enumeration is, I think it is misleading to make public policy en-
tirely on the basis of salary changes. It is interesting from this
little incident, and I have had occasion to have that kind of feed-
back from former brass industry workers, and machine tool indus-
try workers, and so on. I am interested in movement toward a
broader view through our statistical analysis approaches.

Thank you very much; nice to have you.

[The information follows:]
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TABLE 11.—DISPLACED FULL-TIME WORKERS BY INDUSTRY, BY REEMPLOYMENT IN JANUARY 1984, AND BY COMPARISON OF EARNINGS BETWEEN NEW AND OLD JOBS _l
{tn thousands)

Ful-tme wage and salary job

Tl Earnings relative 10 those of Last job
reempio{ed Part-tume job K
qual o
January 1984 Tota) * 20 percent o B;m’ %t above, but 20 pescent o8
moee beiow perce within 20 more above
percent

Displaced after 3 years or more on job 2 w4 621 320 511 533
" Construction . 48 30 4 61
Manufacturing.. K 368 171 286 247

Durable 200ds . 281 181

Primary metals industries 40 5 22

Steet 3 : 3 3 )7}

Other primary metals ... 7 ? 9

Fabricated metal products. 2 30 6 21

Machinery, except electrical i n 34 3

Electrical machinery 94 % 12 1]

Transportation equipment 219 68 22 4

Automobiles, 141 43 16 21

© Othar transportation equipment n P] 6 2

Nendurable goods : 464 d 85 69 105

* Transportation and public uiiities 191 40 22 4

Wholesake and retall trade 399 61 4] 79

- Finance and service industries.:. 378 59 35 83

Public administration....: 48 11 5 7

QOther industﬂes 4 153 104 36 16 bl

ihdudeszleUOpefmmﬁmmemngsmmtm

2Data refer to persons who kst a hittime wage and salary pb between January 1979 and Janusy 1984 becsuse of plant csngs oF moves, stak work, of abofishment of thew positons o shifts,
-lndmuastfmsluMs.romnund finishing mulls, andnronmdsteel

4 Includes 2 small rumber who did not report industry.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics Bulletia No. 2245 Ly 1985,

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




TABLE 12. -—REEMPLOYED WORKERS BY OCCUPATION IN JANUARY 1984 AND BY OCCUPATION OF JOB LOST IN PRECEDING 5 YEARS t
{Numbers in thousands)

Occupation on Job held i Januaty 1984
Managerial and go(mhnu Technical, sales, 3nd adminestrative support Op2ralers, fabricators, and faborers
= B stz . Precison Machine  Transporta
Exscutive, Techvicins Adms Service - peoduchon,
administrs  Frofessons! Siles tve ocupatons  cnaft, and
e, sy Coped SRR Egel o
mamgeml

-+ To, SOMtsandm S 2
Mana(edal and professional’ spedalty
ylive, administrative, and 141

hu.monﬂ spacialy..... " 189 - 1
Techmal sales, and administrative n -
s:'ch';nmm sand niated s.uppon 3

oczupations.

Administrative Scpoort, including clercal.

Service occupations

Precision production, craft, and repaie 40

O s s i 0 %

ors,

Transportatios, nd meterial meving ocwpatm ' 12 ! A
Ihamers. oquiphent cleaners, helpers and labor-

16 33

4

I 0ata refer to pasons with tenure o 3 yers or more who It o left 2 job between Januaty 1979 and January 138¢ tocaus of pant cosngs or moves, stk work, or the abotishment of their postions & shitts.
Sarce: Buresu of Labor Statistics Bubietin No, 2240, July 1985,

-
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Chairman MiLLer. Congresswoman Boggs.

Mrs. Bogas. Thank you.: |

Thank you. so much, Dr. Norwoud, we are very pleased that you
have come to share your expert knowledge and your interest with

us.

Last night I attended the Mega M: “ketplace No. 1 meeting. I
was highly impressed with the numbers of vibrant, successful, en-
thusiastic women businessowners and women entrepreneurs who
were represented in Mega Marketplace opportunity.

I feel very strongly about small business and small business o
portunities, and I always have. Statistically, is it true that small
businesses employ a greater percentage of people than the large in-
dustries do? . .

Ms. Norwoob. But, of course, that-depends on how we define
small industries. It is certainly true that if we go to 100 or more,
and consider that small, that a very large proportion of the labor
force is eiaployed in those. The other point that is quite important
is that it-appears that a good bit of the job creation in this country
is coming from smaller establishments. .

But again, we can fall into a-trap of small being, to some people,
5 or more, and others 200. So we need to define that term.

Mrs. Bocas. Also, do you agree that small business, even quite
small businesses open up opportunities.to women who would not
otheryise be able to find a job in which they had adequate train-
;)nlg,t .an‘c’i had hours that were compatible with their home responsi-

1l1t1es? : "

Ms.. Norweon. Well, I think women have found opportunities in
small business. I like to think that they have those opportunities in
larger:business, too. Ca . .

Mzxs. Bogas. Of course. ' ‘ .

Theére are industries, service industries, that seem to be great
growth industries; for instance, child care. I think that many of
these are areas of growth for the very women who are trained in
education, and sociology, in the behavioral sciences, and nursing
profession and so on care for the elderly, or the semi-ill,.in homes,
as various government programs are-ct back, and as child care
needs are Incireasing so precipitously. When we think of these
kinds of jobs as service jobs, then we begin to recognize that women
can be in the. leadership and executive positions and managerial
. positions and so on. ’

I was astonished a week or 80 ago to discover that many of the
vibrant women who were going t:%e attending Mega Marketplace
No. 1 conference, didn’t xealize that just perhaps, 12 to 13 years
ago, the spouse’s income was not considered in home mortgages,
and that ‘it was an initiative of the Congress so recently.

Of course, when you think about nondiscrimination of sex or
marital status in small business loans, and you get to the equal
credit opportunity act, and so on, we have been able to lift the op-
portunities and to make 'a greater area of stability in the market-
place for women. Now that so many mothers are in the work force,
mothers of small children or school-age children, it seems more
necessary that women have these opportunities.

Have we caught up in those regards with the needs of women for
opportunity and for credit?
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Ms. Norwoob. Well, I think it is quite clear that the economy is
creating jobs and women are entering the labor force anc continu-
ing to do.so. in increasing numbers. I think it is partly a genera-
tional issue.

If you look at the labor force participation rates of younger
women, women in the, say, 20- to 34-year age group, they are ex-
traordinarily high. I believe they are going to go higher.

There are a lot-of people in this country who believe that women
have come into the labor force because of the inflation that we
have had in the 1970’s; and that as soon as we saw some decelera-
tion in those rates, they would go back home where they realli
‘want to be anyhow. It is astounding to me how many people as
me that kind of question. I just don’t believe that is true.

I think women are demanding greater opportunities now, and
they are going after them. Women are better educated than they
have been in the past, but-they-still have a very long way to go.

.Mrs. Boagas. Let'shear it for title-IX. :

In- each of the-wars of our country, of course, women have gone
into the work force and taken jobs that were traditionally male
jobs: to support the war effort. I really think that it was not the
inflation so much in the 1960’s and early 1970’s, but it was the fact
that women after World War II didn’t go home again.

There has been this great flight back to the homes after most
wars, but women after World War II were in the work force, and
they were there to stay. - .

I am very gratefal that you are in the position you are in. I
thank you very much for being with us.

Mr. LEvIN [presiding]. I believe, Congressman Weiss?

Mr. Werss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have just a couple of questions. One, do you have any statistics
on the number of employer-supplied day care programs? Do you
keﬁ) those kinds of statistics? S

s. Norwoop. We don’t. Though we have become increasingl;;

interested in trying to get information of that kind. But we don
have a‘l}e' specific information on it.

Mr. Weiss. Will you be seeking that kind of inform: tion?

Ms. Norwoob. We will try. -

Mr. Weiss. You had indicated in your testimony the shift to serv-
ices does not mean we are becoming a Nation of hamburger
makers, since many service sector jobs are neither low paid nor
dead end.

Do you have any statistics on what percentage of the service jobs
are what you characterize as higher-paying jobs?

Ms. Norwoob. There is, of course, informatinn by individual in-
dustry, and we have average earnings data by industry. But I be-
lieve that those data are not really the correct ones to use.

The problem is that at the same time that we are having an in-
dustry restructuring, we are having an occupational restructuring.
It is quite difficult to take both of those things into account.

That is ‘happening even in manufacturing. We have done some
work at the Bureau of Labor Statistics to try to look at the interac-
tion of these changes.

I think a good deal more work needs to be done before there is a
really definitive answer. But our work so far has shown that there
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seems to be some movement away from the very low-paying group
and some increase into the high-paying groug.

I think it is important, too, to recognize that while it is true that
we are loosing a lot of jobs in the high-paying steel industry, we
are loosing an awful lot of jobs, and have been for many years, in
" the low-paying textile industry. .

So there are a whole lot of factors that need to be put together.
Most of the work that I have seen on this issue has been good, but
it has looked at only particular pieces. There are some problems
with the data, frankly.

We have a very good data system in the United States, but it is
not perfect, and there are often issues that come up which we

“would like to have more specific information on, particular indus-
tries and particular jobs, and that is very difficult to come by.

Mr. Weiss. That would be helpful to have, because otherwise it
seems to me that wé are just speculating. In that instance, depend-
ing on what viewpoint you start out with, or what viewpoint you
want to end up with, you'end up tailoring your responses on the
basie of speculation.

* Ms. NorwooD. Yes, i

Mr. WEss. Do you have any overall statistics describing the aver-
age perworker income today compared to what it was, say, 10 years
ago, or 5 years ago, to indi¢ate whether, it is sliding down; whether
it is going up; or whether it is holding even?

Ms. Norwoob. Well, it is going up. We do figures on average
hourly earnings, of course. The problem is, in part, that the aver-
age hourly earnings is an average for everyone. It does not take
full account of fringe benéfits, and a very large proportion of the
compensation of employeés now is moving into fringe benefits,
rather than into salaries themselves.

The other problem is that we have had a very large increase in
the number of part-time workers in this country, and people who
are working voluntarily part time, because they want to. Those are
average, they are usually at a lower wage rate than the full time
permanent worker. When you look at the averages you need to be
rather careful about that. .

It is for that reason that we at BLS have developed an occupa-
tional wage program which attempts to look at wages and fringe
benefits by occupation, by industry, and controls for all of these
variables. We have a series of those data. They are not as wide-
spread as we would like, but they do give us some information in
this area.

Mr. Wess. Finally what percentage of American workers are re-
ceiving minimum wages? . .

Ms. Norwoob. I can supply that exact figure for the record.

. Mr. Weiss. I would appreciate it.

Ms. Norwoobp. We have it.

[The information follows:]

In 1985, 7 percent of workers paid on an hourly basis earned the minimum wage,
and an additional 3 percent earned less than the minumum wage.

Mr. WEersss. Thank you.

Mr. LEviN. Mr, Coats.

Mr. Coats. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

4 .
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Dr. Norwood, I apologize for missing your opening statement, al-
thlciugh I have read it. I do have some questions that I would like to
ask.

You stated that most of the growth in employment in the past
few years has been in the service sector, and it looks like that is
going to continue into the future. In terms of working women in-
volved in the labor force, have you b :n able to discern any differ-
ence, in terms of flexibility—for working hours, and working condi-
tions for women in the labor force, in the service sector type jobs,
as opposed to manufacturing jobs, is there a distinction that can be
drawn there? -

Ms. Norwoop. We don’t really have information which could be
used to look at that by individual industry. We just don’t have that
kind of information. ‘

Mr.-Coars. 1 am also curious about your statement that vnem-
ployment tends to run in families, persons with high levels of edu-
cational attainment and good preparation for careers, often marry-
ing each other, and, conversely, persons with more limited market
gkills doing likewise. Can you elaborate a little bit on that; or is
that ;];ust evident on its face? How do you arrive at these conclu-
sions? :
~.Ms. Norwoop. Now, the data,-the facts are that the unemploy-
" ment rate for a wife who has an unemployed husband as well, is
about three times the rate of the wife who is unemployed, whose
husband is working. As I said in my -testimony, that is a small
group. It is a few hundred thousand.

Now, I can’t quantify the reasons for that. My own belief is that
it is because husbands and wives tend to have similar education,
gimilar 8kill levels, not always, of course, but frequently. In addi-
tion, often the problem is in a particular geographic area.

Mr. Coars. You also indicated that the labor force is expected to
grow more slowly in the next decade than it has in the past. Many
of the experts that have studied the situation indicate that demand
for employment will continue at a relatively steady increase.

Do you, as a result -of that, agree with those experts who project
a potential labor shortage in the 1990°s?

Ms. Nokwoop. I am not so much concerned about labor shortage
in aggregate terms, as I am about the kind of skill mix that I think
we will be needing, and the changes that I think will be coming in
the composition of the labor force. We are projecting, for example,
just based upon birth rates, there is no sophisticated model behind
it, but we are projecting that one in every four, or one in every
five, new entrants into the labor force will be minority.

When you think about that, and- recognize that back in the
1960's that was abuut 1 in 10 for new entrants to the labor force,
and you regognize that the unemployment rate for the black popu-
lation, for example, is more than twice that for whites, and the pro-
portion of the population which is at work, which is perhaps for
minority groups a better indication of well-being, is extraordinarily
low, particularly for younger people, when compared to whites, it
seems to me that we will have a higher proportion of the labor
force made up of people who, at least in the past, have had a very
difficult time in the labor force in part, because they have either
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lived in the wrong places, in terms of where the jobs are, or they
have had a lack of the kinds of skills that are in demand.

At the same time that we have this demographic change going
on, we know that we have an industrial and occupational restruc-
turing going on. It is for that reason, I think, that so much atten-
tion is being. paid in the Congress and at the Department of Labor,
in training, issues, to try to train the work force today to be able to
do the jobs that will be here in the future.

Mr. Coars. Thank you.

Mr. LeviN. I have just a couple of questions. I believe your last
comments, Dr. Norwood, summarize an immense challenge for us.

In just the last minute you have in capsule form stated a major
challenge to this country. To put it another way, by the year 2020,
as I remember the statistics, or thereabouts, about one-third of
America will be Hispanic and black, and these are groups that
have suffered more unemployment, and have had less training and
retraining opportunities.

But if I might ask you just a few specific questions. I am sorry I
missed the beginning of your testimony.

Xv’hgt is the percentage of single mothers in the work force
today? . . :

Ms. Norwoob. Single mothers, I can supply that for the record.
1t has increased enormously.

Do you mean unmarried mothers; women maintaining families?

I guess the number of women maintaining families is about 10
million. I supply the specific numbers for the record.

[The information follows:]

In 1985, there were 10.5 million families maintained by a woman.

Mr. LevIN. This is 10 million single

Ms. Norwoop. Yes; they are households that are maintained by
women; they are not all with children.

Mr. LEvIN. What percentage will be in the labor force of that 10
million, do you know?

"~ Ms. Norwoon. I will supply that also {or-the record.

I have here some data suggesting that, oh, about—if you look at
families with children—there are about 6.4 million children in one-
parent families among the white population. About 52 percent of
them have mothers in the labor force.

If you look at black children, there are about 3% miillion in one-
parent families, and about 48 percent have mothers in the labor
force.

Mr. LEvIN. So the figures for minority and nonminority one-
parent families, that figure is rather close, 52 and 48 percent?

[The information follows:]

FAMILIES MAINTAINED BY WOMEN, 1985

Tolal White Blaxk

Total (in thousands) 10,524 1,281 3,029
Vith children under 18 years . 6,345 4,190 2,002
With mother in labor force 4,302 2,982 1,226

Note: Percent of single mothers in the labor force: Total, 68 percent; White, 71 pescent, Blxgk, 61 peccent.

46 .,

SO YO



42

Ms. Norwoob. Yes. I am sorry I was Jooking at the 1975 data. I
will provide the 1985 figures for the record.

Mr. LeviN. OK. You mentioned your comment about hamburger
makers, it is the kind of comment that picks up attention. And you
mentioned that, well, the service jobs aren’t all low paying, on the
one hand, and also to be remembered is that some of the industrial
Jjobs were not high-paying jobs.

But when you referred to the low-paying jobs in the textiles and
shoe production, what was the average wage—is it low-paying com-
pareg)l to making hamburgers; or low-paying compared to making
steel? - - : e

Ms. Norwoob. Low paid-compared to making steel, although, it
is not much above the part-time-minimum wages kinds of jobs
either. I can supply that information for the record.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. Levin. I think that would be interesting because the state-
ment has the potential implication that jobs in apparel, textiles
and shoes were $3.50 an hour jobs. .

* Ms. Norwoob. No; they were more than that.

Mr. Levin. I am not sure that if you look at the textile towns in
the south today that the jobs being lost were $4 an hour jobs.

Ms. Norwoob. You are quite right about that.

Mr. LEvIN. So if you could supply that for the record.

I am going to try to keep within the 5-minute rule. If we don’t do
that, I see a note here on the chairman’s desk, if we don’t keep
that within the 5-minute rule, with potential rollcalls we are going
to be in trouble.

So one.last question. The gap, the income gap among families is
today what compared to 10 years and 30 years ago; has there been
a diminishing distribution differential or an increase anywhere?

Ms. Norwoop. Well, I don’t have that information here. Clearly,
the dollar figures have gone up. The distribution has probably not
changed enormously, although many more women are contributing
to the work force.

I would prefer to submit something for the record on that.

. [The information follows:]

SHARE "= AGGREGATE INCOME RECEIVED BY FAMILIES IN HIGHEST AND LOWEST QUINTILE,
SELECTED YEARS

1964 1974 1984

Highest quintife . . 410 429
Lowest quintife . . 5.5 47

Mr. LeviN. Well, on behalf of all of us, as usual, your testimony
has been very stimulating. Do you—you might not want to answer
this on the record—have the resources to undertake the studies
that you think are escential for committees like this to operate and
the Department to operate?

Ms. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, I am sure that you never have a
witness here who thinks that there is enough——

Mr. LEvIN. Sometimes we do.

Ms. Norwoop [continuing]. Because there is so much to be done.
We do the very best we can. I think we do a pretty job of it. Thank

you.

Mr. LEvIN. All right. Thank you on behalf of all of us.

The chairman had to leave for another meeting and hopes to be
back soon. In the meanwhile, if I might, let me call, on the behalf
of the entire committee, everybody on panel 2.

Drs. Matthaei, Mead, Blau, Bowman, Hopkins, and Rayman.

Now, let’s see, we will go in the order on the list.

I think that Dr. Bowman, is on his way.

Are you in the order?

Dr. Matthaei.

So you are not in the order.

We will go in this order.

Dr. Matthaei, Dr. Mead, Dr. Blau, Kevin Hopkins, and last Dr.

Rayman,
64
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As mentioned, and you knew this iu advance, we are anxious to
hear your testimony, it will be placed in the record. We often say
that for two reasons: No. 1, so that everybody will know that. No.
2, so that you won’t feel compelled to read the whole thing, unless
you want to.

Take whatever from that you would like. But if you could try to
finish in 5 minutes so yo.r colleagues can continue and we can
have a crack at you.

Dr. Maithaei, ‘and the rest of your colleagues on this broad and
important field, you are welcome.

Why don’t you begin.

STATEMENT OF JULIE A. MATTHAE]I, PH.D., CHAIR, DEPARTMENT
- OF ECONOMICS, WELLESLEY COLLEGE, WELLESLEY, IJA

Ms. MATTHAEL Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. From an histori-
cal perspective, today’s social policy dilemmas in the area of family
life have their roots in the changing relationship between economy
?nd .family, and in the changing sexual division of labor within the
amily.

Today I will be giving you a very brief and simplified overview of
these complex transformations to help shed light on the policies
your committee is discussing. ,

For our purposes, U.S. history divides into three periods, which I
will characterize as the family economy, the era of separate sexual

- spheres, and the era of the egalitarian family. \

In the. family economy, family and economic life were merged,

this economic form was in its heyday in colonial times. The area of
separate sexual spheres developed in the 19th century as commodi-
ty production left the household. The egalitarian family, in which
spouses have simildr work and family responsibilities, and in which
there is grcwing concern for the rights and well-being of children,
emerged in the mid-20th century.
" In the family economy of colonial times, the household was th«
major unit of production, whe.her as a family farm or as a craft or
merchant business. The household produced koth for the market
and for its own, direct consumption. )

At the center of the household was a nuclear family. Marriages
were primarily economic partnerships, and were arrangéd by par-
ents with this in mind. The husband was the property owner, fo-
cused in production for the market. The wife’s work, defined by her
family’s needs, could vary from helping her husband in the family
business or taking its helm, if he were unavailable, to filling the
family’s subsistence needs of food and clothing, if they were a poor-
fronli:gﬁr family, to supervising servants or slaves if the family was
wealthy. . )

Children in the family economy were treated as little workers.
Parenting was understood, first and foremost, as preparing them
for adv’, work. And it could include apprenticeship to other fami-
lies at very early ages.

Wealthy households often included many nonfamily members,
from servants and slaves to apprentices. Conversely, those without
wealth to esteblish farms or businesses, and those blacks brought

i aen i S — - - -
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or-born into slavery, worked for and lived with propertied house-
holds, and had difficulty establishin‘g families of their own. So fam-
ilies were not the same as households in this period.

Now, in the era of sexual spheres, the factory system moved com-
- modity production and nonfamily workers out of the household

- into a separate economic sphere. Family firms were gradually re-
placed by corporations, and. fam;lly workers by hired wage workers.
The household became a personal, familial ?here, a home, seen ag
a caring, a warm refuge from the harsh a. competitive economy.

Home and economy became women’s and men’s spheres, respec-
tively. In the ideal marriage, an economy-centered, competitive,
breadwinning husband earned enough wages to support his wife as
a homebound, other-serving, homemaker.

Childhood became a separate life stage, during which the child
was separated off from the world of work and nurtured and taught
in the home-and school. Familial relationships became increasingly
personal and emotional as arranged marriages were replaced with
love matches, and parental love, especially motherly love and nur-
turing, superceded the family economy view of one’s children as
little workers. .

However, maiiy families were unable to achieve this separare
sphere ideal. When' husbands were unemployed or unable to earn
family wages, or were ahsent altogether, homemakers adjusted by
sending their older children into the labor force, by taking in
boarders, lodgers, or other homework for income, or by entering
the labor force themselves. )

Labor force participation of wives was especially high among
black families after Abolition, since whites used discrimination and
Jim Crow'laws to keep black men from entering family-wage jobs.

Since women entered the labor force temporarily before mar-
riage, as working girls, or in the case of fami(l;/ emergencies, girls
e

and women were segregated into low-wage, dead-en jobs which
often- involved serving others. To further the separate spheres
ideal, child labor laws and dproi:ect:lve legislation were enacted to
keep women and young children from damaging themselves in the
harsh masculine world of work.

Policymakers responded to the biggest casualty of the separate
spheres ideal—mothers and children who had lost their husband-
providers—by developing mothers’ pensions which allowed mothers
to stay home from work with their children, if at less than poverty
standards. . .

In the 20th century we see the rise of the egalitarian family. The
separate sphere idea was eroded by the increasing labor force par-
ticipation of married women which rose from 6 percent in 1900 to
over 50 precent in 1980. Married women were drawn into the labor
force to fill the ne~ds of the family for more commodities in an in-
creasingly consumption-oriented society, and/or to utilize the abili-
ties they were developing in higher education. )

These trends were aided by the availability of housework-saving
commodities and by the recruitment of women into the labor force
during the two World Wars.

The stagnation in men’s real wages and the growth of structural
unemployment in the smokestack industries which had provided so
many family wage jobs, gave further impetus to married women'’s
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wage work in the 1970’s. By the late 1970’s the husband-wage
earner, wife-homemaker arrangement only characterized one-third
of husband-wife families; in the majority of the latter, both adults
were in the labor force. .

The entrance of married women into the labor force has put
pressure on other aspects of the sexual division of labor. As women
spend more of their lives in the lebor force and take on more earn-
ing responsibilities, they have begun to demand better wages and
jobs. ’

The doubie day of the wage-earning homemaker has put pressure
on huskands to share in the housework and child rearing. A more
egalitarian marriage, in which spouses participate more equally in
home and market work, and stay together out of love rather than
financial or other needs, is emerging as a reality and as an increas-
ingly valued ideal. .

Greater equalily within marriage has aliowed women to speak
out against wife battering, and has inspired social concern as to the
?Xte}]lt of spouse and child physical and sexual abuse within the
amily.

Increasing numbers are also daring te live in nontraditional
family forms, from living together without marriage, to living
alone, or ollectively, to living with a member of one’s own sex.

However, those seeking iore egalitarian families come up
against an economy structured to complement the separate spheres
marriage. First, to have equal earning power women must have
access to male dominated jobs and the pay of female dominated
jobs must be raised. Second, since full-time jobs have been struc-
tured for workers without child-care responsibilities (traditional
men or single women) these jobs need to change in order to accom-
modate workers who have family responsibilities.

Finally, the development of the more egalitarian marriage may
bave exacerbated the former problem of poverty among female-
headed households. Decreasad financial dependency and increased
desire for love within marriage have brought rising divorce and re-
marriage rates. -

Most divorces still, according to separate sphere unotions, award
custody and hence financial responsibility to mothers, many of
whom are still without access to family-wage jobs.

Due to the high poverty risk in female-headed households, and
the growing number of these households, about half of all poor
today live in female-headed households. This presents a challenge
to policymalkers to strengthen traditional policy responses and to
develop new remedies more consistent with the egalitarian family.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Julie Matthaei follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JULIE A. MATTHAE!, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR AND CHAIR,
DEPARTMENT OF EcoNoMIcS, WELLESLEY COoLUEGE, WELLESLEY, MA

From an historical perspective, today’s social policy diletamas in the area of
family life have their roots in the changing relationship between economy and
family, and in the changiny sexual division of labor within the family. Today I will
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be giving you a very brief and simplified overview of these complex transformations
to help shed light on the licies your committee is discussing.?

For our pur es, U.S. history divides into three J)eriods, each characterized by a
major type o family/economy, husband/wife, an parent/child interaction. The
family economy, during which family and economic life were merged, was at its
heyday during colonial times. Separate sexual spheres developed in the nineteenth
century, as commodity production left the household. And the egalitarian family, in
which spouses have similar work and family responsibilitie:, and in which there is
grmﬁving <t:oncem for the rights and well-being of children, emerged in the mid-twen-

ieth century.

The Family Economy.—In colonial times, the household was the major unit of pro-
duction, whether as a family farm or as a craft or merchant business. The house-
hold*produced both for the market, and for its own, direct consumption.

At the center of the household was a nuclear family. Marriages were primarily
economic partnerships, and were arranged by parents with this in mind. The hus-
band was the propert; owner, focused in production for the market. The wife’s
work, defined by her amily’s needs, could vary from helping her husband in the
family business or taking its helm if he were unavailable, to filling the family’s sub-
sistence needs of food and clothing if they were a poor frontier family trying to es-
tablish a cash crop, to supervising servants or slaves if they were wealthy.

Children in the family economy were treated as little workers, Parenting was un-
derstood, first and foremost, as preparing them for adult work, and could mean ap-
prenticeship to other families at early a%%.

Hence, in the family economy, wealthy households often included many non-
family members, from servants and slaves to apprentices. Conversely, those without
the wealth to establish farms or businesses, and those blacks brought or born into
slavery, worked for and lived with propertied households, and had difficulty estab-
lishing families of their own.

The era of separate sexual spheres.—The factory system moved commodity produc-
tion and non-family workers out of the household into a separate, economic sphere.
Family firms were gradually replaced by corporations, and familg workers by I})lired,
wage workers. Devoid of commodity production, the household became a personal,
familial sphere—a home—seen as a caring, warm refuge from the harsh and com-
petitive economy.

Home and economy became women’s and men’s spheres, respectively. The ideal
marriage was between an economy-centered, competitive, “bread-winning” husband,

who earned enough wages to su port his wife as a homebound, other-serving, home-

maker. At the same time, childhood became a separate life stage, during which the

child was separated off from the world of work, nurtured and taught in home and

school. Familial re]ationshirs became increasingly personal and emotional as ar-
ac

ranged marriages were replaced with love matches, and parental love—especiallf'
mot erl{ love and nurturing—superceded the family/economy view of one’s chil-
dren as little workers. . .

However, many families were unable to achieve this separate sphere ideal. When
husbands were unemployed or unable to earn family wages, or were absent altogeth-
er, homemakers ad{usted Y sendm§1 their older children into the labor force, by
taking in boarders, lodgers, or other homework for income, or by entering the labor
force themselves, Labor force participation of wives was especial y high among black
families after Abolition, since whites used discrimination and Jim Crow laws to
keep black men from entering family wage jobs,

Since women entered the labor force temporarily before marriage, or in the case
of family emergencies, girls and women were segregated into low-wage, dead-end
jobs which often involved serving others. To further the separate spheres ideel, child

abor laws and “protective legislation” were enacted to keep women and young chil-
dren from damgmg themselves in the harsh masculine world of work. Policy-
makers responded to the biggest casualty of the separate spheres ideal, the mother
and children who lost their husband/provider, by developinf mothers’ pensions
which allowed mothers to stay home from work with their chi dren, if at less than
poverty standards.

The rise of egalitarian {amily.-—ln the early twentieth century, this separate
sphere ideal was eroded by the increasin% labor force par.icipation of married
women, which rose from 6 percent in 1900 to over 50 fpercent in 1980. Married
women were drawn into the labor force to fill the needs of the family for more com-

! For a more complete treatment, see Julie Matthaei, “An Economic History of Women in
America: Women’s Work, the Sexual Division of Labor, and the Development of Capitalism”
(New York: Schocken Books, 1982).




64

modities in an increasingly consumption-oriented society, and/or to utilize the abili-
ties they were developing in higher education. These trends were aided by the avail-
ability of housework-saving commodities, and by the recruiting, of women in*2 the
labor force during the two World Wars. The stagnation in men’s real wages and the
growth ¢f structura] inemployment in the smokestack industries which had provid-
ed 80 many family wage jobs, gave further impetus to married women’s wage work
in the nineteen séventies. By the late seventies, the separate sphere husband/wage-
earner, wife/liomemaker arrangement only characterized one third of husband/wife
families; in the majdrity of the latter, both adults were in the labor force.

The entrance of married women into the labor force has put pressure on other
aspects of the sexual division of labor. As women expect to spend more of their lives
in the labor force, and to take on more of the eaminﬁ responsibilities, they have
begun to demand _.betfer wages and jobs—either by admission to male-dominated
Jobs, or by:upgrading wages and working conditions in female-dominated jobs. The
double-day of - the wage-earning homemaker has put pressure on husbands to share
in the housework and. child-rearing. A more egalitarian marriage, in which spouses
participate more equally in heme and market work, and stay together out of love
rather than financial or other needs, is emerging as a reality, and as an increasing-
ly valued ideal. More equality within marriage has helped women speak out against
wife-battering, .nd has inspired social concern as * he extent of spous2 and child
physical and sexual abuse within the family. Inc > ng nurabers are daring to live
in non-traditional family forms, from living tueer «r without marriage, to living
alone or collectively, to living with a member of one’s own sex.

However, those seeking more egalitarien families come up against an economy
structured to complement the “separate spheres” marriage. First, to have equal
earning power, women must have their access to male-dominated jobs assured by
anti-discrimination/affirmative action legislation, and have the pay of female-domi-
nated jobs upgraded by comparable worth initiatives. Second, since full-time jobs
have been structured for workers without child-care responsibilities (traditional men
or single women), they ne=d to be made compatible with family responsibilities by
shorter work weeks, more flexible work hours, accessible and affordable quality day
care, and paid parental leaves.

Finally, the'development of the more egalitarian marriage may have exacerbated
the former problem of poverty among female-headed households. Decreased finan-
cial dependency and increased desire for love within marviage have brought rising
divorce and remarriage rates, and great instability into childrens’ lives. Mou¢ di-
vorces still, according to separate sphere notions, award custody and hence financial
responsibilty to mothers, many of whom are still without access to family-wage ;
jobs. Dua to the high poverty risk in female-headed households, and the growing
numbers of these households, about half of all poor today live in female-headed
households. To solve’ this proiolem, the traditional remedies of alimony and child-
support awzrds and enforcement must ba strengthened, and AFDC support must be
increaged to the poverty level, and the penalty for supplementary work reduced.

New remedies more consistent with the egalitarian family include joint custody, day
care, job training and full employment legislation, and anti sex- and race-discrimi-
nation efforts, .
[Pamphlet entitled “Capitalism and the Sexual Division of Labor:
An Essay in U.S. Economic History,” is retained in committee
files.]
Mrs. Bogas [presiding]. I am sorry, Mr, Levin was called to the
telephone. -
We are very, very happy to have your testimony. I am especially '
happy because my daughter, Cokey Roberts is a graduate of Welles-
ley. .
Ms. MATTHAE!L I am glad to hear that.
Mrs. BoGas. Dr. Mead, we will be happy to hear from you.

ATATEMENT OF LAWRENCE M. MEAD P.. ', ASSOCIATE
PROFESSOR OF POLITICS, NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

Mr. Mzap. Thank you very much, Medam Chairman. The grou:
of women that I would like to talk about is one that is having par-
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ticular difficulties in the labor market. I mean welfare mothers
and others 'who are dependent on the Government.

They work at much lower levels, than other women. Probably
only a quarter of the AFDC mothers’ are working or looking for

.work at.any given time, compared to twice that proportion for
other women with children. Of course, a great many people on wel-
fare do work intermittently, and among the poverty population we
also have a great number of working women and other workers.
But in AFDQG itself, the proportion that is measured as working is
very low indeed, about 15 percent, and another 10 percent who are
looking for work. :

This creates a problem for them. It also creates a probl- m for
social policy. It is embarrassing at a time when so many women
are wc _king to have a much lower proportion working among those
who are dependent upon Government.

The thing I want to emphasize is that as far as we can determine
this is not explained by conditions in the labor market, nor other
economic factors. It is more plausibly explained by the character of
welfare programs themselves.

Now there is a standard approach to the queation of nonwork
and welfare which emphasizes economic disincentives. Conserv-
atives traditionally say that welfare sets up reasons for the poor
not ¢o work and not to stay together and take care of families. The
Government allegedly pays people not to work and to split up. On
the other hand, liberals say stronger work incentives, that is a
greater capability to keep your earnings while you are on welfare,
might'well enable more people to work.

Unfortunately, research has not supported these theories. It
doesn’t look as if the incentives inherent in welfare either for or
against work are very effective at motivating the pcor one way or
the other. They don’t seem to respond very strongly. -

Then there is anotker argument that is entertained mainly by
liberals, that the economy doesn’t generate enough employment for
the por and dependent. Thus, it simply isn't possible for them to
fiad jobs in the economy, or if they can, they need more child care,
more *raining, more other services than are presently available. So
again, the assumption is that there is some barrier that must be
keeping them out of work.

Well, it doesn’t look this way. There are several forms of evi-
dence to indicate that low-wage employment is widely available in
the citivs and elsewhere in the rountry. The presence of 5 million
to 10 million aliens in the country is one sign of this. They are
doing jobs for which Americans are apparently unavailable. Also,
studies have shown that most of the unemployment amongst the
poor and the dependent is due to turnover rather than lack of em-
ployment These groups tend to enter and leave jobs very rapidly.

Earlier mention was mzde of the high-tech economy and the
change in character of employment. Nevertheless because of the
service sector it looks like the share of all jobs which are low
skilled and therefore accessible to these groups has dropped hardly
at all. According to one study in New York Citir, the proportion has
dropped from 58 percent to 57 percent in the last 12 years. This is
at the center of the so-called information economy. So it isn’t nec-
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essary for everybody to be a computer programmer in order to
work today. ’

Nor is it the case that training is necessary for welfare wormen to
work. Studies show that their own employability by measurable
criteria such ‘as education is not related to the probability of their
getting off welfare by means of work.

"Nor is the child care problem as great a barrier as is often indi-
cated. because it looks on aggregate that most women who want to
work arrange child care informally and prefer that. Government
child care programs are a minor factor in supporting child care in
this country and there is no indication of any great unmet need for
child care. ]

So the economic theories for work and nonwork are really not
persuasive. We really don’t understand why these women work at
much lower levels than the population in general.

I think a stronger case can be made that nonwork is due pre-
dominately to the fact that welfare and other programs on which
these groups rely are permissive in character. Until very recently
they simply have not required work of those who rely on their sup-
port. .

We know from studies of the poor that they have mainstream de-
sires. They want to work, they express the same goals as other
women. However, they are markedly less resolute in actually work-
ing, in actually doing things required to go work, such es finding a
job, arranging child care, and so on. Therefore, long-term welfare
women, anyway, seem to requir: "ork requirements in order to get
motivated and mobilized, to get out of the house, and to change
their lifestyles so that they regularly are involved in work or train-
ing.

Some of the new workfare programs which have been instituted
in AFDC since 1981 have been markedly effective in raising the
levels of emnloyment on welfare. This, it seems to me, is the way to
go.
We have to institute work requirements as part of welfare in
order to cause these women to work more actively. They them-
selves wish to, and their response to these work require ients has,
in fact, been positive.

So we should look at that as an aspect of the employment strate-
gy for families, especially for the dependent. The key to welfare
work is for Government to support people but also require that
they fulfill certain minimum expectations which are routine in this
society.

The solution then is really governmental rather than through
changes in benefits, income, or the character of the labor market.
We gimply have to view work as an aspect of dependency for these
women in order to get them involved more fully in the labor
market, and also to minimize the long-term problems of unemploy-
ment amongst the low skilled.

I would be glad to elaborate on these points.

Thank you.

" [Prepared statement of Lawrence M. Mead follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE M. MEAD, ASsOCIATE PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT
- or PoLirics, New YORK UNIVERSITY, NEw YORK, NY

. SUMMARY
Low levels’of work effort ‘among the welfare poor are a major cause of poverty

and an embarrasment for social policy. The American people will not sui)port great-
er benefits for the needy until more of the employable poor work regularly.

Conventional explantions of nonwork are unpersuasive. Conservative critics claim
that welfare deters recipients from working. Liberals claim that stronger work in-
centives can overcome nonwork, and also that there is too little employment, day
care, and training available to permit the dependent to work. But research has
shown that welfare incentives affect work effort little either wa, and that opportu-
nities to work are widely available.

A better reason for nonwork is simply the permissive character of government
policy. Welfare and other social rograms seldom expect recipients to work. The
poor want to work but are irresolute about doing so. Government must require as
well as help them to work if it wants greater effort from them.

My name is Lawrence M. Mead. I am an Associate Professor of Politics at New
York University. I have been researching federal welfare and employment programs
for about ten years. Much of what I will say is drawn from my book, “Beyond Enti-
tlement recently published by The Free Press.”!

1. THE WORK PROBLEM

Nonwork by the poor themselves is a major cause of poverty in the U.S. A majori-
ty of today’s poor live in families headed by employable adults, either female-headed
families or single men. These families are usual { needy, at least in the first in-
stance, pecause the adults in them work irregularly at best. One recent estimate ig
that only 10% of all poor families include a full-time year-round worker.2

Nonwork iz especially serious among welfare recipients. The main welfare pro-
gran: is Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). According to government
surveys, only about 15% of AFDC mothers work at any given time. Only a quarter
are workindg or looking for work, compared to well over half of single mothers with
young children in the general population.?

Nonwork is embarrassing for social policy. A recent documenta by Bill Moyers
dramatized this and other functioning problems among the dependent black poor.*
We may believe that nonwork, illegitimacy, and crime are due ultimately to social
causes. But since they arise initially from the behavior of the poor themselves, they
undercnt support for a humane antipoverty policy. The poor must do more for them-
selves before government will be able, politicallg, to do more to help them. Above all
else, the employable poor must work more stea ily than they do.

Why do they not work regularly? This testimony explores the usual answers and
proposes a new one. My focus is on long-term AFDC welfare mothers, their teenage
children, and on the low-skilled single men who usually father the children and
often depend on the mothers for support. All these, unless disabled or in school, so.
ciety commonly views as employable, yet they typically work much less consistently
than the better-off.

The long-term dependent, meaning those who stay on the rolls five years or more,
comprise only 38% of al cases.® And the long-term poor, of which they are a
large part, comprise only a small perc.ntage of all those who experience poverty.

! Lawrence M. Mead, Beyond Entitlement: The Social Obligations of Citizenship (New York:
Free Press, 1986), -
ggsMa%n H. Kosters, “An Increase Would Hurt Teen-Agers,” New York Times, March 30,

, p. F2.
3 Beyond Entitlement pp. 74-5. The proportion of welfare mothers workin, anytime in the
gird

Yyear is higher, perhapsa t or more. In addition, many welfare women work without report-
ing the incok.e to welfare, While these facts indicate a capacity to work, theﬁ' do not solve the
welfare work problem, since the effort is seldom sustained and working “off-the-books” involves
cheatiig on welfare. See Mildred Rein, Dilemmas of Welfare Policy. Why Work Strategies
Haven't Worked (New York: Praeqer, 1982), chs. 5-6.

4 “The Vanishing Black Famj}y, ' CBS-TV, January 25, 1986.

¢ Mary Jo Bane and David T. Ellwood, “The Dynamics of Dependence: The Routes to Self-
Sufficiency,” study prepared for the Department of Health and Human Services (Cambridge,
Mass.: Urban Systems Research and Engineering, June 1983), ch.2.
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But is these groups are limited in number, they make up most of the grou‘f that
federal social policymakers worry. most about—those who are both poor and have
serious problems in social functioning, what is increasingly called the lower or
underclass.®

The traditional view of the right has been that welfare benefits tempt their recipi-
ents to nonwork, of the left that more government benefits could improve work
effort. Liberals also contend that government must provide many more jobs and
services before the poor can work consistently.

Experience and reseach does not support these contentions. The incentives gener-
ated by welfare do not seem to affect work levels much either way, and the opportu-
nity to work seems widely available in the private sector. Rather, nonwork seems
rooted in the irresolute ‘attitudes the persistently poor have toward work and in the
germissive character- of antipoverty policy. Welfare and other programs seldom

emand that their recipients work in return for support. This allows the recipients’
own ambivalence toward work to go unchallenged. Requirements that enforce work
for the dependent seem essential to raise their work levels.

Il. THE CONSERVATIVE VIEW

Conservative critics of welfare have long argued that AFDC sets up incentives for
recipients not to marry and not to work. Allegedly, fathers abandon their families
in order to qualify them for benefits, since eligibility is limited mostly to single par-
ents with children. Recipients decline to work because any earnings would be de-
ducted from their grants, leaving them no incentive to work.? Charles Murray con-
tends that the expansion of welfare and other benefits for the poor in the late 1960’s
actually reve the progress the country was making against poverty.® Hence,
welfare for working:aged adults should be abolished or sharply limited, in order to
force them to work and be responsible parents. Only the needy elderly and disabled
truly deserve government support because they cannot support themselves.

It soundsr~ ible that individuals will aveid marriage and work if government
Fays them to u. 80. It is true that states with higher AFDC benefits do tend {o have

~ lower levels of work among welfare recipients. The éxperiments in income mainte-
nance that the government ran during 196878 showed that giving poor families
money did depress their work levels somewhat.? Unquestionably, as Murray sais,
functioning amonf the seriously poor deteriorated sharply from the late 1960s, the
period when social spending boomed.

However, these incentive effects are slight. So are the effects of welfare on the
prevalence of illegitimacy and family breakup among recipients. A recent study
found that about the only clearcu* incentive effect of higher benefits was to encour-
age young welfare mothers to leave home and set up their own households.1° And if
dysfunction rose with social spending in the late 1960s and early 1970s, it did not
fall in the years after, a period when, allowing for inflation, welfare benefits fell by
a third. This line of research only begins to explain the massive growth in female-
headedness and dependency among the poor in the last generation.1?

1i1. THE LIBER. % VIEW

Liberals, by contrast, say government benefits are inadequate, rather than too
generous. They think that nonwork and family breakup on welfare can be over-
come, not by reducin%abeneﬁts, but by strengthening work incentives and covering

_two-parent families. Rather than throw the employavie off the rolls to fend for

¢ Greg J. Duncan et al., Years of Poverty, Years of Plenty: The Changing Fortunes of Ameri-

(l:ggd )Wo}:léem and Families (Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan,
, ch.2,

7 Mariin Anderson, Welfare: The Political Economy of Welfare Keform in the United States
(Stanford, Calif; Hoover Institution Press, 1978); George Gilder, Welfare and Poverty (New
“ork: Basic Books, 1981). , .
Bo.o k%lﬁ) Murray, Losing Ground: American Secial Policy, 19501980 (New York: Basic

* Rein, Dilemmas of Welfare Policy, ch. 3; Leonard J. Hausman, “The Impact of Welfare on
the Work Effort of AFDC Mothers,” in President’s Commission on Income Maintenance Pro-

ams (Heineman Commission), Technical Studies (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
gfﬁce, November 1969), pp. 83-100; Sheldon Danzige: et al, “How Income Transfer Programs
Affect Work, Savaings, and the Income Distribution: A Critical Review,” Journal of Economic
Literature, vol. 18, no. 3 (September 1981), pp. 983-99. ]

A Bavid ‘T Ellwood and Mary do Bane, “The Impact of AFDC on Family Structure and
Living Arrangements,” report prepared for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
under Grant 92A-82, Harvard nivemitly, 1984, . .
19;523 Danliﬂ Patrick Moynikan, “Family and Nation” (San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,

) p. 141
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themselves, allow them to keep more of their earnings while on welfare, and they

ve more reason to work. Allow benefits for intact families, and the incentive
for families to divide is removed. Reasoning like this lay behind the welfare reform
plans proposed b{ Presidents Nixon and Carter. 12

Liberals also blame risirg social dysfunction on the economy or government
rather than the poor themselves. They say that declining welfare and other benefits,
along with economic recession, moetly accounts for the recent growth in poverty.13
Nonwork arises from insufficient employment and from government’s failure to pro-
vide the child cars and training needed for the poor to work. While traditional
racial discriminstion has declined, blacks are still victimized because their gkills no
longer fit a changing economy. Manufacturing has collapsed and been replaced by a
“high-tech” economy demanding extensive ucation, while most of the poor have
only manusl gkills.’* Thus, if government wants the poor to work, it must create
jobs for them,1® . .

Research has not supported these theories either. Stronger work incentives were
incorporated in AFDC in 1967, then largely withdrawn in 1981, Neither step much
affected work levels among recipients, which remained low throufghout. The incomne
maintenance experiments offered their clients sork incentives o varying strength,
and these t0o had little effect. Furthermore, far from stemming family breakup, cov-
erage of intact families may actually increase marital disruption.1s

e idea that employment is inaccessible to the poor conflicts with evidence that
wok, at least in low-paid jobs, is available in most areas of the country. The mere
presence of unemployment as the government measures jt—the percentage of those
working or seeking work who have no jobs—is often taken as roof that some job-
seekers cannot find positions. But those numbers cannot be taﬁen at face value,1?

The nation has not_known a true job shortage for at least a generation. The
number of jobs in the economy rose by 20% in the 15€0s, then by 26% in the 1970s,
even though economic performance in other respectd (inflation, productivity, real
income growth) deteriorated. While 1any positions today do emand advanced
skills, the “high-tech” economy seems to create at least as may low-skilled jobs. Lit-
eraCy and the ability to get to work on time are sufficient to do many of them, for
example data entry for computers or restzurant or hotel jobs in the proliferating
service sector. At least in New York—a center of the “information economy’—the
gl;gi'el gf jobs that were low-skilled dropped only from 58% to 57% between 1 2 and

Some Midwestern and inner-city areas may still be depressed, but in general the
low-wage labor market is tight and getting ti%hter. While one reason for rising un-
employment in the 1970s was the massive “baby boom generation,” then seeking
{ml.’: for the first time, the cohorts entering the market now are much smaller. This

created labor shortages in exactly the kind of entry-level joba that should be
most accesgible to the low-skilled, especially in the suburbs,19 .

The rapid progress of many recent immigrants is proof that at least low-skilled
employment is easy to get in most localities. Such is the demand that some 5 to 10
million illegal aliens have entered the country to take jobs that unemployed Ameri-
cans dv not want. The illegals number between a half and 1.5 million n and around
New York City alone. They are needed to operate restaurants, factories, and lau-
dries, in part, because over 800,000 employable adults are subsisting on welfare in

18 For a classic statement, see Michael C. Barth et al,, “Toward an Effective Income Support
System: Problems, Prospects, and Choices” (Madison, WI: Institute for Research on Poverty,

niversity of Wisconsin, 1974),

!* David Ellwood and Lawrence Summers, “Poverty in America: Is Welfare the Answer or
the Problem?” and Sheldon Danziggr et al,, “Antipoverty Policy: Effects on the Poor and the
Nonpoor,” papers written for the Conference on Poverty and Policy: Retrospect and Prospects,
{mmute fO{',A h bgn Glzgv%t and U.8. Department of Health and Human Services, Wil-

] ), December s N

14 Wil Julius Wilson, The Declining S(iﬁnlﬁcance of Race: Blacks and Changing American
Institutions, 2nd Ed. (Chicago: University of icago Press, 1980). .

1% Leonard win, Causes and Cures of Welfare: New Evidence on the Social Psychology of
the Poor (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1988), ch, 7.

16 “Maasuring the Effects of the Rea% Welfare Changes on the Work Effort and Well-Being
of Single Perents,” Focus (Institute for Res-arch on Povert , University of Wisconsin), vol. 8, no.
1 (Spring 1985), tgp. 1-8; John H. Bishop, “Jobs, Cash Transfers and Marital Instability: A
Review and Synthesis of the Evidence,” Journal of Human Resources, vol. 15, no. 3 (summer
1980).’&17. 801-34. See also note 9.

17 The rest of this section relies heavily on Besyond Entitlement, ch. 4.

1% Thomas Beiley and Roger Weldlrsx'z'er, “A Skills Mismatch in New York’s Labor Market?”
New York Affairs, vol. 8, no, 3 (Fall 1984). pp. 3-18. )

19 william E. hmicft, “Growing Job Problem: Findin People to Work,” New York Times,
October 28, 1984, p. 26; Dirk Johnson, “Labor Scarcity Is Foreing Up Low-Level Pay,” New York
Times, March 17, 1986, pp. B1-B2,
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the city. The:proportion of adults working or seeking work in New York is only
51%, wggl below the national average of 61%, and nonwork on welfare is a major
reason.20

Despite high measured unemployment among blacks, women, and youth, the

oups of greatest concern to social policy, studies have shown that_they actually

ave little more difficulty finding jobs than the better-off. Some members of these

groups experience llirolonged joblessness, but the usual pattern is rapid turnover in
jobs.21 The low-skilled both enter and leave work quickly. On surveys they say that
_finding low-paid jobs is fair(lly easy, but the jobs are unacceptable in pay or condi-
tions. Thus, they tend to be dismissed, or sim]illy to leave.22

. Of course, if the turnover stopped and all the jobless accepted work at once, there
might finally be too few jobs to go around. It is also true that “good” or “decent”
jobs—those that are not “dirty” and pay middle-class incomes—are still scarce, espe-
cially for the low-skilled. But to say the dependent should have “good” jobs is ve
different than to say no jobs are available. It raises an issue more of social stand-
ards than of economics. There may be an argument for improving the wages or ben-
efits of the “working poor” in some way. But the notion that lack of employment

_bars the poor from working cannot be sustained.

Nor is the presence of children a definite barrier to work. It was once thought
that having preschool children made a welfare mother unemploiable. That pre-
sumption has weakened as worl: has become usual for mothers in the general popu-
lation. Bane and Ellwood found that mothers with young cl ildren were if anything
more likely to earn their way off welfare than those with older children. Two-thirds
of all women who esca%ed welfare through work liad children under school age.z®

Nor is child care the barrier it is often said to be. The idea that massive day care
programs are needed before welfare women can work is based on the presumption
that only government can arrange the care, and only in public day care centers. In
reality, single mothers who want to work typically arrange their own care with
friends and relatives. They generally prefer informal arrangments as cheaper and
more_convenient than centers, even when the latter are available. Onlﬁr about 8% of
working mothers use day care centers, and onl% 10% of mothers say that their deci-
sion to work turns on the availability of care. These findings are, if an hing, more
true of poor than better-off women; it is the latter who most often lack contacts in
their neighborhcods and thus need center care.?4 .

Nor are welfare recipients barred from work by a lack of skills. Welfare mothers
are more employable than is commonly realized. Compared to a generation ago, the
average mother is younger, better educated, and burdened with fewcr children. B
1979, only 26% of AFDC mothers were over 35, at least 22% were high school grad-
uates, and only 29% had more than two children.25 The trends make it all the more
puzzling why recorded work levels on AFDC have not risen. More important, re-
gearch has shown that these measurable characteristics of mothers has little to do
with whether and how n.uch they work. Women who look less employable are
almost as likely to go to work as those with skills.26 That suggests that the mother’s
commitment to work is really primary.

Of course, training programs might qualify reci;gents for “better” jobs that they
would be more likely to keep. But the evaluation history shows that the impact of
training on skills and earnings is quite limited for most recipients. This is true even
for -lfare mothers, who have shown some response to intensive training efforts

20 Minam Ostow and Anna B. Dutka, Work and Welfare in New York City (Baltimore- Johns
Hopkins Unuversity Press, 1975), p. 8, Charles Brecher and Raymond D. Horton, “Koch Should
Hez p Poor New Yorkers,” New York Times, Januar{{;

1, 1986, p. 23.
Robert E. Hall, “Why Is the Unemployment Rate So Hl%h at Full Em)i}gyment?" Brook-
ings Papers on Economic Activity, 1970, no. 3, pp. 369-402, .iim B. Clark and Lawrence H Sum-
mers, “Labor Market Dynamics and Unemployment. A Reconsideration,” Brookings Papers on
Economic Activity, 1979, no. 1, pp. 13-72.

22 Joe] F. Handler and Ellen Jane Hollingsworth, The “Deserving Poor” A Study of Welfare
Adminstration (New York. Academic Press, 1971), found that of mothers who leave welfare by
working, "three-fourths claimed it was easy to find a job” (p 182). About the same proportion of
black youth say this, aceording to Richard B. Freemand and Harry J. Holzer, “Young Blacks
and Jobs: What We Now Know,” The Public Interest no. 78 (Winter 1985), pp. 18-31.

23 Bane and Ellwood, “Dynamics of Dependence,” pp. 29-47. ,

24 Syzanne H. Woolsey, “Pied-Piper Politics and the Child-Care DeLate,” Deedalus, vol 106,
no. 2 (Spring 1977), pp. 127-45; B. Bruce-Briggs, “Child Care’. The Fiscal Time Bomb,” The
Public Interest no. 49 (Fall 1977), pp. 87-102.

23 Beyond Entitlement table 4. ,

26 Bane and Ellwood, "Dynaniics of Dependence,” ch. 3, Judith Mayo, Work and Welfare Em-
gloymcnt and Employability of Women in the AFDC Program (Chicago Community and Family

tudy Center, University of Chicago, 1975), p. 65.
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such as supported work.2? For most recipients, the best hope for raising their in-
comes is simply to work more hours in the elementary jobs they are already able to
get. In practice, much of what training programs do is try to motivate them to do
this. Thus, while training efforts may be worthwhile, they are un'ikely by them-
selves to elevate work levels on welfare.

~As a last resort, government might create “better” jobs for the dependent. The
Carter Administration funded some 750,000 “public service employment” (PSE) posi-
tions in local government and nonprofit agencies under the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act (CETA). The jobs offered better pay and conditions than
most of their recipients could command in the private sector. The trouble was that
few clients “transitioned” to unsubsidized jobs when their PSE ended; more often,
they went on unemployment or welfare or withdrew from the labor force.28 Govern-
ment jobs could not overcome their reluctance to work steadily at the jobs normally
available to them.

Government could of course maintain government jobs for the poor indefinitely,
in effect a separate economic sector for the least skilled and committed workers.
But this would raise questions of cost and, more important, of justice. It is difficult
to see why government should provide “better” jobs to the dependent while many
non-dependent Americans, often recent immigrants, do “dirty” jobs every day. That
feeling, as much as cost, contributed to the abolition of PSE in 1981.

1V, THE NEED FOR OBLIGATION

Thus, the traditional viewpoints substantially fail to explain nonwork. The reason
may be, as Ken Auletta has noted, that they are so relentlessly economic.2? They
assume that the poor behave in an economic way, that is that they act “rationally™
in response to economic incentives. If they fail to work, the reason must be that it is

- not worth their while.

But, to put it bluntly, if the dependent were this sensitive to economic ‘payoffs,
they woultf not be poor in the first Place. Nonwork, illegitimacy, and the other dys-
functions of the underclass are not “rational” from any viewpoint—that of the indi-
vidual or society, short- or long-term. The long-term poor seem in fact to be ex-
tremely unresponsive. Neither the opportunities alrea y available to them nor the
persuasions of a train of government programs have reached them. Social dysfunc-
tion,-including nonwork, remains a mystery.

If nonworkers were rational, they woul accept the low-paid jobs they are able to
get and then search for better ones while working, rather than not working at all. If
welfare recipients were rational, most would presumably work themselves off wel-
fare. Those who do are bettér off economically and from every other viewpoint. Nor
is it rational not to work unless one can earn enough to get entirely off welfare, as
is often claimed. A mother may work and still receive some assistance, until she is
able to gat entirely off. Economists find that voluntary nonwork is simply inexplica-
ble in economic terms.3° "

Of course, work makes demands. Jobseekers must acquire the needed skills, find a
Jjob, plan transportation, arrange child care if necessary. The nonworking poor, and
those who speak for them, commonly say that these tasks are “barriers” to work.
But, as we have seen, the barriers are not notably higher for them than for other
people. Do the logistics of working make it “rational” not to work—or unreason-
able? The real issue is again one of social standards: what degree of competence is
nermally expected of citizens? Americans tend to assume that individuals should at
least act consistently to achieve their goals—that is, do what is necessary to reach
them,

The long-term poor are apparently not consistent in this sense. They profess the
same mainstream values as the better-off; they want to work, succee , maintain
their families, obey the law, etc. But their behavior diverges much further from
these norms than is usual. In the “culture of poverty,” values are orthodox but are
understand as aspirations, to be fulfilled if possible, rather than as binding obliga-
tions. The poor have apparently been socialized, but not to the point where nurms

27 Henry J Aaron, "Politics and the Professors: The Great Society in Perspective” (Washing.
ton, D.C Brookings, 1978), R‘Y 125-8; “Summary and Findings of the Nationa Supported Work”
Demonstration (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1980),

8 Congressional Budget Office CETA Reauthorization Issues {Washington, D.C.. U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, August 1978), pp. 17-19, .

29 Ken Auletta, The l}r‘lldcrclas.s (New York Random House, 1982), pp. xhi-xviu, 268-97, 319,

30 Clark and Summers, “Labor Market Dynamics and Unemployment,” pp. 46-60; Lester C.
Thurow, Dangerous Currents: The State of Economics (New York. Random House, 1983), ch. 7.

76 .,
S




72

closely govern actual conduct. This pattern, in turn, reflects the erratic parenting
common among the poor.3!

. Specifically, the poor say they want to work as much as the better-off, yet in prac-
tice many accept welfare in place of low-skilled employment. Welfare mothers pro-
fess n desire to work but often reject the menial jobs offered to them, for instance
work as domestics. They see little point in accepting “dirty” jobs since they have
failed to succeed in the workplace in the past.32

Typically, the poor feel barred from work by forces beyond their control. They say
government must arrange for jobs, training, child care, and so on, before theican
work. They lack a sense of personal efficacy—the belief that they can achieve t in,
on their own, and that success will be due mainly to their own efforts. Individua
who are motivated in this sense tend to be more successful. Whether these attitudes
actually cause.success is disputed among researchers, but a connection is probable
f:)r (tlgg z;g'roups of greatest interest here—welfare mothers and black female family

ea - -

Thus, the key to elevating work levels on welfare is to close the gap between the
grofessed ideals of the poor and their actual behavior. Somehow, they must be

rought to view as obligatory the norms of work and self-reliance that they already
have in their heads. They would then usually be able to work, given the evidence
that opportunities are accessible. They would finally be “rational”’—able to act ac-
cording to their goals. .

If the gap is not closed, the reason may simply be that social &;‘o ams do not
seriously expect the dependent to function better than they do. Welfare has em-
bodied no, serious work requirements, except recently in a few states, and federal
training programs have never required that recipients work in available jobs as a
condition of eligibility. No federal antipoverty program has ever set-clearcut per-
formarice standards for its clients. The permissive character of programs, that is,
may be a sauch more important problem than how much is done for the poor, the
usual sabject of liberal-conservative debate.

The refusal of programs to demand that recipients help themselves may actually
have entrenched the “welfare mentality”—the tendency of the dependent to expect
all solutions to come from outside themselves, Liberal socia] analysis, which empha-
sizes the supgosed barriers to work, fatally mimics the world view of the dependent
themselves. Such reasoning can never overcome dependency, because whatever is
done for the poor, they remain only recipients. Permissive programs never confront
the passivity of the dependent, and thus achieve little change.®* -

e evidence is that simply to require work could raise work levels on welfare as
nothing else can. My own studies of the Work Incentive (WIN) program, which is
supposed to put employable AFDC recipients to work, showed that the most impor-
tant thing a WIN office can do to move recipients into jobs is to obligate them to
participate in job search or training. This had more influence on office performance
than anythin%ﬁlse, even the skills of the clients and the number of jobs available in
the Jocality. The law was changed in 1981 to allow tougher work require-
ments; welfare mothers could now be required to werk on pain of losing benefits.
Some of the states with new welfare work programs have sharply raised the share
of mothers participation in work or training, in some cases to well over half.3#

Obligation, in other words, elicits a much stronger response than the merely eco-
nomic benefits and incentives that have traditionally been offered to the dependent.
Their reaction expresses more than a fear of benefit cuts. The new work require-
ments have not been implemented punitively, and the great majority of participants
accept them as fair. Advocates for the roor usually opm}se work tests, but they are
not speaking for the recipients themselves. Many working recipients express pride
that they are at last satisfying the work norm in which they always, in principle
believed.3¢ By closing that gap, work requirements fill a social need, but also the

31 Daniel P. Moynihan, ed., On Understanding Poverty: Perspectives from the Social Sciences
Boo

(New York: Basic Books, 1969), chs, 2, 7-9; Hyman Rodman, “The Lower-Class Value Stretch,”
Social Forces, vol. 42, no. 2 (December 1963), pp. 205-15.

32 Loonard Goodwin, Do the Poor Want to Work? A Socinl-Psi'chological Study of Work Ori-
entations (Washington, D.C.: Brookings, 1972), pp. 46, 82-4, 101, 112.

For a recent discussion and references to the debate, see Mary Corcoran et al., “Myth and
Reality: The Causes and Persistence of Poverty,” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management
vol. 4, no. 4 (Summer 1985), pp. 526~9

3¢ heyon.‘ Entitlement ch. 3; Auletta, The Underclass, chs. 3-15, .

3s Beyond Entitlement, ch. 7; Judith M. Gueron, Work Initintives For Welfare Recl%i(t)znts:
Lessons from a Multi-State Experiment (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corpo-
ration, March 1986), Ipp. 10-11. .

3¢ Gueron, Work Initiatives for Welfare Recipients, pp. 13-14.
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need of the poor themselves, Far from punishing them, the stipulations take them
at their word, that they seek to function like other Americans.

Thus, the solution to the work problem seems to lie in requirements for work or
training attached to welfare and, perhaps, other antipoverty programs. To make
welfare more demanding will achieve much more than further fiddlings with bene-
fits and incentives. The extent and details of those requirements are another sub-
ject, and to implement them is difficult. Continued battles between conservatives
and liberals over the scale of government will only get in the way.37

Mr. LeviN [presiding]. Dr. Blau.

STATEMENT OF FRANCINE D. BLAU, PH.D., PROFESSOR, ECONOM-
ICS AND LABOR AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS, UNIVERSITY OF
ILLINOIS, URBANA-CHAMPAIGN ’

Ms. Brau. Yes; I would like to turn to an overview and talk
lze;bput the impact of the economic status of women on family well-

eing.

Previous witnesses have already sketched out the most revolu-
tionary changes that have occurred in the economic roles of women
in recent years. The two most important for the family are the
enormous increase in the labor force participation rates of married
women to the point that the majority of married couples are,
indeed, two-earner families, and the large increase in the number
of families maintained by women.

As a result of these developments, an increasing proportion of
American families have come to rely on the contribution of the
woman or the wife or the mother, as a substantial determinant of
their level of economic well-being. But at the same time, despite
some improvements that I would like to mention, women continue
to earn relatively low wages in the labor market and remain con-
centrated in traditionally female jobs.

This calls, in my opinion, for public policy attention fo raising
the wages of women workers in order to enhance the well-being of
families.

Let’s look at the earnings of women in a little more detail. The
most widely used measure of the earnings gap between male and
female workers is the earnings of full-time year-round workers. In
1984 women earned 64 percent of what men earned. This is a rela-
tively low figure, but I would like to mention that it does represent
some improvement dating from the late 1970’s.

In 1977 women earned 59 percent of what men earned. And
again, today, it is about 64 percent. So we are seeing some increase,
that has been particularly marked as mentioned by Dr. Norwood,
for the younger group of women, those aged 25 to 34, who increased
their relative earnings by 10 percentage points between 1973 and
1983, from 63 percent of what men earned to 78 percent of what
men earned.

Well, if we are going to address the problem of relatively low
earnings that nonetheless remains, we have to look at the causes of
this lower income. There are essentially two broad sets of causes
that research by economists and sociologists have demonstrated to
be of importance in explaining the earnings gap.

37 Beyond Entitlement, chs. 6, 8.
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First of all, women have lower earnings on average than men be-
cause, on average, they are less well qualified, for a variety of rea-
sons that I will talk about in a minute. But also, nonetheless, even
when we adjust for qualifications, differences in qualifications be-
. tween men and women, a substantial gap remains that appears to
be due fo discrimination in the labor market. That is, women con-
tinue to fare less well than men, with similar qualifications.

First looking at the issue of qualifications itself. Why are women
on average less well qualified than men?

Women who adhere to traditional roles within the family tend to
accumulate less labor market experience than men and to be more
loosely attached to the labor force. Thus, they have fewer incen-
tives as well as less opportunity to acquire on-the-job training. As a
result they will be less skilled and will receive lower earnings than
men.

Also, to the extent that women are less likely to remain with a
particular employer than are men, their incentive to acquire skills
the’ are specific to the firm is reduced, as well as the employer’s
incentive to provide such training to them. That such factors are
important is suggested by the fact that, on average, women have
about 3 to 6 years less work experience. Women in the labor force
have about 8 to 6 years less work experience than men, and also
about a year to half a year less job tenure, which is the length of
time they spend with a particular employer.

In addition, some researchers have shown that the recent de-
crease in the earnings gap, although it is modest, the recent de-
crease in the earnings gap that has occurred in the 1970’s and
early 1980’s, has been tied to the growing work experience of
women, the growing commitment of women to the labor force.

However, it is important to emphasize that these differences in
qualifications do not tell the full story of the male/female earnings
differential. The proportion of the earnings differential between
men and women that cannot be explained by differences in qualifi-
cations is often used as a measure of labor market discrimination.

By this measure a variety of studies indicate that labor market
discrimination accounts for about half of the earnings differential.
One problem that has been particularly singled out and identified
is the continued tendency of women to be concentrated in low
wage, traditionally female jobs. In 1980 about half of all women
worked in jobs that were 80 percent or more female. As I just noted
predominantly female jobs also tend to be low paying jobs.

This occupational segregation, as it is sometimes called, also re-
flects the choices of women and the discrimination that they face
in the labor market. Some have argued, and I am sure there is
some element of truth to it, that women tend to avoid jobs with
lengthy training requirements.

At the same time, however, employer discrimination in recruit-
ment and training, and hiring and promotion continues to keep
women concentrated in their traditional areas.

Nonetheless here, too, we have seen some heartening progress,
particularly in the 1970’s, where this extensive occupational segre-
gation has declined. This decrease has been particularly marked
for younger women.
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This in turn probably reflects some success of antidiscrimination
policies and elso the growing workforce attachment of women
where it now pays them to train for these traditionally male jobs.

We have seen then even as families have come more and more to
rely on women’s contributions, we have, indeed, achieved some
progress in the labor market, but nonetheless their economic status
Is such that it keeps down their contribution to family income. This
is particularly serious in female-headed families where the women
may well be the only potential earner.

It is just the case that the typical earnings available to women in

" the labor market simply do not afford their families a decent
standard of living in many instances. It is not only the case th.t
this results in a large and growing poverty population or one that
is disproportionately comprised of families maintained by women,
but it is also not realized that all women and their children are at
risk of spending some period of time in a female-headed family.

Current estimates indicate that of children born in the early
1970’s, one third of white children, and fully three-quarters of
black children are expected to spend some time in families main-
tained or headed by women.

The only real way to enhance the economic status of such fami-
lies is to enhance the economic status of women as a group, since
we-can’t accurately predict when and which women will for some
period of their lives be heading families.

At the same time, as we have seen, in a growing proportion of
married couple families, the family has come to rely on the income
of both parents to meet their consumption needs. So I think it is
becoming foolish, as one of the questions elicited earlier, to view
one’s contribution as frivolous for extras, and unnecessary, and
that is the wife’s, and then view the husband’s contribufion in
some sense as more important and necessary. I think very few of
us would easily countenance a decline in our family income of 30
percent, or think that only frivolous or trivial things would have to
go if such a decline occurred.

Well, how do we address from a policy perspective the low earn-
ings of women? I think we have to look at both of these broad sets
of causes that I mentioned earlier.

On_the one ha~d, we have the lower qualifications of women,
that is for women as a group, due primarily to their lower labor
force attachment. .

Two, we have to look at labor market discrimination. The dis-
crimination issue is addressed by the continued enforcement of our
antidiscrimination legislation. I think the concerns of this family
are more’ addressed by the consideration of policies that would
assist families in meshing work and family responsibilities.

Such policies include a wider and less costly provision of ade-
(ﬂl:ate child care, flextime work schedules, parental leaves, and
things of this sort. Such policies would be enormously beneficial to
families in a variety of ways.

First, they would directly increase the quality of family life and
improve the care of children in light of the new and, as Dr. Nor-
wood said, unchanging realities of the working mother.

Second, they would make it easier for women who still tend to
bear the major responsibility for housework and child care, to see
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to thece tagks and stiil succezd oa the job. This would also facili-
tate a more permanent attachment of women to the labor force
and to particular amployers. So these policies could enhance the
labor market status of women and thus enhance family well-being.

Finally, they would encourage men to share more fully in home-
making and child care by-making such activities more compatible
with market work. Representative Johnsor mentioned this point
earlier, the revolution in roles that we are seeing is not just the
movement of women out into the labor force, but the increasing in-
volvement of men in child care and other homemaking responsibil-
ities. ' .

So far, the one change has been much larger than the other. But
we are seeing an increase in men’s involvement.

Addressing these issues would involve both the private and the
public sector. I believe, and I think there is evidence to substanti-
ate this in a growing number of studies, that as the work force is
more increasingly comprised of workers with family responsibil-
ities, that is not only women, but men who are taking a more
active role, it is to the benefit of employers to institute policies that
address these responsibilities. The benefits to the employer include
a greater ease in recruiting workers, reductions in turnover and
absenteeism, and tardiness of workers, and higher morale and pro-
ductivity of workers.

Studies have been done, for example, of employers who have
child care facilities or have supported child care among the work-
ers and they found these advantages. So, I think, increasingly em-
ployers will perceive these advantages. .

For.example, in 1985, 2,000 corporations provided some child care
assistance to their workers. Now, this is out of a total of 6 million
employers, it is a very small relative amount. On the other hand, it
was triple the number of 3 years previously. So, I think employers
are increasingly coming to realize these advantages.

According to one study, 95 percent of major corporations provide
short-term disability for pregnancy, and 90 percent provide some
form of unpaid parental Jeave for a 3- to 6-month period for their
female workers. Only 40 percent, however, provided parental leave
opportunities for their male employees. I would emphasize that
these are studies primarily of major corporations and these pro-
grams may not be as prevalent in smaller firms.

So, I think that theve is still, in light of the desirability of these
policies from a social perspective, there is still reason for the exam-
ination of possible Government intervention to achieve these ends.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Francine D. Blau follows:]

PrePARED STATEMENT OF FRANCINE D. BLAU, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS AND LABOR
AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS, UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS, URBANA-CHAMPAIGN, IL

The post-World War II period has witnessed a rapid growth in female labor force
participation and a steady narrowing of sex differences in the extent of participa-

Portions of this testimony draw upon work done in collaboration with Marianne A. Ferber,

especially in our book, “The Economics of Women, Men and Work” (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Pren:
tice-Hall, 1986)
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tion in work outside the home. In 1940, 83 percent of men participated in the labor
force as compared to 28 percent of women. y January 1985, 77 percent of men and
55 percent of women were labor force participants.! In 1940, women comprised 25
t;ger(;elnt of the paid labor force. Today 44 percent of labor force participants are
‘emale, o ea -

The overall increase in-female labor force participation over the past 40 years ig
in large part a reflection of the changing economic role of married women. The pro-
pordon of married women who worked outside the home has risen from 15 percent
in 1940 to 54 percent in 1985. Thus, the two-earner family is increasingly becoming
the norm among married couples. In addition, there has been a sharp increase in
the number of families maintained by women. Such families now comprise a sub-
stantial proportion of American families—in 1984, one in six families were main-
tained by women.

As a regult of these developments, an increasing proportion of Ameri<an children
have mothers who work outside the home. In 1985, 62 percent of m.thers were in
the labor force, in comparison to 36 percent in 1966, Thus, Ameriran families have
comerto increasingly rely on the economic contribution of women through market
work as a significant determinant of their level of economic well-being.

In the first section of this testimony, we review the economic contribution of
women to family well-being. In the second section, we examine gender differences in
labor market outcomes and the reasons for these differences, In the final section, ve
discuss our conclusions ar- the implications for policy of theve findings.

L. THE CONTRIBUTION OF WOMEN TO THE ECONOMIC WELL-BEING OF FAMILIES

Married women

In 1940, the typical female worker was young and single. Women tended to leave
the labor force permanently upon marriage and childbearing. Between 1940 and
1960, growing numbers of older married women began to enter or reenter the labor
force vshen their children reached school age. Since 1960. a new pattern of labor
force participation has been emerging in which a substantial portion of married
women remain in the labor force continuously, or with only brief interruptions,
throughout the childbearing years. This is indicated by the shar. rise in the per-
centage of married women with children under 6 years of age who were labor force
participants from 19 percent in 1960 to 54 percent in 1985. As may be seen in Table

1, 51 J_)ercent of married mothers with children under 3 worked outside the home,
in

including nearly half of mothers of infants. Among married women with children 3
to 5 years old, 59 ﬁercent were in the labor force. The figures were considerubly
higher among black families, where 69 percent of married women with children
under 6 were in the labor force.

The substantial economic contribution of working wives is suggested by the data
in Table 2. The median income of married couples in which the wife worked was 47
percent higher than in married couples in which the wife was not in the paid labor
force. Among minorities the income gain was considerably larger. Couples in which
the wife worked outside the home were also less likely to have incomes below the
poverty line than other married couples.2 Two-earner families also enjoy greater
protection from the ups-and-downs of the business cycle to the extent :hat the
impact of a job loss or an hours cut-back for one spouse may be cushioned by the
continued employment of the other spouse,

Women maintaining families

Families maintained by women are primarily comprised of women and dependent
children. Their numbers have increased in recent years primarily due to rising di-
vorce rates, with the greater proportion of births to unmarried women also & con-
tributing factor. Currently, such families comprise 16 percent of all families, with
considerably higher proportions among minorities (Table 3). Moreover, three-quar-

! The statistics in this testimony are from a variety of government sources, including various
issues of “Employment and Earnings” and the “"Current Population Reports,” Series P-60 of the
Cgré%:)s Department. For a fuller discussion of many of these trends, see Blau and Ferber
(1 . .

® Of course, couples in which the wife ‘orks outside the home may differ in a variety of other
respects from those in which she is not «. ployed. Thus, not al] of the income difference between
the two types of families is necessarily due to the wife's emrlo ment. However, similar conclu-
sions regarding the wife's contribution are reached when we loo directly at her earnings contri-
bution. In 1983, ameng families in which both the husband and wife had earnings, the ratio of
their median earnings was 44 percent.
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ters of black and one-third of white children born in the 1970’s are now expected to
spend at least some time in a female-headed horsehold. -

Table 8 also shows that families maintained by women have considerably lower
median incomes and a considerably higher incidence of poverty than other families.
Thus, as the number of such families has risen, they have come to comprise an in-
creasing proportion of the poverty population, especially when children are present.
In 1984, 48 percent of poor families werc .  itained by women. Of chiidren living
in families with incomes below the poverty uae, 53 percent were in families main-
tained by women, uso from 24 percent in 1959. Among blacks, in 1984, fully three-
quarters of children living in poverty were in families maintained by women.

Both public transfer payments (e.g., welfare programs) and private transfers (e.g.,
child suppori, alimony) have a role to play in improving the economic status of fam-
ilies maintained by women. However, these have not in the past and are not likely
in the futureto be sufficient to solve the poverty problem among this group.® Thus,
measures which would raise the market earning of these svomen are most likely
necessary. A substantial z.sportion of female heads participate in the labor force, 71

rcent of white heads with children and 61 percent of black heads (see Table 1).

owever, at present their market earnings are simply too low to enable many of
these families to achieve a decent standard of living. And for many of those outside
the labor forze the money that they. could earn may be too little to make maixzet
work worthwhile, especially after taking into account the costs of child care and
other work-related expengss. Since all women (and their children) are at .isk of
living in a female-headed household, policies to henefit female heads are, in th~ last
analysis, the same as those needed to raise the earnings of women in general.

1I. THE LABOR MARKET STATUS OF WOMEN
Occupations of women werkers

The most casual infs]pe.tion of the labor market reveals that men and woiren tend
to be employed in different occupations This is evident even for the major occupa-
tion groups shown in Table 4. In both 1972 and 1984, women were heavily concen-
trated in the administrative support (inc»Aing clerical) and servic occupations. To-
gether these two categories accounted for 48 percent of women workers in 1984.
Men were more heavily represented in 2xecutive administrative and .. agerial po-
siticns, and even more so in precision production, craft and repair occupations,
wliich are tne strongholds of skilled blue collar workers, as well as farming, forestry
and fishing.

While the situation was roughly similar in both years, Table 4 reveals soate im-
provements over the period. Women were less concentrated in administrative sup-
gort and service occupations in 1984 than thev had been in 1972 w*-n 53 percent

eld such jobs, They also made considerable oads into executive . & managerial
jobs, increasing their share of such positions rrom 20 percent in 1972 to 34 percent
in 1984. Nonetheless, the figures in Table 4 amply demonstrate that considerable
sex differences in occupational distribution remained.

These occupational differences between men and women are often referred to as
“occupational Segregation” by sex. The data on major occupations presented in
Table 4 do not reveal the full exten* of such occupational segregation by sex. For
example, among sales workers, women tend to be employed as retail sales clerks
while men are more likely to be manufacturing sales representatives. Among profes-
sionals, women tend to be concentrated in the traditionally female professiois, like
librarian, nurse, prekindergarten, kindergarten and elementary school teacher. Men
are more likely to be in the traditionally male professions, includinﬁ1 engineer,
tawyer and physician. A listing of jobs in which women comprised more than 90 per-
cent of workers in 1980 is shown :n Table 5. When sex differences in occupations are
examined using data on detailed rccupational categories such as these, il is found
that, in 1980, almost half of all emgployed women worked in occupations that were at
least 80 percent female (Rytina, 1981). The extent of gender differences in occupa-
tiona! distributions is also 1rdicated bf; the finding that 6 out of 10 women (or men)
in the work force would have had to change jobs in order for the occupational distri-

bution of the two groups to be the same (Beller, 1984).

As substantial zs this estimate of segregation is, it does represent some progress
in reducing segregation, especially since 1970 (Beller, 1984). This decr 3e in segre-
gation was larger for younger women. The gains have been concentrat in the pro-

3 Evidence of the potential effectiveness of these approaches is reported in Bergmann and
Roberts (1984).
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iessional and managerial categories, where some remarkable increases in the repre-
sentation of women in traditionally male occupations have occurred. However, little
progress has been made in integrating male blue collar Jjobs. Examples of both the
former ‘and the latter are shown in Table 6.
In evaluating this pregress, it is important to bear in mind that there is actually
more segregation than is indicated by any measure that focuses even
i is is the case because there tend to be
e specific jobs men and women do within snch classifica-
tions, and where they do them, Thera are, in many cases, male and female subspe-
. cialties, There is a great deal of “vertical” segregation. with men at the top of the
hierarchy, having more status, more & onom:” and often more authority, while
women tena to be at the bottom (Blau and Ferber, 1986a). Additionally, men and
women are frequently segregated by industry and even by firm (Blau, 1977). The
impact of these factors is illustrated in the findings of Bielby and Baron (1984).
Using the' employer’s own extremely detailed job classifications, they reported that
of over 400 work organizations in their sample, 59 percent wrere perfectly segregated
by sex—no men and women shared the same job title. In the remainder of firms the
median amount of segregation was 84.1 percent—that is, 84 percent of the women
(or men) would have had to change jobs for the cccupational distribution of the two
sexes to have been the same.

In view of all these facts there is some questions of how meaningful the observed
decline in occupational segregation is, without evidence that these other types of
segregation are also diminishing. Beyond that, there is some concern that occupa-
tions which have become integrated as a result of an influx of women may once
again become segregated as men increasingly move out or at least no longer choose
to enter them. There have been such instances before. Among the best known his-
torical examples are primary school teachers, secretaries, and, more recently, bank
tellers. Current examples of occupations that have become predominantly female in.-
clude computer operators, where women increased their proportion from 53.9 per-
cent in 1970 to 59.1 percent in 1980, and insurance adjusters, where the proportion
of females increased from 29.6 to 0.2 percent over the period.

Nonetheless, it is highly likely that the recent gains in reducing segregation
represent sorne measure of real progress for women, In light of the growing el
cy, especially ameng young wonien and men, to acquire more similar amounts and
kir.ds ot ed'1cation and work cxperience (Blau and Ferber, 1986a; O’Neill, 1985; and

Smith and Ward, 1584), tkere is room for cautious optimism that segregation will
continue to deciine in the future.

The earnings gap

The most widely used measure ot the earnings gap is the ratio of annual earnings
of ful'-time, year-round female as compared to male workers. Table 7 shows the rel.
evant data since 1955 when this information first became available. There are at
least two ways of lookings at these facts. One is that, though there have been some
modest fluctuations during the intervening years, the ratio was virtually the same
in 1984 as in 1955, Alternatively it may be noted that there was an increase albeit a
slow and unsteady one from 58.9 percent in 1977 to 63.7 percent in 1984.

The latter interpretation gains further credence from the second series in Table 1,
which shows the ratio of the usual weekly earnini;s of wonien relative to men’s.
These data have only become availgble more recently. It will be noted that in each
year, the earninizs ratio computed on the basis of weekly earnings is slightly higher
than the annual figure. More important, there w.s a fairly steady upward trend
from 61.3 percent in 1978 to 68.2 percent in 1985, averaging about one percentage
point per year.

On the basis of these data, we tentatively conclude that there has been a trend
towards a narrowing of sex differentials in earnings beginniag in the late 1970°s or
early 1980’s (see also, Blau and Beller, 1986; O'Neill, 1985; and Smith and Ward,
1984). The data on trends in income ratios by age shown in Table 8 provide clues to
the expected behavic. of the male-female earnings gaﬁ in the future.

As may be seen in the Table, the earnings gains, like the declines in occupational
segregation, have bee» particularly pronounced among younger workers. The rela-
tive income of womer aged 25 to 34 as compared to men increased by almost 11
percentage points between 1973 and 1983. The data also suggest that younger
women ure likely to retain a substantial amount of the improvement in their rela-
tive earninlgs as they age. The relative income of women aged 35 to 44 in 1983 was
only slightly less than that of those aged 25 to 34 ten years previously, while the
income ratio of 45 to 34 fear old women was actually ‘somewhat higher than the
figure for 35 to 44 year old women in 1973. Moreover, the fact that young women
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are increasingly entering less traditional occupations and are spending more time in
the labor market reinforces our conclusion that they are likely to continue to fare
better than their predecessors at each point in the life cycle. As this occurs, the
overall sex gap in income should decline considerably more ss earlier cohorts of

women with relatively lower earnings are replaced by more recent cohorts with rel-
ativelv higher earnings. ]

Reasons for women's lower earnings

Womien may have lower average earnings than men eitker because they are less
well qualified than men, on average, or because, due to labor market discrimination,
they fare less well than men with similar qualifications. The available evidence sug-
gests that both factors play a role in producing the earnings differential. Let us con-
sider each of these causes in furn. -

The human capital model provides the most cogent explanation for gender differ-
ences in qualifications and their relationship to earnings (Mincer and Polachek,
1974). In this view, women who adhere to traditional roles within the family will
accumulate less labor market experience than men and be more loosely attached to
the labor force; They will thus have fewer incentives as well as less opportunity to
acquire on-the-job training. As a result, they will be less skilled and will receive
lower earnings than men, Also, to the extent that women are less likely to remain
with a particular employer than men, their incentive to acquire skills that are spe-
c%,ﬁc to the firm is reduced &8 is the employer’s incentive to provide such training to
them.

That such factors are important is suggested by the f.ct that, on average, women
have less work experience and job tenure (length of time With a specific employer)
than men. For example, among workers aged 18 to 64 in 1975, average work experi-
ence was 14 years for white women and 13 years for black women, compared to 20
years for white men and 19 years for black men (Corcorsn and Duncan, 1979).
‘Among workers 16 years and older in January 1981, the medlian job tenure among
women was 2.4 years for white women and 3.3 years for black women, in compari-
son to 4 years among white and black men, Evidence suggests that such differences
in labor force attachment and other qualifications explain a substantial portion of
the earnings gap between men and "vomen—perhaps as much as half (Mincer and
Polachek, 1974; Corcoran and Duncan, 1979; Blau, 1984). Moreover, the recent de-
crease in the earnings gap has been tied to the increase in tl.e work experience of
employed women that began to occur during the 1970’s (O’Neil, 1985; Smith and
Ward, 1984). The increase in the labor force attachment of women may have also
increased their incentive to enter traditionally male professional and managerial oc-
cupapiggs where considerable specialized education and on-the-job treining is often
required.

The portion of the earnings differential between men and women that cannot be
explained by gender differences in qualifications is often #sed as a measure of the
importance of labor market discrimination, By this measure, the reeearch cited
above implies that diserimination would account for alou¢ half the carnings differ-
ential (see also Treiman and Hartmann, 1981). While some debate may attach to the
specific quantitative magnitude *) be attached to discrimination, the bulk of the evi-
dence suggests that it is of coasiders’.le importance. This finding is impresgive in
that newly available data sets have permitted researchers to control for an impres-
sive array of productivity-related factors in reaching this conclusion, including
measures of formal edvcation, work history, and commitment to the labor force.

The evidence also suggests that occupational segregaticn is of concern in that it
plays a role in lowering women’s earnings. Both male and fomale workers in pre-
dominantly female occupations tend to earn less than their counterparts in pre-
dominantly «nale occupations (Treiman and Hartmann, 1981; Blau, 1984; Reskin and
Hartmann, 1986).

In terms of recent trends, the i deral government’s anti-discrimination effort may
well have been a factor in reducing the earnings gap in recent years and in ena-
bgn women to gain access t higher paying male occupations (Beller, 1979; Beller,
1981).

Part-time worl

Women are considerably more likely to be parttime workers than men. Of
women who worked some time during 1984, 32 percent wer~ pert time workers in
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comparison to 14 percent for men (Smith, 1986).4 The incidence of part-time work
among women has not changed appreciably since 1960 for women, but has increased
slightly for men—from 12 to 14 percent. Part-time work is in some respects an at-
tractive alternative for women in that it allows them to more easily combine job
and family responsibilities. However, the quality of opportunities available to part-
time wozkers is a problem. Part-time workers frequently receive lower fringe bene-
fits and often are excluded “vom opportunities to be hired for or promoted into high-
level jobs. Emphasis needs ¢ be placed on improving the long-term career opportu-

- nities associated with part-time employment.

Benefit levels

Above, we focused on the earnings of women relative to men. However, it is im-
portant to recognize that employee benefits (e.g., pensions, health ingurance) com.
prise a substantial proportion of the total com nsation of workers, and further that
this form of compensation has expanded greatly since the 1940's (Root, 1985). .

Unfortunately, data on the value of employee benefits by sex is not readily avail-
able. However, it is fairl%hcertain that women'’s average level of Lenefits is lower
than men’s (Root, 1985). This is the case because (1) vomen have lower wages and
levels of certain benefits tend to be prol]:ortional to wages, (2) they are more likely to
be part-time workers than men, (3) t ey tend to work in gmaller establishments
where coverage by benefit programs is considerably less prevalent, and (4) they are
more likely to be employed in the service sestor where employer expenditures for
employee benefits are lower than in manufacturing.

additional pr~".ieni in this area is that two-earner families may receive redun-
dant or unwantea benefits, such as double health insurance coverage (Root, 1985).
So-called “cafeteria plans” would solve this problem by allowing employees to
choose among alternative benefit packages that ere equally costly to the employer.

IIL. CONCLUSIONS'AND POLICY IMr. ATIONS

We have seen that the increase in married women'’s labor force participation and
the growth_in the femele-headed family in recent years has greatly increased the
importance of women’s economic contribution to the well-being of the family. At the
same time, while some progress has bzen achieved, women continue to earn sub-
stantially less than men. In 1984, the median earnings of women who worked full-
time year-round were cnly 64 percent of those of men. Similarly, while women have
made gains in entering traditionally male professional and managerial occupations,
they remain concentrated to a great extent in traditionally female jobs.

Policies directed at raising the earnings of women workers will increase their con-
tribution to family income. The evidence suggests that both gender differences-
labor force attachment and labor market discrimination piay‘a role in reducing
women’s earnings. Thus both of these aspects must be addressed.

The continued enforcement of anti-discrimination legislation is an important part
of any effort {0 enhance the labor market status of women. Of possibly greater rel-
evance to this committee would be policies which would assist families in meshing
work and family responsibilities.s Tﬁocse include, for exainple, wider and less cost]
provision of adequate child-care, flextime work schedules, and parental leaves (avail-

period of time after childbirth. Such policies would

; riety of ways, First, they would directly increase the

quality of family life and improve the care of children, Second, they would make it

easier for women—who still tend to bear the major responsibility for housework and

child-care—to see to these tasks and still succeed on the job. They would also facili-

tate a more 'Ipermanent attachment of women to the labor force (and to particular

employers). Thus, such policies would increase the eaminﬁs of women workers and

hence their economic contribution to “he family. Finally, they would encourage men

to share more fully in homemaking and child-care by making such activities more
compatible with market work. K .

i general, employers will be motivated to institute such policies voluntarily, pos-
sib'y to some extent in lieu of other worker benefits, to the extent that the resulting
benefits to them exceed costs. For t. - individual employer, possible benefits include
- reater ease in recruiting workers, r._uctions in turnover, absenteeism and tardi-

¢ A smaller proportion of workers in the lahor force at a point in time (as opposed to at some
time durhég the year) are part-time workers. For example, In 1984, this fir e was 12 percent for
men and 28 percent for women, in comparison to 8 percent and 26 perce... for men und women

- respectively in 1968 (Blau and Ferber, 1986a).

* For a fuller discussion of these issues, see Blau and Ferber (1986a).




ness of workers, and higher morale and productivity of workers. As more women
take market jobs. and varticularly as they move into higher level positions, employ-
ers’ concern cver the retention and job performance of women should become more
urgent. Furtner, as men increasingly share in housework and childcare the pool of
potential beneficiaries will be further increased. Thus it seems reasonable to expect
growing interest on the part of employers in such policies. In light of the desirabil-
ity of these policies from a social perspective, government intervention may also be
deeried desirable to achieve these ends.
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TABLE 1.—LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES OF WOMEN BY FAMILY TYPE, PRESENCE AND
SINGLE YEAR OF AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD AND RACE, MARCH 1985

Presence and ¢ of chid

Whves, bushands present Women maintainung

{amulies

Toldd White Black Tolal White

Total

No children under 18

With chikiren under 18

543
482
610

64.2
56.1
118

610
50.7
618

63.0
519
112

534
47.5
60.0

Under 6 years, tota.
Under 3 years, total..ue cvrenrers v,

1 year of under v
2yeas

30 5 years, total
KT S
4 years

5 years
6 10 17 years, tofal..............
6 to 13 years, total.......
6 years
7 years

532
4“5
380
5.7
612
54.8
618
66.7
166
7.7
760
755
69.8
788
796
729
7155
768
785
786
135
8.1
80.7

69.3
65.7
637
699
7138
723
706
79.1
137
735
794
743
)
(1)
709
(1)
80.2
607
741
79.7
636
(1
U]

55.5
457
39.2
355
64.6
5.1
66.1
1.7
79.5
78.1
76.7
139
13.6
82.3
§2.5
71.0
79.3
78.9
g2.1
83.7
75.3
86.7
82.4

52.3
498
486
52.7
56.6
52.7
584
59.9
67.2
61.7
633
66.5
68.4
65.9
683
69.7
702
69.8
663
69.2
68.1
62.5
64.6

64.9 137

1Rate not shown where base is kess than 75.000.

mouemm@wmummmmqm
mared sons ters, stepchedr
v e, D Speriden, and adped chkden

Scurce: Howard Hayghe, “Rise in Mothers' Labor Force Acthity Inclodes these with Infants,” Monthly Labor Review 109 (February 1986), p. 44.

tolals Ctikdren are defined 25 “uan” chidren of househoider and moude never-
ate other relted chidren such as nieces, nephews, of ymmm

TABLE 2.—WIFE'S WORK STATUS AND THE MEDIAN INCOME OF MARRIED COUPLE FAMILIES, 1984

Wile in paid labor force
m"‘ Median income m"‘ Medin income

Wife not ia paid Lbor force Diffesence in median income

Amount Percent

46.5
41.5

$34,668 470

35,176
28,775 36.0
27,609 50.9

“s P60, No. 149, “wgust 1985,

$23,582

2,246
14,502
17,160

$11,086

10,930
14,213
10449

53.5

52.5
64.0
49.1

Scuxte: US. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Censy,

984

TABLE 3.—ECONOMIC WELI-BEING AND INCISENCE OF POVERTY BY TYFE OF FAMILY, 1984

far
Percent beny  Famdy type as :’rsz‘%e o
1

Numbet
Median nicome 3 percent of
(thousands) roverty Lol zﬁam

Al races:
All families
Married couple famifies........onr. .
Male householder, no wife present .. .
Female householder, no husband present.... .........

62,706
£0,350

2,228
10,129

$§26,433
29,612
23,325
12,803

116

69
131
345

1600
803
36
162
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TABLE 3.—ECONOMIC WELL-BEING AND INCIDENCE OF PQVERTY BY TYPE OF FAMILY, 1984—
Continued

Fan ]
(M"""w) Median ircome mm ammted

Whites:
All famifies 27,686 91
Married couple families.... eeemeesseremnessss 30,058 63
. 25,110 104
Female househoidef no hushand present.......oeeeens 15,134 21
Blacks:
Alf famifies 15432 309
Married couple famifies.... remserssnemseseses 23,418 138
Male househode:, no wife preseni 15,724 238
_Female bouseholdel 1o hushand present 8,648 517

onigin:
All famifies 18,833 262
. 22,599 i66
18,578 184
8,452 534

Source: US, Departmest of Commesce, Bureau of the Census, series P-60, No. 149, August 1985

TABLE 4.—OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF MEN AND WOMEN 1972 AND 1984
Anual averages)

1972 1984

. Percent of Peccentof  Womenasa  Peroetol Percert of  Women 352
Qctpationsl cltgory mae b lomibbx  peomiol  maelbx  fanaebby  pecento
force iy foce workers in force in force in workers in
occupabon oceupabon occepaton occupaton cocupation ocpation

Execuﬁve, aministrative, and manage-
. 46 197 130 85 336
Profesmal specialty...... . 124 4.0 1.6 140 485
Technicians and related suppon . 24 384 28 33 431
Sakes occupations..... 1 111 405 111 . 479
Administrative suppon. mduéng et

il . 35 15.0 57 , 799
Service occUpations........ 22 6l.1 94 , 60.8
Precision, peacuction, uaﬂ “and r rewr 19.4 17 48 2.2 . 85
Operators, fabnmtots and laboress.... 239 134 A1 211 . 260
Farming, forestry and fBhiNgG. orcrserserse 6.4 19 154 51 . 15.6

Tolal employsd 100.0 1000 380 100.0 I 437

ﬂfmgal 1 {Jas 1984 tabie 1, pp. 14-16 and t 20d Bamegs 32, No 1 (Jasuary 1935). table

2l p. !hmubleﬂ 17 s mry 3 rancine 0. Bl lauw m?mm gs and Larnings (d%w&m,'
Women and Work: | Relatoes Resesrch muahm Rwdi Vdu‘m(95)

TABLE 5,—SELECTED OCCUPATi.  MORE THAN 90 PERCENT FEMALE, 1980*

Bark telfers,
Child care workers, excepl private household
Data atry keyers
Dental wygienists.
Health record technolog..'s and technmr.s

Licensed practical nurses -
Private household occupations
Receptionists......
Registered nurses
Secretaries, stenograghers, ana fypists
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TABLE 5.—SELECTED OCCUPATIONS MORE THAN 90 PERCENT FEMALE, 19801 —Continued

Teachers’ aides 92.5
Teachers, prekindergarten and kindergarten 964
Telephone operators 91.0

'Dauareformeuwiemeda:duvimhborfm:gedlsmdmMalm»am«ealtheumekvadawegatm
Source: Bureay Detaied Occupation of the Experienced Civifan Labor Force Sex for the Unded States 2nd Regions 1980 a6
1970, Supplerratary &nmo-smsmlsu Repricted from Francne D Blau and A Ferber, The Economucs of Women, Men,
andVIoergk\md s, NJ: Prentice-Hal, © 1986).

TABLE 6.~PERCENT FEMALE IN SELECTED TRADITIONALLY MALE OCCUPATIONS, 1970 AND 1980+

1970 1980

A Executive, administrative and managesial:

Legislafors, chief executive, general administrators, public administration
Financial managers
Personnel and fabor relations managers
Purchasing managers
Managers, marketing, advertising and public relations
Management refated:
Acoountants and auditors.
Underwriters
Management analysts
Purchasing agents and buyars, ne..
Inspectors and com:iance officers, except construction
Professional specialty:
Architects,
Engincers
Computer systems analysts and scientists

Tool and die makers

Machinists

Sheet metal workers

Ogerators, fabricators, and laborers:

Welders and cutters

Truck drivers

Rail transpodabon occupations

. Material moving equipment operators, other than miscellaneous
Construction faborers

Garbage collectors.....
lmhmfummmaddm. Iabor force aped, 16 and o, Kot o categories ar2 at the same Jevdl of agpregation.

eats of the Consus, Detaded of the Experienced Chilian Lador Force by Sex for the Unded States and Regions: 1980 and
1970 Supplememfy Report PCE0-S1+15, mm‘ " eg
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TABLE 7.—MEDIAN ANNUAL AND USUAL WEEKLY EARNINGS OF FULL-TIME WOMEN WORKERS AS
PERCENT OF MEN'S EARNINGS SELECTED YEARS, 1955-85

1955
1960.......
1965
1970
"1975
1976
19717
1978
1979

1981
1982
1983
1984
1985

1 lnchdes ysar-cound, full-tme workers only. Inciudes income from sed-employment,
=m§ﬁwmm«s,maeﬂummmmmse«mmm

Source: Bureays of Labor Stabsties, Bilietin 1977, US, Working Wormen: A Databook (1955-1975); £ F Melkr, “hvesnfz ng the Ddierences
0 Weekly Eamings of Women and Men,” Monthly Lavor Review, 107, No 6 (June 1584), 17-73 (weekly eamags 1970-1983), Bureau of the
Oeratsb‘ {in 1eports, Consumer Income Seties P-50, ncome , K mmeumadsutul(ammlwmgs
1976-34), vanous isses: Boresy of Naboral Affaies, Labor No. 23 (Feb 4. 1983),‘ p B-6 (week% wmxsu- 985) Reprmited
from Francae O Biaw and Mirianne A Ferder, ad of Women Workers,” Women and Work. Industnal Relabons Research
Associaton Reseatch Vokume, X. Kozuara, M. Waskow 3nd L, Teaner, eds. (1986). .

TABLE 8.—MEDIAN INCOXE FOR WOMEN WORKING YEAR-ROUND, FULL-TIME AS PERCENT OF
MEN'S INCOME, BY AGE

1867 1973 1883

Age:
251034 622 62.6 733
3510 44 55.1 525 61.3

. 451054 54.0 523 56.2

Source: .S, Bureau of the Census, Current ton Regorts, Income of Househoids, Famities and Persons i the Unsted States, vanous
%wm& from Francne 0, Buuandm;'?:élt Ferber, H%\ormdwm Men, and Work (Englewood-Cliffs, NJ: PreniceHal, ©

Mr. LeviN. Thank you very much.

Dr. Bowmay, if you would like to proceed as mentioned, we know
that you were delayed. Your entire testimony will be placed in the
record. That is the normal procedure of the committee.

If you would like we are asking all the xiarticipants to limit
f‘hexlrllselves to 5 minutes, so there will be ample time for back and

orth.

We welcome you here.

STATEMENT OF PHILLIP J. BOWMAN PH.D,, VISITING SCHOLAR,
INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH, UNIVERSITY OF MICHI-
GAN, ANN ARBOR; ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF PSYCHOLOGY,
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS, URBANA-CHAMPAIGN

Mr. BowMAN. Thank ycu.

Basically, I am involved in a program of rescarch that looks——

Mr. LeEVIN. Put the mike a little closer to you, if you would.

Mr. BowMAN. Basicaif', I am involved in a program of research
that looks at the social/psychological aspects of unemployment,
based on analysis of unique sets of national data on black Ameri-
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cans, collected at the Institute of Social Research at the University

of Michigan.,

In this work I share the committee’s interest in the value of
work, recent changes in the types of Jjobs available, and the impli-
cations of who gets them or who fails to get them, on the economic
security and psychological well-being of family members.

My studies on black Americans focus on a group which has seri-
ous difficulty finding and maintaining employment, and even
worse, is at alarming risk for becoming even more economically
mar%inal by massive reindustrialization and related labor market
trends. )

In the next few minutes, I will focus the crucia’ relationship be-
tween rapid displacement of unski’led industrial jobs, growing role
strains within black families and ' related psychosocial conse-
quences. This issue is not only theoretically interesting to me as a
social psychologist but also raises some crucial policy questions
since reindustrialization and displacement will continue at an ac-
celerated pace throughout the 1980’s, 1990's, and into the 21st cen-
tury.

In the interest of time I will briefly highlight major concerns
which are discussed in greater detail in two recent papers which
are currently under review for publication. Specifically, I would
like to emphasize the urgency of four related questions:

One, what differential impact are reindustrialization and dis-
placement having on jobless black workers?

_. . Two, how are the ripple effects of such displacement within the
black families mediated by the diffusion of provider role strains?

Three, do such family provider role strains have harinful psycho-
social consequences for bf)ack men, women, and children?

Finally, are there prblic policy implications that need to be ad-

dressed? -

First of "all with regard to the impact of reindustrialization on
black workers. Historical data show that the industrial revolution
marked blacks transition from agricultural to industrial worker,
and black males have largely depended on unskiiled labor and
operatives jobs to support themselves and their families since that
transition.

However, industrial planners now envision massive reindustriali-
zation, particularly in the automotive and steel manufacturing sec-
tors, where robotics and other computer controlled machines will
virtually eliminate such jobs.

Black joblessness increases disproportionately as reindustrializa-
tion increases the number of plant relocations, l;:llant closings, in-
delinite layoffs, and decreases the number of unskilled young black
workers hired.

Although reindustrialization creates jobs, it eliminates more
than it creates. Black workers, especially males, are hurt worse for
two primary reasons: First of all, they are grossly overrepresented
in the unskilled jobs eliminated, and B, they fail to compete well
for highly technical jobs created, largely because of poor education-
al preparation.

Evidence also suggests that the differential imgact of new indus-
trial technology on black workers may be exacerbated by economic
recession, increasing isolation in depressed urban communities, and
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racial antagonism. Beyond official rates, trends in job search dis-
couragement and labor force attrition among blacks may also be
linked to differential displacement and related difficulty experi-
enced in m "king successful employment transitions,

For example, while blacks have comprised about 10 percent of
the population, they constitute about 20 percent of the unem-
ployed, but have been known to make up as much as 40 percent of
disccuraged workers who become frustrated in job search, so frus-
trated in job search that they stop looking. Moreover, census data
reveal dramatic drops in the -proportion of black males employed
?gtévgeen 1950 and 1980, from 74 percent in 1950, to 55 percent in

I might add that this dramatic decrease in labor force participa-
tion is not as widely noted as the increase in labor force participa-
tion among white women. . .

Black males have long experienced difficulties as primary eco-
nomic providers for their families, because of restrictions to rela-
tively low-paying unskilled jobs. However, as suggested in research
I am involved in, which is highlighted in a figure that I have in the
paper, black males may find it even more difficult to meet expecta-
tions as primary, or even secondary breadwinners, as reindustriali-
zation accelerates their displacement from unskilled jobs.

Hence, provider, role strain produced by related discouragement
in job search, labor force attrition, and loss in e.aployment income
may not only impact on black males as individuals, but may also
ripple through black families. The model that I am involved in sug-
gests that provider role difficulties within black families defuses
further into the family, and creates intense pressures on black
women and children, who often are forced and compelled to seek
work as a matter of economic survival.

We need to better understand the link between provider role dif-
ficulties among displaced black males and, one, the alarming num-
bers of households headed by females who must alone attempt to
juggle primary caretaking and work in efforts to avoid welfare de-
pendencies, and two, the crisis among jobless black youth who too
often are compelled by family economic hardship to enter the labor
market early but become discouraged because of diminishing op-
portunities,

A basic here that is not too often mentioned in discussions of,
say, youth unemployment, is the critical role of increasing displace-
ment and marginality among biack fathers within the context of
families, and the degree to which unemployment and supply of
black youth and the labor market is at some level of consequence
to this displacement. .

The research models that I basically have conducted research
around also suggest that the diffusion of provider role strains
within black families carry clear psychological risks for black men,
women, and children. Initial analysis of national data suggests that
among black husband-fathers, objective provider role difficulties
and related beliefs about their lack of success are both associated
with intense psychological distress.

Among black mothers who work to contribute to family income
both provider role demands and work demands are associated with
distress but perceived difficulty in the mother role appears to be
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particularly harmful. Among jobless black youth, manv feel hope-
less in their job search which increases their psychological risks for
distress but does not reduce active job search efforts.

Other evidence suggests that, despite objective difficulties, black
males maintain strong. values for the provider role which may ex-
acerbate the adverse psychological effects it has. Moreover, there is
evidence that psychological distress is only partially offset by
coping resources and is exacerbated when provider role problems
are hlamed on deficiencies in one’s character, or produce a general
sense of helplessness,

Future research should explore the degree to which failure,
stress, and strain in the family provider role is associated with the
higher risk among black males for familial estrangement, physical
and mental health problems as well as substance abuse, crime, and
other psychosocial problems often linked to an emerging black un-
derclass.

I might mention in terms of policy implications that many of the
policy implications for blacks as a consequence of reindustrializa-
tion tend to also to be true of other high-risk groups, for example,
those presiding in industrial States or in areas that are hard hit by
displacement of unskilled jobs particularly in the automotive and
steel industries.

The adverse psychosocial consequences of provider role difficul-
ties resulting from the differential impact of the reindustrialization
on black men however, are not only costly to black women and
children but also to American society in general. Responsive public
policy should include short-run preventive intervention programs
to promote effective individual and familial functioning, as well as
long-term policies that address the increasing risk of black males
for rapid displacement.

In response to the rapid displacement of black males from the
labor force, short-run intervention could incorporate elements that
address immediate psychosocial distress into more comprehensive
employment transition programs that also include retraining,
career development, and job placement. To increase ef'ectiveness,
such preventive intervention should build on exemplary employ-
ment transition programs being developed and evaluated by
mental health professionals and researchers at the University of
Michigan’s Prevention Intervention Research Center.

Long-run industrial policy should be devised to address the dif-
ferential impact of massive reindustrialization on black males who
disproportionately depend on displaced jobs to support themselves
and their families. Without such policies, provide: role difficulties
will likely be further exacerbated by the growing structural dislo-
cation of black males from the labor market and related problems
including job search discouragement, labor force dropout rates, en-
i:.rapment in a growing urban underclass, and “ractured black fami-

ies.

Hence, if trends continue without responsive public policy, the
long-run economic and social costs may well be far greater than
the short-run cost of such initiatives.

[Prepared statement of Phillip J. Bowman follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF PHILLIP J. BOWMAN, UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT URBANA-
PAIGN

INTRODUCTION

I am an Assistant Professor of Psychology at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign and am currently on leave at the University of Michigan’s Institute for
Social Research [ISR). During my leave, I am consolidating a program of reses.rch
on gocial psychological aspects of unemployment based on analysis of a unique set of
national data on black Americans collected by the Program for Research on Black
Americans at ISR. This work provides an opportunity to go beyend the often dis-
turbing official governmental statistics on black joblessness for a more penetrating
examination of human consequences on black families, adults and children. In this
work, I have shared the committee’s interests in the value of work, recent changes
in the types of jobs available and the implications of who gets them (or fails to get
them) on the economic security and psychological well-being of family members. M:
studies on black Americans focus on a group which has had serious difficulty ﬁnti
ing and maintaining employment and, even worse, is at alarming risk to become
even more economically marginal by massive reindustrialization and related labor
market trends, .

.In the next few minutes, I will focus on the crucial relationship between ralpid
displacement of unskilled industrial jobs, growing role strains within black families
and related psychosocial consquences. This issue not only has theoretical interest
to me as a social psycholo%is ut also raiscs so° .e critical policy questions since
reindustrialization and displacement will continue at an accelerated pace through-
out the 1980, 1990’s and into the 21st century. In the interest of time, I 7 !! ‘riefly
highlight major concerns which are discussed in greater detail in two ecent Tpers
which are currently under review for publication. Specifically, I would like to em-
phasize the urgency of jour related questions: (a) What differential impact are rein-
dustrialization and discrlacement having on jobless black workers? (b) How are the
ripple effects of such displacement within black families mediated by the diffusion
of provider role strains? (c) Do such family provider role strains have harmful %sy-
chosocial consequences for black men, women and children? (d) Are there public
policy implications that need to be addressed?

IMPACT OF REINDUSTRIALIZATION ON BLACK WORKERS—JOBLESSNESS, DISCOURAGEMENT
AND LABOR FORCE DROPOUT

Historical data show that the Industrial Revolution marked blacks’ transition
from argricultural to industrial worker and black males have largely depended on
unskilled labor and operatives jobs to support themselves and their families since
that transition. However, industrial planners now envision massive reindustrializa-
tion, particularly in automotive and steel manufacturing where robotics and other
computer controlled machines will virturally eliminate such jobs. Black joblessness
increases disproportionately as reindustrialization increases the number of plant re-
locations, ilant closings, indefinite layoffs and decreases the number of unskilled
young black workers hired. . . .

Aithough reindustrialization creates jobs, it eliminates more jobs than it creates.
Black workers, especially males, are hurt worst for two primary reasons: (a) they
are grossly overrepresented in the unskilled jobs eliminated, and (b) they fail to
compete well for highly technical jobs created largely because of poor educational
preparation. Evidence also suggests that the differential impact of new industrisl
technology on black workers may be exacerbated by economic recession, increasin
isolation in depressed urban communities, and racial antagonism. Beyond offici
unemploi'ment rates, trends in job search discouragement and labor force attrition
among blacks may also be linked to differential displacement and related difficulty
experienced in making successful employment transitions. For example, while
blacks have comprised about 10 percent of the population, they constitute about 20
percent of the unemployed but have been found to make up as much as 40 percent
of discouraged workers who become so frustated in job search that they stop look-
ing. Moreover, census data reveal dramatic drops in the proportion of black males
employed between 1950 and 1980 from 74 percent to 55 percent respectively.

RIPPLE EFFECTS WITHIN BLACK FAMILIES—ROLE STRAINS

Black males have long exzerie iced difficulties as primary economic providers for
their families because of restrictiins to relatively low paying, unskilled obs. Howev-
er, as suggested in figure 1, black males may find it even more difficult to meet
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expectations as primary or even secondary breadwinners as reindustrialization ac-
celerates their displacement from unskilled jobs. Hence, provider role strain pro-
duced by related discouragement in job search, labor force attrition and loss in em-
ployment income may not only impact on black males as individuals but may also
ripple through black families. The model presented in figure 2 suggests that difficul-
ties of black males in the provider diffuses further into black families to place in-
tense pressure on black women and children who often seek work as matters of
family economic survivdl. We need to better understand the link between provider
role difficulties among displaced black males and: (a) the alarming numbers of
" households headed by females who must alone juggle primary caretaking and work
in efforts to avoid welfare dependency; (b) the crisis among jobless black youth who
too often are compelled by family aconomic hardships to enter the labor market
early but become discouraged because of diminishing opportunities.

PSYCHOSOCIAL CONSEQUENCES—BLACK MEN, WOMEN, AND CHILDREN

The research models in figures 1 ard 2, which are guiding ongoing studies, also
suggest that the diffusion of provider role strajns within black families carries clear
psychological risks for black men, women and children. Initial analysis of national
data suggests that: (a) among black husband-fathers, objective provider role difficul-
ties and related beliefs about. their lack of success are both associated with psycho-
logical distress; (b) among black mothers who work to contribute to family income,
both provider role demands and work demands are associated with distress but per-
ceived difficulty in the mother role may be particularly harmful; (c) among jobless
black youth, many feel hopeless in their job search which increases the risks for
psychological distress but does not reduce active job search efforts. Other evidence
suggests that, despite objective difficulties, black males maintain strong values for
the provider role which may exacerbate adverse psychological effects. Moreover,
there is evidence that psychological distress is only partially offset by coping re-
sources and is exacerbated if provider role problems are blamed on deficiencies in
one’s character, or produce a general sense of helplessness. Future research should
explore the degree to which failure, stress and strain in the family provider role are
sssociated with the higher risk among black males for familial estrangement, physi-
cal and mental health problems as well as substance abuse, crime and other psycho-
social problems often linked to an emerging black underclass.




Figure 1

1al Conseq es of Provider Role Strain:
A Heuristic Model

POLICY INITIATIVES INDIVIDUAL COPING

- Short Run Intervention - Cognitive Adaptation Strategies
- Long Run Industrial and - Social and Personal Resources
Employment Policies

| Y J

ECONOMIC MARGINALITY TROVIDER ROLE STRAIN PSYCHOSOCIAL CONSEQUENCES

- Displacement and ~ Objective Dimensions f———— ~ Individual Distress
Joblessness - Subjective Dimensions - Familial Strain and
~ Underemployment Distress

See: Bowman, P. J. "Provider role strain among black males:
Research issues, directions and implications”. (under review)
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Figure 2

Pos t-Industrial Displacement and Family Role Strains:
. . A Heuristic Model
H
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v

POST-INDUSTRIAL DISPLACEMENT POLICY INITIATIVES

- Short Run Intervention
- Long Run Industrial and
Employment Policies

. Y

STAGE 1 - Displaced Fe :hers: Psychosocial
Provider Role Strain Adjustment

R

STAGE 11 - Working Mothers: Psychosocial

Multiple Role Strain Adjustment

Y

STAGE 1I1 - Unemployed Children: Psychosocial
Job Search Strain Adjustmunt

Socio~-Cultural
Coping Resuvurces

See: Bowman, P. J. "Post~industrial displacement and family role strains:
Challenges to the black family!' (under review, P. Voydanoff (Ed.)
Economic Distress and Families: Coping Strategies and Sorial Policy)
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS—SHORT RUN AND LONG RUN

Adverse psychosocial consequences of provider role difficulties resulting from the
differential impact of massive reindustrialization on black men are not only costly
to black women and children but also to American society in general. Responsive
public policy should include short run preventive intervention programs to promote
effective individual and family functioning as well as long run policies that address
the increasing risk of black males for rapid d’placement. In response to the rapid
displacement of black males from the labor force, short run intervention could in-
corporate elements that #-1dress immediate psychosocial distress into more compre-
hensive emplcyment transition programs that also include retraining, career devel-
opment and job placement. To increase effectiveness, such preventive intervention
could build on the exemplary employment transition programs being developed and
evaluated by mental health profescionals and researchers at The University of
Michigan’s Prevention Intervention Research Center.

Long run industrial policy initiatives should be devised to address the differential
impact of massive reindustrialization on black males who disproportionately depend
on displaced jobs to support themselves and their families. Without such policies,
existing provider role difficulties will likely be further exacerbated by the growing
structural dislocation of black males from the labor market and related problems,
including job search discouragement, labor force drop-out rates, entrapment in a
growing urban underclass and fractured black families. Hence, if trends continue
without responsive public policy, the long run economic and social costs may well be
far greater than the short run cost of such initiatives.

RELATED MATERIAL

Bowman, P.J., Jackson, J.S., Hatchett, S.J., & Gurin, G. (1982). Joblessness and
discouragement among black Americans. Economic Outlook U.S.A., Autumn, 85-88.

Bowman, P.J. (1985). Black fathers and the provider role: Role strain, informal
co%icng resource and life happiness. In A.W. Boykin (Ed.) Empirical Research in
Black Psychology (%a. 9-19). Rochester, MI: Oakland University. .

Harrison, A.O., Beale, R.L., Bowman, P.J. (1985). Role .train, coping resources,
and psychological well-being among black working mothers. In A.W. Boykin (Ed.)
Empirical Research in Black Psychology (pp. 21-27). Rochester, MI: Oakland Univer-
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Mr. Levin, Thank you very much.
. Mr. Hopkins.

STATEMENT QOF KEVIN R. HOPKINS, SENIOR FELLOW, THE
HUDSON INSTITUTE, ALEXANDRIA, VA

Mr. Hopkins. Thank you very much for the opportunity to
appear before you today to discuss the—a key factor in the pros-
pects—work for families, especially for families among the poor,
specifically, the effect of welfere on work and dependency.

The Hudson Institute recently began a year-long review of the
existing research on this issue. Our preliminary conclusion is that
about all that can be said with certainty about dependency is that
nothing can be said with certainty. On nearly every critical ques-
tion there is a widespread divergence of views. We are hopeful that
a more extensive analysis, such as we plan to conduct, will be able
to resolve some of these differences. We will be happy to report to
you on what we find at that time, if you wish.

For now, let me summarize our approach to this problem, which
I have explained in greater detail in the written testimony I have
submitted. We begin by placing the current welfare debate i its
historical context. Put simply, nothing has seemed to work or to
work very well. Despite a decade and a half of vigorous support for




Federal antipoverty efforts, including both liberal and conservative
approaches to the problem, the poverty level by 1980 was no lower
than it was in 1969 when the Great Society programs were just get-
ting into full swing,

The array of social programs begun in the 1960’s and the 1970’s
certainly alleviated many of the effects of poverty but they did not
end poverty itself nor di(f they provide real opportunity to the poor.

I offer thi observation as a caution against suggestions that all
that is needed is a little more money in the Federal budget for this
program or that. It is true, of course, that giving more money to
people will make them financially better off. And it certainly
should be our goal to provide the necessary help to those who
through no fault of their own are unable to meet their basic needs.

But our larger purpose should be the one that President Johnson
set forth-two decades ago, to create the conditions whereby the
poor can become economically selfsufficient. And we cannct
achieve this goal until we have a much better understanding of
why people become poor, in particular why many poor people do
not work or are unagle to work, and by contrast why some people
though poor are able to escape poverty.

I focus in my written testimony on the problem of poverty and
nonwork among unmarried mothers. A preliminary review of the
evidence suggests two major sets of factors may be involved in lead-
ing women to choose: single motherhood and hence to greatly in-
crease their chances of becoming or remaining poor and dependent.

First is a set of economic factors, The conventional argument
concerns the relative attractiveness of welfare compared to the
wage an un~arried women could earn if she worked. This finding
has led many analysts to Justifiably insist on work requirements
for women who receive AFDC in order to ensure effective work
performance, ’

However, this response misses the greater part of the problem.
The main reason that unskilled-unmarried mothers are poor is not
80 much that they do not work, although that is indeed a serious
problem at times, but that they do not marry before having chil-
dren. Here there are two possible sets of economic calculations.

Some childless women may look at their own job prospects and
find them inadequate and choose to have a child so that they may
qualify for welfare, rather than continuing their education or
taking a job. While this is a problem at times, however, far more
often poor unmarried women with or without a child may look at
the earnings capacity of their potential husbands and decide that
welfare will provide their future or existing child with more reli-
able,ﬁnancialpsupport than the potential hushand could. Therefore,
nonmarriage as an economic decision may depend heavily on the
earnings capacity of generally poor-young males. )

Why is their earnings capacity so low? One reason, of course, is a
lack of opportunity. Without question, many poor-young males
have fewer earnin%1 opportunities than other Americans, at least
partially because they have less education, less work experience,
and fewer job ckills.

Unfortunately, this is where too man analyses end. But merely
offering the education, job training and jobs is not enough, as the
experience of the 1960’s and 1970's demonstrated. If those pro-




grams and initiatives had worked we would have much lower-un-
employment rates and higher-work-performance rates today among
the unskilled minority and other young men. The existence of op-
portunities, however, does no good if the young men do not take
advantage of them. Why don’t they? There are a number of possi-
ble reasons—more than ¥ have time to go into now. But we must
endeavor to understand these reasons before we can design effec-
tiva responses or even the best opportunities may go unclaimed.

A second set of influences that contributes to unmarried mother-
hood and, hence, to poverty and low incomes among unmarried
mothers, involves psychological considerations. It appears that wel-
fare may psychologically discourage marriage in two respects.

For women, welfare may offer an opportunity for a limited
degree of financial security without their having to be dependent
on what they may perceive as unreliable men or husbands. For
men, welfare may serve to replace them as family providers and
g‘huns;il make them feel unnecessary to their potential or existing
amily. . '

Psychological factors also may affect the decision to bear or
father a child, at least according to some of the case study evidence
conducted so far. For a women in poverty, having a child, by quali-
fying her for AFDC, may give her a means of leaving an unpleas-
ant home environment. Having a child also may be a way of pro-
viding her something tangible to be proud of in an otherwise
dreary life. Similarly for poor men, fathering a child may demon-
strate their masculinity and provide a tangible accomplishment in
their own dreary lives.

Obviously, more study is needed on all of these questions. Much
of what I have suggested is clearly tentative at best and the evi-
dence in many cases is provisional and not entirely supportive of
any proposition. But these trends can be drawn from some of the
research, and I hope that they serve to underline four major points:

First, despite two decades of work, we don’t know, for sure what
causes dependency or poor work performance or how to end it.

Second, the dependency and work-performance problem are ex-
tremely complex. They include both the conventional economic
problems and also psychological aspects. And we must consider all
of these in designing responses or those responses will be ineffec-
tive. . :

Third, solutions beyond the conventional ones are called for if we
are to be serious about solving this problem, since most convention-
al approaches tried so far have not worked or have not worked all
that well. )

And fourth, simply giving more money or Government guaran-
teed jobs to the poor is not enough. We must create the conditions
whereby the poor can and will seek to achieve economic self-suffi-
ciency, or we have made very little progress toward ending depend-
ency.

Thank you very much.

[Prepared statement of Kevin R. Hopkins follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF KEVIN R. HoPKINS, SENIOR RESEARCH Ferrow, Hubson
INSTITUTE, ALEXANDRIA, VA

BEFORE THE SELECT COMMITTEE O CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES
OF THE U.S. ROUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WASHINGTON, D.C.
APRIL 17, 1988

"EVALUATING -THE EPFECT OF WELFARE ON WORK AND DEPENDENCY:
SOME FACTORS TO KEEP IN MInD"

Thank you very much for the opportunity to appear before you
today to discuss the effect of welfare on work and dependency.
We at the Hudson Institute recently began a year-long review of
the research conducted to date on this important issue. Our
preliminary findings, unfortunately, are not optimistic. About
all that can bc 3aid with certainty with regard to dependency is
that nothing can be said with certainty. On nearly every
question of importance to policymaking, there is a widespread
divergence of views, as the brief research sumnary [ have
included with my testimony indicates. We are hopeful that the
more intensive analysis we plan to conduct throughout the year
will help resolve some of .these seemingly irreconcilable
differences. I would be happy to report back to you on our
findings at that time.

For now, I think it is important to appreciate the historical
backdrop to the current attempt at welfare reform. Put simply,
nothing has seemed to work, or at least work very well. Despite
. 'decadz and a half of vigorous and committed support .for the
federal anti-poverty effort, the poverty level by 1980 was no
lower than the rate in 1969, when the Great Society programs were
just getting into full swing. Some may quibble with a statistic
here. and there, but there is no denying that poverty is still
with us -~ and was still with us even before the economic
turbulence of 1979~1982. The array of social programs begun in
the 1240s and 1970s certainly alleviated many of the effects of
poverty, but they did not end poverty itself, .nor did they
provide the opportunity for the "forgotten fifth" of the
population that President Johnson had sought.

At the same time, many of the mote "conservative" oriented
approaches have failed as well to end poverty. MNeither the work
incentives incorporated into AFDC nor the WIN program did much to
encourage work among welfare recipients. The training and
employment programs of the 1970s placed only about 15 percent of
their clients in permanent, private sector jobs. And even the
steady economic growth of the post-1982 period has failed to
reach all segments of society.




1 offer this oblervation as a csution against suggestions
that all that is needed is a little more money in the federal
budget for this program or that. It is true, of course, that
giving more money to people will make them financially better
off. And it certainly should be our gozl to provide the
necessary help to those who, through no fault of their own, sre
unable to meet their most basic needs. But our larger purpose
should be the one President Johnson set forth two decades ago:
to create the conditions wheredby the poor can become economically
self-sufficient. And we cannot achieve this latter goal until we
have a much better understanding of why people become poor, and
why some peopie, though poor, are able to escape poverty.

The studies cited in the research review provide some irnsight
into-these questions, but their usefulness to policymaking is
limited ‘because they focus on the correlates of dependency, not
the causes. Unfortunately, in dealing with time series data as
these studies do, correlations are all one can establish. In
order to determine causes of poverty, one needs to understand the
world from the viewpoint of a poor person -- in particular, what
choices, opportunities and obligations she perceives herself as
facing. The critical word here is wperceives"”. It does no good
to ask ourselves how we would react when confronted by a cettain
set of circumstances; we must ask how a poor person would
respond. As Michael Harrington observed nearly a quarter century
ago, many of the poor face & profoundly different world than most
of us do -- a world of frustration, of hopelessness and of
misery.

Of course, as Harrington also pointed out, there are many
types of poverty; and there is too little time to go into each of
them here. So I would like to briefly apply this approach to
perhaps the most vexing poverty problem -~ that of the single

mother. The tesearch by Bane and Ellwood demonstrates that

75 percent of the unmarriad women with children who enter AFDC do
so through changes in family composition. Either an unmarried,
childless woman has her first child, or her husband or lover
departs. This breakdown in family structure is particularly
damaging to blacks; poverty and income levels for blacks and for
whites would be highly similar if the percentage of intact
families were the same.

As importaut as this information is, however, all it tells us
is how women become poor. It does not tell us why.
Investigating tuls aspect of the problem is far more difficult,
since there are fewer good data available, but we can sketch out
some possible hypotheses. A preliminary review of the evidence,
especially the case study evidence such as Leon Dash's excellent
series of articles in the Washington Post earlier this year on
teenage pregnancy, suggests two major sets of factors may be
involved in leading women to choose si.gle motherhood, and hence
to greatly increase their susceptibility to poverty and
dependency.
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First is a set of economic factors. For whatever reason, it
appears that welfare may be more econcmically gttractive to some
poor women than their alternatives of marriage and work. As
Duncan end Hoffman recently concluded, "income and welfare trends
notwithstanding, the relative attractivenees of AFDC has
increased. If that were not true, APDC rates would now be lower
rather than higher than before."

The conventional economic corsideration epplied to this
problem has been the relative attractiveness of welfare compared
to the wage an unmarried mother could earn if she worked. Hence,
many analysts have long insisted on work incentives or work
requirements for women who receive AFDC. But while these steps
are necessary to encourage unmarried mothers to work their way to
economic self-sufficiency, they miss the greatest part of the
problem. The most important reason unskilled, unmarried mothers
are poor is not that they do not work, but that they do not marey
before having children.

Here, there are two possible sets of economic caleculations.
Some childless women may look at their own job prospects, find
them inadequate, and choose to have a child in order to join the
AFDC rolls rather than continuing their education or taking a
job. This undoubtedly happens, but it is probably only a minor
factor in the overall constellation of influences. More
importantly, poor unmarried women, with or without a child, may
look at the earnings capacity of their potential husbands and
decide that welfare will provide their existing or future child
with more reliable financial support than the potential husband
could. Hence, they may choose welfare not so much over work as
they choose it over marriage. This preference for welfare over
marriage may be further encouraged by requirements in some half
the states that AFDC be provided only to families where no father
is present.

Therefore, nonmarriage as an economic decision depends
heavily on the earnings capacity of potential husbands -- that
is, of generally poor young males. Why is thei  earnings
capacity so low? One reason, of course, is a lack of
opportunity. Without question, many poor young males have fewer
income-earning opportunities than other Americans -- they have
lower education levels, less work experience and fewer job
skills. Even when economic growth provides a steady increase in
jobs, they may not be qualified for the jobs that are available.

Unfortunately, this is where too many analyses end. But
merely offering the education, job training and jobs is not
enough, as the experience of the 1960s and 1970s demonstrated.
The existence of opportunities does no good if the young men are
unwilling to take advantage of them. Why don't they take these
opportunities? One possible reason is that, to the extent these
young men can rely for support on the AFDC payments that women
receive, as some apparently do, then nonwork may be more
economically attractive to them than any job or training
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opportunit®2s that might be evailable. There certainly are other
possible reasons for these young men's nonwork or inconsistent
work, and hence their unattractiveness as potential marriege
partners, We must understand these reasons before we can design
effective responses, or even the best opportunities may go
unclaimed.

A second set of influences that contribute to a pocr woman's
becoming an unmarried mother, and hence making her poverty and
dependency more likely, involve psychological considerations.
Here, the evidence is both tentative and anecdotal, but the case
study research does tend to support a few generalizations with
regard to both the decision not to marry and the decision to
conceive a child. It appears that the availability of welfare
may psychologically diseourage marriage in two respects. For
women, welfare may offer an opportunity for & limited degree of
financial security without their having to be dependent on what
they may perceive as unreliable men. And for men, welfare mey
serve to replace them as family providers, and thus make them
feel unnecessary to their potential or existing family.

Further, certain psychological factors may affect the
decision to bear or father a child. For a woman in poverty,
having a child may give her a means, through the availability of
welfare, of leaving an unpleasant home environment, Having a
child also may be a way of demonstrating her femininity, and of
providing her something tangible to be proud of in an otherwise
dreary life. Similarly, for.poor men, fathering a child may
serve to demonstrate their masculinity and provide a tangible
accomplishment in their own dreary lives.

Obviously, more study is needed on all of these questions.
However, there is good reason to suspect these or similar
influences operate to a nontrivial extent in the generation cof
dependency. As such, they imply certain policy considerations
and prescriptions not necessarily consonant with either
conventional liberal or conventional conservative wisdom. I
would be happy to discuss some of these policy prescriptions with
you, if you wish.

In any case, however, it should be clear that policymakers
must bear in mind the full range of influences on dependency if
they are to design effective welfare programs that not snly will
meet the basic current needs of the poor, but also will create
the conditions whereby they eventually can provide for their own
needs. As the income maintenance experiments demonstrated, even
the most compassionately conceived program, if built without
regard for these factors, can produce unintended and damaging
effects. After two decades of concerted effort that, -
distressingly, have left poverty in place, we cannot -- for the
sake of the poor -- afford to make the same mistake again.

Thank you, and [ welcome your questions.
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A Preliminary Review of Research on Welfare Dependency
by Xevi~ R. Hopkins, Senior Research Fellow, Hudson Institute

In August 1964, President Lyndon B. Johnson inaugurated the Great
Society's "War on Poverty," declaring that:

We are not content to accept endless growth of relief or
welfare rolls. We want to offer the forgottea fifth of our
population opportunity and not doles. ... The days of the
dole ia our country are numbered. (New Yock Times, 1964)

Unfortunately, President Johnson was wrong. Not only has poverty persisted
and the welfare rolls remained, but in-recent years the associated phenomenon
of "welfare dependency™ has emerged ss a serious personal and social ill in
itself. By one estimate, more than one-twelfth of the US. population, and
nearly one-half of all black Americans, depended upon welfare-type payments
for at least nalf thelr family income in one or mote years of the 1963-1978
decade. (Coe, 1981) More recently, the US. Census Bureau reported that
fully one in three children live in households that receive at least one
means-tosted benefit, while 14X live in familles that receive cash public
assistance. (US. Bureau of the Census, 1986) Not only is the budgetary cost
of such dependency substantiat, but, as President Reagan has acknowledged,
this outlay "...pales before the sinful waste of human potential..." (Reagan,
1986) For while dependency, for some, represents but a few rough years in
otherwise gainful lives, for far too many others the inebility to meet their

economic needs is & prison of deficiency from which they may never escape.

The challenge confronting policymakers for the remainder of the century is
to better isolate the causes of this dependency — to understand its roots, its
means of propegation and the reasons for its persistence - in order to craft
policies that will reduce both its incidence and severity -~ and, in
particular, to <reate the conditions under which these Americans can become
financially self-sufficient.

The task will not be easy. When Michael Harrington (1962) first called
public attention to the plight of the "Other Americans," the policy horizon
was broad and virtuelly limitless. It was this nearly unrestricted range of
options that led the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations to embark confidently
on a massive "socialization™ effort, employing the best minds and ideas of the
time, geared toward onding poverty not just by giving the poor money, but by
fully integrating them Into the American economic and social mainstream.
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If Charles Murray's Losing Ground did nothing else, it demonstrated that
these effocts generally did not succeed. For whatever reason, from the late
1960s onward, incomes of the poor, overall employment rates, general educa-
tional attainment, urban safety and family structures all deteriorated. And
by 1980, the official poverty rate was higher than it had been in 1989 — and
was rising. (Murray, 1984) The condition of the poor might have been far
worse_without the programs of the Great Society, but even with them it was too
little improved.

Some, Tncluding Herrington and Sar A. Levitan, have contended recently
that the remedy to this enduring problem is to build even Greater Societies
modeled and enlarging on the social experiments of the 1960s and 1970s.
(Harrington, 1984; Levitan and Johnson, 1984) But their arguments miss an
essential peint: it was largely the structure and ofientation of programs,
not the financial commitment to them, that proved deficient. (Moynihan, 1969;
Anderson, 1978; Mead, 1986). As former Budget Director David Stockman
tepeatedly argued before Congress, the federal income maintenance arsenal has
not suffered from an overall shortage of dollars. (Stockman, 1983) Indeed,
the celebrated SIME/DIME demonstrations, among others, sugge .t that even more
comprehensive income support schemes could worsen many of the social
conditions they are intended to repair. (Groeneveld et. al., 1983; Bishop,
1880; Danziger et. al., 1981) And prevailing budget constraints probably
would not permit such undertakings even if they were deemed wise.

In a sense, many of the more "conservative" approaches to curing
dependency have lost much of their credibility as well. The work incentives
incorporated into AFDC in 1967 failed to substantially encourage work among
recipients, and were pared in 1881, (Anderson, 1978; Levy, 1979) The Work
Incentive (WIN) program, also initiated in 1967 and made mandatory in 19871,
has been only marginally offective. (Mead, 1986; Garvin et. al., 1978;
Chadwin et. al., 1981) The training and employment programs of the Nixon and
Ford Administrations brought too few previously "unemployable" clients into

" private, unsubsidized work, and have been largely disbandea. (OMB, 1982)
Workfare-type programs, at least as they were initially implemented, showed
decidedly mixed results in reducing long-term dependency. (Gueron and
Goldman, 1983; Germanis, 1982; Rodgers, 1981) And even the steady economice
growth of the post-1982 recession has proven to date to be an economic tide
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that has not "ifted all boats®. As the Committee on the Next Agenda (1985)
has noted, "What will work — if anything — remains to be discovered."

A. The State of Dependency Res‘arch

In an effort to isolate the factors most highly correlaied with welfare
dependency, & number of scholars in recent years have undertaken sophisticated
analyses of the personal, programmstic and environmental characteristics
attending sid receipt. The results of these studies are well summarized in
two excellent surveys by Duncan and Hoffman (1985, 1986). The major findings
of this resecsch will be highlighted here.

1. The dominant analytical approach

The most systematic research to date on the correlates of dependency has
relied on statistical and econometric analysis of longitudinal and case resord
data for AFDC recipients. The principsl sources of longitudinal data are the
Panel Survey of Income Dynamics (PSID), which provides information on
representative samples of recipients and non-recipients beginning in 1968 and
the National Longitudinal Survey (NLS), which provides such information
beginning in 1969 (slthough data are missing for 1974, 1976 cnd 1379). A
third set of data derives from AFDC caseload statistice, beginning with cases
opened in 1965. O'Neill et. al. (1984) reviews the technical imperfections in
these data sets. Despite these flaws, however, the data have allowed most
researchers to identify with a high degree of confidence many of the factors
closely associeted with welfare receipt.
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Researchers have approached these receipt data in three principal ways.
Eaclier studies (e.g., Hacrison, 1977; Rein and Rainwater, 1978; Coe, 1981;
Duncan et. al., 1984) conducted p ‘nt-in-time and fixed multi-year analyses of
time on welfare. Subsequently, a number of rescarchers, most prominently Bane
and Bllwood (1953), O'Neill et. al. (1684) and Ellwood {1985), have sought to
analyze the duration of receipt of AFDC by the isolation of "spells," or
enviinuous periods, of welfare use, Finally, these and other authors have
a‘tempted to determine the factors associeted with entry to and exit from
welfare spells, (Hutchens, 1981; Bane and Ellwood, 1983; O'Neill et, &l,,

1984; Ellwood, 1985)

2. Time pattern of dependency

The time pattern of dependency is well established. Most spells of AFDC
receipt are short, with from 48% to 69% of periods of dependzney lasting two
years or less. (Ellwood, 1985; O'Neill et, al., 1084) By contrast, at any
point in time, roughly half (49%) of AFDC recipients are involved in spells
that will last elght or more years. (Ellwcod, 1985) While some authors
(e.g., Duncan and Hoffman, 1385) label thex results as “séemingly
paradoxical,” there is no real mystefy. The divergence is tut a statistical
artifact of the wide distribution of spell lengths among recipients, and
reflects the fact that thcse with longer “x+il lengths will show up in a
greater number of point-in-time cuelom\'.:\upshots, increasing their average
representation in any given sample. (See Table 1)

However, these speli patterns cannot necessarily be taken as
representative of total time on welfare. Bane and Ellwood (1983) estimate
that some one-third of recipieits return to welfare after they leave, while
Ellwood (1985) concludes that 40% of those ending their first spells of
welfare aventually return. (These figures probably understatz the true rate
of recldivism, o return to dependency, since the annuel PSID and NLS daia
cannot capture breaks in receipt that occur and terminate within the same ot
the subsequent year.) Most recidivism agparently takes place within two years
of last receipt; Bene and Ellwoud (1983) note that those who ¢omain
independent of welfare for six years or more almost never retura.
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TABLE 1.

THE TIME PATTERN OF DEPENDENCY ON AFOC

(Parcent)

1-2 years 3-7 years 8+ years Total

Length of individual spell

Persons beginning a spell

PSID: Ellwood (1985)
NLS: O'Neill et. al. (1984)
AFDC case records: O'Neill
et. al. (1984)
1965 cohort
1975 achort

...on AFDC at point~in-time

PSID: Ellwood (1983)

Total time on AFpCl

Persons beginning first spell

PSID: Ellwood (1985).

...on AFDC at point-in-time

PSiL: Ellwood (1985)

1.

Including multiple spells.

Sources: Lllwood (1985); O'Neill et. al. (1984)

Table adapeted from:

Duncan and Hoffman (1985)



3. Correlates of dependency

Bane and Ellwood (1983), O'Neill et. al. (1984) and Ellwood (1985) have
conducted the most extensive analysis to date of the factors associated with
welfare receipt and spell length, with O'Neill et. al. relying primarily on
NLS data (though analyzing PSID and caseload statistics as well), and the
others exclusively on PSID data. These studies have revealed thet the
probability of receipt, spell length and recidivism varies markedly
accordingly to a number of recipient characteristics.

Age of female head. Neitiier O'Neill et. &' (1984) nor Ellwood
(1985) found a significant effect of the sge of the feisale head of household
on the duration of her welfare receipt.

Teen-age motherhood. O'Neill et. al. (1984) found that "...early
childbearing does not appear to be associated with longer spell uration,
although ... women starting welfare spells are more likely to have had a child
as a teenager than the general population.”

Number of children. Ellwood (1985) found a significant positive
correlation between the number of children and both spell length and
recidivism. O'Neill et. al. (1984) found this correlation with spell duration
only for the number of children under age six, and also found that women who
give birth while on AFDC tend to remain on the rolls longer.

Age of children. As noted, O'Neill et. al. (1984) determined that
women with children under age six were likely to Rav: longer welfare spells.
Bane and Ellwood (1483) and Ellwood (1985) found no such correlation, although
Ellwood (1985) found that women whose youngest child was under age six were
less likely to returr to welfare once leaving the rolis.

Race. Bane and Ellwood (1983) found non-whites to have longer AFDC
spells, but Ellwood (1985), in reanalyzing the PSID data, found no significant
correlation. However, he determined that blacks were significantly more
likely to return to welfare. O'Neill et. al. (1984) found a significant
assoclation with race and duration, noting that some 68% of blacks but only
42% of whites remained on AFDC for longer than one year, while 31% of blacks
ard 13% of whites remained on for five or more years. By contrast, Hutchens
(1981), studying a subsample of the PSID data including only low-income blacks

and whites, found essentially no race effects.
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Schooling. Both O'Neill et. al. (1984) and Ellwood (1985) found
education highly correlated with spell length, with high school dropouts much
more likely to experience long spells than those who completed high school.

Work experience. Both O'Neill et. al. (1984) and Ellwood (198S)
found the female head's work exp~.ience to be strongly associated with spell
length, with lower work experience leading to longer stays.

Income. O'Neill et. al. (1984) found that the lower the female
' head's wage rate prior to her receiving welfare, the longer her expected stay.
Indeed, Bane and Ellwood (1983) found that almost half of recipients had
incomes below the poverty line in the year prior to welfare receipt.

Health., O'Neill et. al. (1984) found that poor health leads to
longer welfare stays. ’

Social-psychological factors. O'Heill et. al. (1984) conducted five
‘separate tests of the correlation between AFDC receipt and
social-psychological factors: two on NLS data for different periods using
recipient scores on the Rotter efficacy test (measuring the extent to which
one feels in control of one's environ~ent), and three on PSID data, one using
a different measure of efficacy, one a measure of future orientation and one a
measure of need achievement. In no case did the researchers find a
significant correlation between the given social-psychological factor and
spell length. In a separate study, Hill et. al. (1985) similarly found no
significant correlation between motivation and zpell -length.

AFDC benefit levels. O'Nelll et, al. (1984) found that higher AFDC
benefit levels generally but not always associated with longer stays, while
Ellwood {1985) found a strong corrclation between benefit levels and spell
length.

State sdministrative peactices. In analyzing case records, O'Neill
et. al, (1984) found some : ‘nce that state administrative prectices, as
measured by error rates, ¢a «ifect spell length, with tighter administration
reducing duration.

State economlc conditions. State economic conditions, as measured by
the state manufacturing wage and unemployment rate, appear generally to affect
duration on welfare, with higher wages and lower unemployment usually
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aszociated with shorter stays. However, the effects ‘sre not always
consistent, (O'Neill et. al,, 1984)

4, Entry into and exit from AFDC

Theee-quarters of all entries onto AFDC take place because of major
relationship changes: 45% due to divorce oc separation and 30% due to birth
of a child to an unmarried childless woman. Only 12% of entries occur because
the female head's earnings fell. (Bane and Ellwood, 1983) By contrast, 35%
of all women exit from AFDC due to marrisge, 11% due to loss of eligibility
because the children leave home and 21% due to an increase in the female
head's earnings. (Ellwood, 1985) These results are summarized in Table 2.

Exits by marriage are relatively constant during the years of welfare
spells, but exits by earnings become more difficult the longer one stays on
welfare (O'Neill et. al., 1984), with some two-thirds of all earnings exits
occurring within the first three years of receipt {Bane and Ellwood, 1983).
Both marriage and earnings exits constitute roughly cquivalent percentages of
permanent exits (about 30% each) and of exits followed by returns to welfare
(sbout 40% esch). (Bane and Ellwood, 1983) Nonethcless, some 40% of those
who exit continue to wnﬂlncom\es below the poverty line in the year after
their exit, although by the second year those who left by marriage e
somewhat more likely to be poor than those who left via a earnings increase.
(Bane and Ellwood, 1983) '

Various demographic factors affect one's ability to earn oc wmarry one's
way off welfare, generally operating 83 one would expect; these factors are
discussed in detuil In O'Neill at. al. (1984). Two factors merit particular
attention, O'Nel” st. al. (1984) found that cider children Inhibit exits
via marriege more than younger children, while younger children are a greater
hindrance to exits via earnings. Bane and Ellwood (1983) found results of
marginal significance, but in the opposite direction, They did find, howsver,
that women with only one child at the.start of their receipt were twice as
L.cly to exit within two years via earnings as women who started their spells
with three children,

Moreover, both Bane and Ellwood (1983} and O'Neill et. al. (1984), using
PSID data, found that blacks were no less likely to earn their way off
welfare, but were considerably less likely to marry their way off. (Ucing NLS
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TABLE 2.
ENTRY TO AND EXIT FR(M AFDC

(Percent) Entry to AFDC

Change in:
Family relationships

Marital statusl
Having AFDC-eligible child®

Earnings

Of female head
Of other family member(s)

Other incame (including transfers

Other (including unidentified

100

Total

1. Entry: divorce/separation; exit: marriage.
2. Entry: Unmarried woman gives birth to first child; exit: children no
longer eligible or leave parental home.

Sources: Entry - Bane and Ellwood (1983); Exit - Ellwood (1985)
Table adapted from: Duncan and Hoffman (1985)
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data, O'Neill et. a1, found blacks less likely to exit by either means.) In
fact, according to the PSID analysis, "the entir2 effect of race on the
probability of exit seems to be generated by a difference in the probability
of exit via marriage across races.” (O'Neill et. al., 1984)

B. Principal Issues Confronting Dependency Research

Most of the findings cecorded in the previous section are as one would
expect, and occasion little dispute. However, in & number of areas related to
4ependency research there remains no general agreement among observers, with
the result that some questions continue to spark controversy. Other issues
broach not so much discord as confusion, as they encompass results that are
difficult to explain. Finally, in some areas there appear to be serious gaps
in the existing analysis. In any case, these issues, outlined here, require
much more extensive study.

1. Major controversies

Effect of welfare on work effort. Analysts for some time have
alleged that welfare payments create substantial disincentives to work.
Anderson (1978) poirts to effective marginal tax rates of 100% or more on
income earned by recipients as constituting a "poverty wall® thet traps in
poverty those who otherwise would work their way out. Similarly, Murray
(1984) argues that of the options facing a potential recipient, work has
become one of the least attractive, ¢ situation, he contends, that is
responsible for the decline in black labor force perticipation.

The most potent evidence of the existence of such disincentives came in
the income maintenance tests operated between 1968 and 1§78 in various parts
of the country, with those in Seattle and Denver (SIV.E/DIME) being the most
highly publicized. In the SIME/DIME sxperiments, the peovision of a
guaranteed income reduced "desired hours of work" by 9% among husbands, 20%
among wives (Robins and West, 1980), 33% for non-family heads who married
during the course of the test and 43% for those who remained nonheads (West,
1980). Of course, actual AFDC benefits are below the payment standards used
in SIME/DIME (Cain, 1985), but even these lower levels appear to be associated
with longer stays on welfare (Hutchens, 1981; Plotnick, 1983)., Bane and
Eliwood (1983) caution that since AFDC benefit levels have little effect on
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poverty spell dynamics per _se, changes in exits via earnings may ceflect the
lowered income thresholds rather than real effects on work behavior. However,
Plotnick (1984) found that aid payments reduce pre-transfer earned incomes
substantially, perhaps by as much as half, indicating a real effect.

Others contend that the work disincentives srgument is overblown. Storey
(1982) argues that the income maintenance experiments overall showed only
"mtodest" disincentive effects. Coe and Duncan (1985) point to the relatively
rapld movenent off welfare and the frequent mixing, by recipients, of income
from both work and AFDC as evidence that disincentives, if they exist, cannot
be too powerful, Further, Plant (1984) concludes that even among long-term
recipients the failure to exit the rolls via earnings was a result primarily
of persistently low wages rather than disincentives within the system. And
Parsons (1980a, 1980b) found deciines in labor force participation due to
factors other than welfare benefits. Moreover, the reducticn in 1981 of the
“thirty and a thlnj" and other work incentives (the "OBRA reforms") clearly
increased marginal tax rates on recipients who earned income through work; if
the disincentives theory were correct, work effort should have declined and
welfare rolls increased in response. Yet in an early, detailed evaluation of
the effect of these reforms, the Research Triangle in.titute (1983) found that
those without earnings in the base year were somewhat less likely (though
insignificantly so) to be on th’e welfare rolls in the year after the program
changes, while those with earnings in the base year were twice as likely to
have left the rolls. This issue is now clouded, however; in analyzing data
for 1983 and 1984, Moffitt (1985) found thut when unemployment rates were
taken into account, OBRA did produce significant reductions in work effort,
and that the effect appears to be increasing over time.

Effect of welfare on marriage. Gilder (1978), among others, has
argued that welfare induces marital break-up o¢ prevents marriage in the first
place by making the role of the husband financially unnecessary. This thesis
seems to have been confirmed by the SIME/DIME experiments, in which marital
dissolution wes 36% higher for whites and 42% higher for blacks receiving the
guaranteed income payments than for the respective groups that did not. In a
similar experiment in New Jersey, there was no significant effect on marriages
among whites, but a 66% increase in break-up among blacks. (Bishop, 1980)
When benefits more in line with AFDC levels were studied, Bahr (1979),
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Hutchens (i979), and Hoffman and Holmes (1978} still found a significant

impact of welfare payments on marital stability. Ellwood and Bane (1984)
estimated that a $100 increase in maximum AFDC benefits could incresse divorce
and separation by 10% overall and by 50% among very young mothers. Similarly,
Honig (1974) estimated that a 10% increase in AFDC benefits would increase the
number of beneficlaries due to marital break-up among whites by some 15% and

among blacks by some 7%.

However, Gilbert (1983) argues that when the SIME/DIME experiments are
examined more closely, the results do not uniformly support the theory that
welfare promotes marital beeak-up. For instance, dissolution rates v.ere lower
at the high support level (§5,600) than at the lower support levels.

Other studies, such as Sawhill et, al, (1975), have found little effect of

AFDC payment levels on marital dissolution, while Ross and Sawhill (1875)
found some effect on remarriage, but none on diverce oc separation. Moreover,
according to data from the Current Population Survey, the steepest decline in
the percentage of intact families, at least among blacks, occurred over the
13-year peciod 1967 through 1980, yet during much of this time
inflation-adjusted AFDC benefits were falling, and by 1380 such benefits were
nearly one-third lower on average than they had been a decade earlier; thus,
marital break-up appears to have been inversely related to the real level of
AFDC benefits, at least during the 1970s. .

Effect of welfare on illegitimacy. Some scholars, such as Janowitz

(1976), Vining (1983) and Gilder (1383), have asserted that AFDC increases
illegitimacy, especially amzmg teenagers, by providing them with a means of
escape from unpleasant home environments that they otherwise could have little
hope of leaving, As Gilder notes, AFDC payments come with "one crucial
condition: [the woman] saust bear an illegitimate child,* The rise 1n
illegitimacy over the last 20 years, particularly among young black women,
appears to lend some support to this explanation. Purther, Janowitz (1976)
found a positive relationship between welfare benefits and illegitimacy among
non-whites, although not among whites. Also, the residual effects from the
study by Honig (1974) suggest a 7% incresse in AFDC recipients among blacks
and 4% among whites due to factors ‘other than marital dissolution, at least

some of which is illegitimacy.

On the other hand, Cutright (1970, 1971, 1972), Moore and Caldwell (1877)
and Moore and Burt (1982) found no re}ationship between the level of welfare
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benefits and illegitimacy, while McLanahan (1985) points out that the
illegitimacy rate was declining during most of the time welfare benefits were
increasing. In the most sophisticated study on the issue, Ellwood and Bane
(1984) found no significant effect of AFDC benefit levels on illegitimacy,
postulating that because the decision to have & child was 20 consequential,

the avallability of AFDC for a few years was unlikely to have a substantial
influence on this decision. However, they did find a substantial effect of
benefit levels on living arrangements, projecting that a_SlOO increase in the
maximum payment would produce an increase in women with children living away
from thelr perental home of 30% in general and of 50% to 100% among very young
women. Since most young unmarried women who have a child while still living
in the parental. home remain ‘there for some time before setting up their own
household, it may be that young women decide to have babies at least partially
on the expectation of eventually receiving AFDC, but the data cannot be used
to support such a determination at this point. )

Effect of welfare on attitudes. Each of the above effects, to the
extent they exist, could come about in one of two ways. The interaction of
intrinsic disincentives in welfare with a recipient's existing attitudes could
cause the reclplérit to change her behavior (e.g., quit work). Or, welfare
could alter the recipient's underlying attitudes themselves. There is little
statistical evidence bearing on this latter possibliity. and what evidence

exists is contradictory. Duncan and Hoffman (1985) note that events such es
wage or employment changes generally lead to changes in one's perception of
control over her environment (e.g., Andrisani, 1878; Hill et. al., 1985). On~
the other hand, O'Neill et. al. (1984) found no effect of welfare receipt on
recipients' attitudes. Similarly, Goodwin (1872) found no effect of welfare
on attitudes toward work.

Effect of welfare on poverty. Working together or independently,
the four effects cited above, to the extent they exist, could tend to reduce
the recipient's ability and/or inclination to become self-sufficient, and thus
prolong her period of impoverishment. O'Neill et. al. (1984) found such a
"duration dependence,” meaning that the longer one's welfare spel: at a
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particular point in time the longer her total spell could be expected to be,

but they were unable to explain this effect. Ellwood (1985) derived & similar
result. More recentiy, Galloway (1986) concluded that the apparently

increasing attractiveness of welfare benefits during the 1870s increased

poverty among children by more than 20%, Of course, the welfare-poverty link
is a primary thesis of Losing Ground. (Murray, 1984). Others contend,
however, that the causal connection is overstated (Coe and Duncan, 1985; AWPA
Symposium, 1985; McLanahan et. al., 1985) or incorrect (Harrington, 1984;
Danziger and Feaster, 1985).

Intergenerational transmission of dependency. Regardless of whether

dependent attitudes are pre-existing or are produced by weifare receip_t, such
receipt could catalyze the formation of dependent attitudes among children.
Such hypothesized intergenerational transmission of dependency is, in fact, a
recurrent theme in the literature on the causes of poverty. Lewis (1961,
1965, 1970), among others, has argued that children of neighborhoods
characterized by widespread parental dependency absorb attitudes that
discourage them from taking advantage of future opportunities, and thus tend
to be dependent in their adult lives. Poverty, he says "is & way of life ...
passed down from generation to generation along family lines." (Lewis, 1961)
Others, such as Sheehan (1976), have used case studies of individual families
to make much the same point. There is some statistical evidence to support
such & claim. O'Neill et. al. (1984) found that women who grew up in
temale-headed households were more likely themselves to have longer welfare
spells as adults, and that black women on AFDC were twice as likely as their
white counterparts to have grown up in a female-headed household.

However, a series of systematic tests by RHill (1981, 1985), Hill et. al.
(1985) and Hili and Ponza (1983, 1984), examining 14 years of PSID data on
young adults and their parents, found that only a small proportion of women
growing up in heavily welfare-dependent homes themselves became heavily
dependent on welfare as adults and, indeed, that there was no significant link
at all for blacks between the welfare dependency of parent and child.

The existence of an underclass. Closely related to the question of
the intergenerational transmission of dependency is the notion of the
existence of an "underclass" or a "culture of poverty". Although the concept
hed existed for at least a century, Harrington (1962) gave it public
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prominence in The Other America, asserting, with Lewis, that "Poverty in the
United States is a culture, an institution, & way of life." Banfield (1970)
concurred, arguing that among the lower classes, the insbility to function in
society was "probably culturally given in most cases..” More than a decade
later, Auletta (1982) observed that "..among students of poverty there is
little disagreement that a fairly distinct black and white underclass does
exist; that this underclass generally feels excluded from society, rejects
commonly accepted values, suffers from behavioral as well as income
deficiencies. They don't just tend to be poor; to most Americans their
behavior seems aberrant.” More recently, Mead (1985) has argued that this
inability to function in society is a defining characteristic of the
persistently poor.

The existence of an actual underclass has been challenged by, among
others, Roach and Gursslin (1967). Miller et. al. (1976) survey behavioral
patterns among the poor and suggest such patterns are not as defining &s some
underclass theorists sssert. Other analysts, such as Cloward and Ohlin (1960)
and Clark (1874), contend that the underclass, to the extent it exists, is a
product of society's foreclosure of opportunity rather than of the character
of the individuals themselves. Unfortunately, there is little statistical
information to inform either set of claims, although the absence of strong
social-psychological correlations to dependency, noted above, seems to imply
that any such "culture” cannot have very powerful effects. On the other hand,
the fact that the exit probability differences between blacks and whites
derived by O'Neill et. al. (1984) in analyzing the complete PSID data base
disagpeared in the Hutchens (1881) study of the low-income subsample of the
PSID suggests that there may be some commonality of behavior among the poor.

2. Major paradoxes

The failures of the Great Society. As noted, the programs of the
Great Society largely failed to achieve their purpose of integrating the
"forgotten fifth" of the population into the economic and social mainstream.
Yet more effort and study was devoted to preparing, implementing and
evaluating these programs than has been committed to probably any other
domestic initiative since the 1930s. Theoretically, such extensive ziforts
should have borne more fruit in practice, particularly since the Johnson
Administration had an atypically free hand in designing programs to its
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liking. The fact that they did not bear such truit, apparently because of
flawed programmatic structures, suggests that either the designers badly
misunderstood the character and motivations of their intended clients or that
many of the clients were not subject to what amounted to middle class
socialization. In either case, a fuller understanding than presently exists

of the reasons for these widespread failures seems essential to properly
designing future responses to the problem of dependency.

The breakdown of the incentives model, The more
conservative-oriented economists and sociologists, notably Friedman (1962),
Becker (1874, 1976, 1978, 1981), Anderson (1978) and Murray (1984), long have
emphasized the primacy of economic tactors in individual decision-making.
Evidence from the various work incentives programs provide some support for
this thesis, but less than one might hope. In particular, it appears that
many persons work and otherwise furction socially even when it is not
economically advantageous for them to do so. (Goodwin, 1972; Gilder, 1981;
Research Triangle Institute, 71983) Thus, either the economic models need to
be specitied in greater detail or, perhaps more llkely, non-economic factors
play & more important role in individual decision-making than has been
commonly assumed.

The absence of social-psychological effects. Observers of the lives
end character of lower class, ranging from Miller (1959), Moynihan (1969) and

Banfield (1970) to Gilder (1981) and Herrnstein (1983), consistently have
noted that the most deper .r* snd/or delinquent of lower-class individuals
conduct their lives according to a psychology that, while largely
self~consistent, differs markedly from that of most members of the middle
class. Among the dysfunctional sspects of this psychology most frequently
cited are hostility, improvidence, irresponsibility, an excessive emphasls
among young meles on sexualit7 and masculinity, and, in particular, a lack of
future orientation, what Dash (1986) describes as a culture of Miving for the
moment." This extensive body of case-study research, combined with the more
general obsetvations, cited above, of a culture of poverty, would seem to
imply beyond question that peychological make-up constitutes a peincipal
distinction between the profoundly dependent and the remainder of society.
Yet, as noted, what statistical evidence exists typically shows no strong
distinction. This result is indeed paradoxical, since even it psychological
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make-up were not a powerful causative factor in dependency, it at least ziwuld
show up as an sssociative element.

Yariations in success of escaping dependency. O'Neill et. al, (1984)
found that "even with the same expected wage rate of the recipients, the same
potential husband's income, and the same state weifare benefits, one person
may be more likely to remain on welfare than another.” Moreover, while many
poor single femals heads become dependent, others avoid dependency on AFDC

. altogether. Bane and Eliwood (1983) found that only one-third of female heads

who were poor for a single year received AFDC payments, while up to 30% of
those who were poor for four or more years still managed to avold reliance on
AFDC. They note that such findings "are difficult to Interpret”.

Black-white divergences. As noted above, Bane and Ellwood (1983),
Ellwood (1985) and O'Neill et. al. (1984) observed at least some strong
cotrelutions between race and dependency. In addition, black women are more
than twice as likely as whites to bear a child before age 18 and nearly seven
times as likely to give birth before age 16 (O'Neill et, al., 1984), more than
four times as likely to bear an illegitimate child (Vital Statistics, 1984),

‘more than twice as likely to remain unmarried of to separate or divorce

(Current population Survey, 1984), more likely to separate from their husbands
than middle-class whites, who tend to divorce (Ellwood and Bane, 1984),
apparently more likely to drop out of school or cut classes (Murray et. al,,
1981), some 8% less likely to participate in the labor force (Employment and

Training Report of the President, 1981), and some three times more likely to
commit property crimes and nearly seven times more likely to commit murder
(PBI, 1984). 'These stark divergences in behavior, many of which bear on a
person's probability of becoming dependent, have no cbvious explanation.

The_marriage gap. Perhaps the most startling black-white divergence,
however, is the sharply lower probability of .a black woman's marrying off
welfare. As indicated, O'Neill et, al. (1984), in analyzing the PSID data,
found this distinction to account for essentially all of the difference
between whites and blacks in welfare exit probabilities. Since this
relationship persisted even when the analysis was controlled for the other
characteristics of black and white single mothers, the researchers could offer
no ready explanation for its existence.
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The persistence of unexplained effects, Despite the sophistication
and completaness of the analyses performed by Bane, Ellwood, O-Heill et. al.,
and others, there remains & substantial portion of dependency left
unexplained. "One of the persistent findings of this study is that although
we were able to account for many of the personal characteristics associated
with long term duration, we could not explain away 'duration dependence.'
That is, .. the longer a person had been on welfare, the less likely she was
to exit in a particular year. One interpretation of this finding is that we
have omitted ‘lmportant explanatory variables. Another is that welfare itself
peoduces effects that induce longer duration. .. These preliminary :indings,
however, suggest that. commonly used measures ... do not indicate weaninful
changes in attitudes among welfare recipients.” (O'Neill et. at,, 1984)

Thus, O'Neill et..al. appear to settle on the explanation that key variables
have been omitted, a posture bu}trssed by & test in which they analyzed the
NLS data for black and white women separately, first using the "black"
coefficients and then the "white" coefficients. In the first case, the
probability of a welfare spell lasting more than two years was some 60% for
both groups; in the second, it was less than 40% for both groups. Thus, "it
is largely the ‘unmeasured varisbles that are creating the difference in
welfare dependencj between blacks and whites."

Similarly, in their analysis of the effect of AFDC on family structure,
Ellwood and Bane {1984) were unable to obtain consistently significant
coefficlents in their equatinns until they adjusted their specifications for
nunmeasured state diffecences.” Moredver, even when the researchers were able
to isolate perticular causes, unexplained variables at times still dominated.
For instance, they found that work experience during a term of AFDC receipt
shortened the time of receipt, but they could not determine whether the
spell-shcrtening was due to the experience ltsell. tha recipient's motivation
or other factors. Further, well-identified "causes” may not be causal factors
at all. Race, for éxample, is generally correlgted ~ith dependency, but
nuiexamined, race has no obvious behevioral meaning at all. And even when
examined..., race can mean several things, each of which has (at present) only
thin empirical support. (Wilscn and Herrnstein, 1985) Given this prominent
role played by such unexplained variables, the absence of social-psychological
_.fects, noted above, is all the more surprising.




3. Major gaps in analysis

Identification of unmeasured variables. Even though much resegrch
into the correlates of dependency has reveeled the presence of substantial
effects from unmeasured variables, dependency researchers typically sppear
littie bothered by the existence of these variables, and proceed with their
analysis epparently under an implicit assumption that since these variables
cannot be identified, they can only be Ignored. But if the variations in
success in escaping dependency can be explained in no othes way, it strikes
one that ldentl}icatlon of such variables, however pursued, shou'd be a top
priority in dependency research. To dzie, however, there has been little
systematic study of this question.

Analysis of the effects of human nature. Closely related to the
first issue is the question of the’effects of human nature on welfare
dependency. As Murray (1984) has observed, much welfare policymaking has
2ssentially "homogenized" the poor. But each AFDC reciplent is a diffesent
person with different motivations, value structures, opportunities and ways of
looking at the world. It may be that the failure to take these differing
human natures into account, in * least some small way, could seriously
undermine the effectiveness of welfare programs in much the same way as a
doctor's fallure to take physiologicai differcuces among his patients into
account in applying treatment could undermine his medical efforts. Yet most
dependency research, particularly that of a statistical variety, considers -
recipients as essentially identical decision-making units, with only the
external characteristics of the units {e.g., number of children, race, work
experience) permitted to vary. Moreover, most research faiis to take account
of such broad-based aspects of human nature as morality (Banfield, 1970;
Light, 1972), conscience (Wilson and Herrnstein, 1985), status (Murray, 1984),
faith and optimism (Gilder, 1981; Tiger, 1979), and tamily (Gilder, 1974;
Moynihan, 1986) that some analysts have identified as potentially having a
significant efiect on one's degree of dependency.

Collation of csse-study reszarch. One area oi dependency research in

which individual differences are extensively observed is in the case-study
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literatuce, both in terms of individual recipients (e.g., Duncan and Morgan,
1978; Newitt, 1975; Sheehan, 1976; Auletta, 1982; Dash, 1986) and poverty
cultures (e.g.; Miller, 1958; Harrington, 1961, 1984; Lewis, 1961, 1965, 1968;
Banfield, 1970). Yet there has been little effort to date to collate the
deseriptions of the varying perspectives of welfare recipicnts that are
teadily available from this inceedibly rich source of information.

The marriage market. Most depencency research focuses largely o
exciusively on factors intrinsic to the reclpfent (usually unmarried women),
and fails, as Duncan and Hoffman (1985) note, to explicitly characterize the
full range of dtemtivq available to these recipients. One area where this
is particulatly true is in regard to the so-called "marriage market". Some
scholars, such as Bernstam and Swan (1986) and Wilson and Neckerman (1984),
have pointed to the inability of young black women to find a suitable marriage
partner as a prime factor in these women's widespread dzpendency and

" illegitimaey. Unfortunately, the precise nature of these women's marriage
" prospects and, more importantly, the ressons for the thinness of their

prospects, rarely have been analyzed in great detail.

Male labor markets. Both Murray (1984) and Bernstam and Swan (1986)
have suggested that the widespread unemployment of young black meles may be a
peincipal resson young black women have the poor marriage prospects cited
above. Thus, if the dependency problem, at least among blacks, is to be
resolved, it may be that this evident melfunctioning of labor markets for
young black males will have to be addresscd explicitly. While some excellent
studies have been conducted of these markets (e.g., Xeeley, 1981; Williams,
1982; Cogan, 1982; Freeman and Wise, 1982; Perleger, 1983; Dooley and
Gottschalk, 1984), the results of the research generally have not been applied
to investigutions of the causes of dependency. In particular, the fallure to
consider ‘he importance ¢o female dependency of male labor markets may be one
reason why workfare may not have been os universally effective as some had
hoped in reducing dependency, since poor women often have great difficulty
es-ning enough money on their own to lift themselves out of poverty, even if
they learn adequate work skills. (Smeeding, 1983)

Effects of administrative practices. As with differences among
individual recipients, differences in administrative aspects of ald programs
across both programs and localities are a potentially hidden factor in the




genesis o avoidance of dependency. (Moynihan, 1969; Newitt, 1979; Groeneveld
ot al,, 1980; Mead, 1983, 1985, 1986; Gueron, 1986) Bernstein (1982), for
instance, found that the loose administration of welfare for more than a

decade in New York encoursged unnecessary dependency, at least in the short
term. (Hefe. too, there has been too little systematic attention paid to the
possible effects of these factors.
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Mr. LeviN. Dr. Rayman, you will end the panel and then we will
have a chance at all of you. -
Thank you.

" STATEMENT OF PAULA RAYMAN, PH.D., FELLOW, BUNTING
INSTITUTE, RADCLIFFE COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Ms. RayMaN. Last but not least.

I am going to give & brief version of my full research report,
available to the committee, that explores the relationship between
economic dislocation and children’s lives."

It is a pleasure to be here today, and I would like to thank Rep-
resentative George Miller, for inviting me to join you.

During the rast 8 years I have directed a number of research
projects concerned with the private and public costs of unemploy-
ment in the United States. Two, by the way, were in districts rep-
resented by some of you: I.did a large research project on United
Technologies in Connecticut. And another of the decline in the
auto industry in Flint and Detroit.

But today I shall concentrate on the effects of unemployment on
families, especially focused on research on children done at Chil-
dren’s Hospital in Boston, MA.

Fizst, in order to comprehend the meaning of unemployment for
the jobless and its impact oh children we must first be aware of the
importance of ‘working in dur culture. From the beginning days of
our Nation, great value was placed on the work ethic which links
the individual to a secure place.in the community.

In the early 1900’s Sigmund Freud recognized that love and work
are the two primary pillars which censtitute a person’s foundation,
shaping self-esteem and well-being. More recently, the United
States’ Bishops Pastoral, “Catholi¢c Social Teaching in the U.S.
Economy,” emphasizes that work in a just economic order is an in-
dividual right not merely a‘privilege.

All of these sources wbuld agree that when unemployment
occurs far more than a paycheck is lost. Instead the unweaving of
the individual, family and dommunity health has begun.

The studies of individuals and families during the ] .epression
?rovided ground-breaking évidence of how economic distress affects

amil{ and child health. In the research of people like Bakke,
Angell, and Kamarovsky, among others, a theoretical “chain-reac:
tion” analysis was established: Unemployment event, leads to pa-
rental distress, leads to faniily disruption, results : child stress.

Two examples demonstrate this analysis. Dr. Mirra Kamarovsky
found that job loss caused the erosion of the father’s authority, af-
fecting pain and stress in family relations, finally resulting in the
shattering of a child’s secure home and a belief in the work proc-
ess. ‘

In another classic study, by Marienthal, a “breakdown of social

reonality structure” translateu into parental inability to be a

readwinner and properly take care of a family. Children’s re-
sponse in this family “skidding” pattern was resignation to a world
of scarcity.

Unemployment, unfortunately, did not end in this country in the
1930’s. In the last 5 years unemployment rates reached levels not
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experienced since the Depression, with the so-called natural rate of
}memployment doubling from 3.5 percent to 7 percent of the labor
orce. :

These offical rates, moreover, do not include those termed, “dis-
couraged workers,” and those involuntarily working part-time,
which by the way, include a large proportion of women. They also
do not uncover the number of persons affected in a given household
by a wage-earner’s job loss.

Following are a few statistics to help us understand the scope of
unemployed families in America and the number of children in-
volved. With 100 million people in the United States in our labor
force, each 1 percent rise in unemployment rate translates into 1
million more people out of work.

Dr. Lewis Margolis, who is a pediatrician, estimated that during
the 1982 recession, with nearly one out of five workers experieiic-
ing some unemployment that year, the number of children affected
was substantially over 10 million children.

Comparing the 1930’s with the 1980’s, the terrain in which un-
employment exists in America has greatly shifted. Maternal em-
ployment is common, with a majority of women with pre-school
children in the labor force. Moreover, there are increasing numbers
of children living in single-parent households.

It is projected that by the time children born during 1975 to 1980
reach 17 years of age, over 40 percent of white children and over
twice that for black children will be in households without two nat-
ural parents present. Half of all black children and more than half
of all children living in female headed households today live in pov-
erty. .

For those who became unemployed in the last decade, and I
think this is important given some of the recent testimony just
given, for those who became unemployed in the last decade only 47
percent received unemployment compensation, and only 5 percent
received welfare or AFDC benefits. In fact, the majority of families
coming to the family development unit at Children’s Hospital
during 1982 to 1984 admissions were not receiving unemployment
benefits. :

As a postdoctoral fellow at the unit, working often with medical
colleagues from the family trauma team, the sexual abuse team
and the emergency room services, my research was focused on the
relationship of job loss with family stress and child health.

The research made use of the concept of pediatric social illness,
which includes child abuse and neglect, failure to thrive and acci-
dent rates. I paid attention to a broad range of childhood patholo-
gies in which family functioning and social context play a signifi-
cant etiological role.

For purposes of analysis, I divided the families demonstrating
severe economic hardship into three categories: the unemployed
male families; the feminization of poverty families; and the cou-
ples-in-struggle families. ,

Here are two snapshots of the families that came into the unit to
give you a better idea of who they were.

Case 1: The mother is in her late thirties, the father has been out
of work for 2 years. The 1-year-old child became too much for the
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mother to deal with, she tried to get help, and there is no extended
family nearby.

The father has begun to drink as a result of unemployment and
is intolerant of the toddler’s playing. The mother fears for the child
and asks for him to be temporarily placed in foster care until the
father finds work.

Case 2: The mother is a single parent with four children. She bhas
no job training. She and the children have lived in temporary shel-
ters in the Boston area for 1 year. The children have been going to
school with inappropriate clothes. It was the school guidance coun-
selor who sent them to the clinic.

The mother reports that she has no money for bringing the chil-
dren to a doctor. The question of whether to remove the children
from the mother is what is facing the unit. The mother wants to
keep them, but she knows that she can’t give them proper care.

It can be seen from these cases that unemployment takes on dif-
ferent faces. One young mother cannot even enter the labor force,
not having the skills to find a job.

Unemployment also was often a precipitating factor in alcohol-
ism, which had severe rippling negative effects on the entire
family. A father’s alcoholic behavior resulted in depression for the
spouse, fear, guilt, and abuse for the child.

The al e of available job training programs, especially for
women, Lire.ented the parents from the opportunity to establish a
secure and indepeundent environment for their children.

The consequences of economic distress for the children in the
Children’s Hospital case studies varied from the very grave acci-
dental death of a baby to a more diffuse continual neglect pattern.
The emergency room service at Children’s Hospital noted the rise
in accident rates in the 2 years following the rise of unemployment
in the metropolitan area, 1981-83, with reported cases of physical
and sexual abuse also on the increase. They also found that there
was an increase in reports of stress-related illness among young
children, including higher incidence of asthma,

There are a number of central social licy considerations
coming out of the research. First, the hospital itself and many re-
ferral institutions and social service agencies have been experienc-
ing financial strain, laying off their own staff, curtailing service
and making it very difficult to provide decent followup services for
unemployed families and children.

Second, a genuine primary prevention program would necessari-
ly be based on a call for full employment policies, attached to a na-
tional health care program guaranteeing all children access to
decent medical attention regardless of class standing.

Finally, from the case studies it is evident that the existence of
good job training and retraining programs, which may include relo-
cating funds and child care allowances, would help parents reas-
sume lost self-esteem and economic security. This would mediate
the negative chain reaction which results in the scarring of chil-
dren’s lives. '

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Paula Rayman follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. PAULéO RAYMAN, BUNTING INSTITUTE, RADCLIFFE
LLEGE

I am going to give a brief version of my full research report, aveilable to the com-
ir_littee, that explores the relationship between economic dislocation and children’s

ives.

It is a pleasure to appear before the Select Committee on Children, Youth, and
Families and I would like to thank the chairman of the committee, Representative
George Miller, for inviting me to join you. During the past 8 years I have directed a
number of research projects concerned with the private and publi. costs of unem-
ployment in the United States. For today, I shall concentrate on the effects of unem-
ployment on families, especially focused on research on children done at Children’s
Hospital in Boston, Massachusetts.

In order to comprehend the meaning of unemployment for the jobless and its
impact on children we must first be aware of the importance of working in our cul-
ture. From the beginning days of our nation, great value was placed on the work
ethic which links the individual to a secure place in the human community. In the
early 1900's, Sigmund Freud recognized that love and work are the two primary pil-
lars which consititute a person’s foundation, sh&;j)mg self-esteem and well-being.
More recently, the United States’ Bishops Pastoral, “Catholic Social Teaching and
the U.S. Economy”, emphasized that work in a just economic order is an individual
right not merely a privilege. All of these sources would agree that when unemploy-
ment occurs far more than a paycheck is lost. Instead the unweaving of indivigual,
family and community-health has begun.

The studies of individuals and families during the Depression provided ground-
breaking evidence of how economic distress effects family and child health. In the
research of Bakke, Angell and Kamarovsky, among others, a theoretical “chain-re-
action” analysis was established: an unemployment event——{mrental stress—family
disruption—child stress. Two examgles demonstrate this analysis. Dr. Mirra Kamar-
ovsky found that job loss caused the erosion of a father’s authority, effecting pain
and stress in family relations, finally resulting in the shattering of a child’s secure
home and belief in the work process. In another classic study a “breakdown of social
personality structure” translated in parental inability to be breadwinner and prop-
erly take care of a family. Children’s response to this family “skidding” was resigna-
tion to a world of scarcity.

Unemployment, unfortunately, did not end in this country in the 1980’s. In the
last 5 years unemployment rates reached levels not experienced since the Depres-
sion, with the 80 called “natural rate” of unemployment doubling from 3.5 to 7 per-
cent of the labor force. These official rates, moreover, do not include those termed
discouraged workers and those involuntarily working part time. They also do not
uncover the number of persons affected in a household by a wage-earner’s job loss.

Following are & few statistics to help us understand the scope of unemployed fam-
ilies in America and the number of children involved: With 100 million people in
the United States labor force, each 1-percent rise in the unemployment rate trans-
lates into another 1 million people out of work. Dr. Lewis Margolis estimated that
during the 1982 recession, with nearly one out of five workers experiencing some
unemployment, the number of children affected was substantially over 10 million.

Comparingatahe 1930’s with the 1980’s, the terrain In which unemployment exists
in America has greatly shifted. Maternal employment is common, with a majority of
women with pre-school children in the labor force. Families in which there are two
parents working are reliant on both incomes for suﬁport. Moreover, there are in-
creasing numbers of children living in sin le-parent households. It is projected that
bg the fime children born during 1975-1980 reach age 17, over 40 percent of white
children and nearly twice that for black children will be in hougsholds without two

natura] parents present. Half of all black children and more than half of all chil-

dren living in female headed households today live in poverty. For those who

became unemployed in the last decade onll‘y 47/ rcent received unemployment com-
are

pensation and only 5 percent received we benefits.

In fact, the majority of families coming to the Family Development Unit of Chil-
dren’s Hospital during 1982-84 admission were not receiving unemployment bene-
fits. As a post-doctoral fellow at the Unit, working often with colleagues from the
Family Trauma Team, the Sexuel Abuse Team and the Emergency Room Services,
my research was focused on the relation of job loss with family stress and child
health. The research made use of the concept of pediatric social illness, which in-
cludes child abuse and neglect, failure to thrive and accidents. I paid attention to a
broad range of childhood patnologies in which family functioning and social context
play a significant etiologic role.
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For purposes of analysis, I divided the families demonstrating severe economic
nardship into three catagories: the unemployed male families; the feminization of
poverty families; and the couples-in-struggle families. Here are two snapshots of
families to provide description of family and child events:

Case 1: The mother is in her late thirties, the father has been out of work for 2
years. The 1-year-old-child became too much for the mother to deal with; she tried
to get help for herself; thére is no extended family nearby. The father has begun to
drink and is intolerant of the toddler’s playing. The mother fears for the child and
asksfor him to be temporarily placed in foster éare until the father finds work.

Case 2: The mother is a single parent with four children. She has no job training.
She and children have lived in temporary shelters for 1 year. The children have
been going to school with inappropriate clothes; mother reports she has no money
for bringing the kids to the doctor. The question of whether to remove children from
the mother is what is facing the unit. The mother wants o keep them but knows
she cannot give them proper care.

It can be seen from these cases that unemployment takes on different faces. One
young mother cannot even enter the labor force, not having the skills to find a job.
Unemployment also was often a precipitating factor in alcoholism, which had severe
rippling negative effects on the entire family structure. A father’s alcoholic behav-
ior resulted in depression for the spouse, fear, guilt, and abuse for the child. The
absence of available job training programs, especially for women, prevented parents
f;oxlg the opportunity to establish a secure and independent environment for their
children.

The consequences of economic distress for the children in the Children’s Hospital
case studies varied from the very grave accidental death of 2 baby to a more diffuse
continual neglect. The Emergency Room Service at Children’s Hospital noted the
rise in accident rates in the 2 years following the rise of unemployment in the met-
ropolitan area, with reported cases of physical and sexual abuse also on the in-
crease. They also found that there was an increase in reports of stress-related illness
among young children, including higher incidence of asthma.

There were a number of central social policy considerations coming out of the re-
search. First, the hospital itself and many referral institutions and social service
agencies have been experiencing financial strain, laying off staff, curtailing service
and making it difficult to provide decent followup services for the families and chil-
dren, Second, a genuine primary prevention program would necessarily be based on
a cell for full employment policies, attached to a national health care program guar-
anteeing all children accass to decent medical attention regardless of class standing.
Finally, from the case-studies it is evident that the existence of good job training
and re-training programs which may include relocating funds and child care allow-
ances, would help parents re-assume lost self-esteem and economic security. This
:lvould lmediate the negative chain reaction which results in the scarring of chil-

ren’s lives.

Mr. LeviN. Thank you very much.

We will find out in a minute, I think, whether we have a roll call
on the journal.

Thanks to all of you.

Why don’t we start in any event.

I wonder if the chairman would like to lead off.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you.

Mr. Hopkins, I am not quite sure of the conclusion of your testi-
mony. Let me just ask you about one point. That is, it seems to me
that you are suggesting that young women in the low-income com-
munity may be making a very rational choice in terms of marriage,
in the sense that marriage doesn’t look like a very bright future,
and when they look at the earnings capacity and the ability of
their ;1>otential spouse to increase that earning capacity, it is pretty
dismal.

Would you say that is a logical choice, that is the logical deci-
sion?

Mr. Hoexins. In many cases it may be. That is very difficult to
document from statistical work, because statistics——
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Chairman Mirrer. Well, if you look at the statistics in the low-
income community, if you look at the statistics in the low-income
minority community—if my daughter came home and told me that
this was a fellow that she was thinking of marrying, I would prob-
ably say, that doesn’t look like a very bright future for you, why
don’t you wait awhile or find somebody else.

And when you see the unemployment statistics, the discouraged
worker statistics, you start to think that the choices start to be
rather restricted at this point in terms of successful spouses.

Mr. Hopkins. That is absolutely right. In many cases, at least ac-
cording to some of the case study evidence—we haven’t obviously
completed our research on this, so I can’t give you any final judg-
ments on that—but there are indications from some case study re-
search, such as the series run in the Washington Post in January,
written by Leon Dash on the illegitimacy in Washington, that
many young women do make that decision in at least a largely ra-
tional fashion.

Chairman MILLER. So as a corollary to that, it would seem to me
that if you thought you were going to address the problem of single
women with children, you would obviously then have to look at in-
creasing the potential for gainful employment, among young men
in that same community?

Mr. Horxins. It is absolutely true that the male unemployment
problem is a large hidden factor in the female poverty problem.
But as I indicated, we have to study that male unemployment prob-
lem and find out why the young males are unemployed or unem-
ployable. It may be in some cases a lack of opportunity, and in cer-
tain cases it certainly is. But as Dr. Mead suggested, there may be
other factors as well that account for the fact that these men do
have lower earnings capacity.

Chairman MiLLER. I understand that fully. The point of matter is
the fact that you have such rampant unemployment, underemploy-
ment, depression, if you will, about the fature in some communi-
ties, that marriage is not a logical alternative for a number of
young women, either with or without children.

Mr. Hoekins, Yes.

Chairman MiLLer. Now, if the statistics we heard earlier this
morning are true, even if that women decides not to turn to AFDC,
there is a great likelihood that she is going to end up poor, even if
she goes to work everyday.

Mr. HorxiNs. Many low-skilled women, even if they have a job,
will struggle along at or slightly above the poverty line, that is
true.

Chairman MILLER. So it is—go ahead.

Mr. MEeap. I just wanted to say that when these women decide to
go on welfare and have an illegitimate child, we may model that as
a rational act, but when you talk to them, in surveys, they don’t
say that is what they wanted. They don’t say they wanted to be
pregnant. They don’t say they wanted to go on welfare. It is really
hard to understand the behavior in economic terms.

Chairman MiLiEr. I understand that. That is not my point. My
point is that the number of assets within a community that a
woman can attach herself to, in terms of what we consider to be a
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successful marriage and household income, are rather limited. It is

not a question of what they want."

. The point is, if you are looking for an employed male in a poor
minority community with a future for advancement in long-term

employment, the numbers are rather small.

Mr. MEap. But that is not due t» problems in the labor market.
That is the point that I am trying to make.

We can’t explain the behavior of this group, namely, the welfare
mothers and their men, with reference to the labor market, be-
cause it looks as if there are a lot of jobs.

They are not well-paying jobs. They are not jobs that pay middle
class incomes, but there is no reason to regard them as dead end or
menial in the sense that you are going to be working at the mini-
mum wage your entire life.

That is simply not the case. That is not the experience of the ille-
gal aliens coming to the country.

When you talk to the black youth themselves, maybe 70 percent
of them say it is easy to find a job. The welfare mothers also say it
is easy to find a job.

The problem is that the jobs are not acceptable to them, because
they pay low wages and have difficult conditions. The problem is
one of work discipline.

Those same jobs are taken by the aliens and by the recent immi-
grants to this country. They don’t stay in them long, they develop a
Job history and then they go on up the ladder. The mystery is why
the more dependent groups are not able to muster the discipline
necessary to begin their careers.

Now, I am not saying that it isn’t a very serious p.oblem, but it
is not a problem attributable to the labor market per se.

Ms. RAYMAN. Excuse me, could [—

Ms. MattHAEL Well, I did want to say that the argument that
the higher the AFDC payments, the more women are going to
choose to live on AFDC, has not been shown to hold in any study,
either across States, or across time. Those States with lower AFDC
payments do not have lower rates of women forming female-headed
households without marriage.

I think it is much more of what Mr. Miller was saying in terms
of the lack of other resources in the community. But the claim that
cutting AFDC payments might stop the formation of female-headed
hm:lseholds is not borne out by either cross-sectional or longitudinal
studies.

Chairman MiLLeR. That is true.

You are misconstruing my question. My point was that if you
were to play the marriage game, and you were to just simply to
match people in the community, the opportunity to match eople
who would have sufficient household income outside of public as-
sistance is rather limited. Now, as for the reasons, that is a differ-
ent question.

But if you simply took all of the men and women in the commu-
nity and matched them, for the moment, for whatever reason, you
would not have households with sufficient income based on the
earnings of those people.

Now why young males aren’t working and young females aren’t
working, are not taking these jobs, is a different issue. All I am
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suggesting is there is a mismatch here as opposed to if you went to
the suburbs of my district and you matched everybody up you prob-
ably would have an average household income for those people be-
cause of educational attainment, training, what have you, that is
all I am suggesting here. ot
Mr. LeviN. Why don’t we do this, if we might, before Dr.
Ra[ﬁ?can jc])ins in—we better recess. We will be back quickly.
€s8s. ‘

Mr. LEvIN. The chairman will be back shortly. I think he had
finished his questioning. )

Dr. Rayman, I think you had a comment. Why don’t you com-
ment briefly, and then we will go to the ranking minority member,
and then perhaps to me.

Or Mrs. Johnson, maybe you would like to go next and then

m 1Y,

Yes, Dr. Rayman?

Ms. RAYMAN. Yes; we have been dehating tmrﬂiﬁﬂ:
ever since you left. ’

Mr. LeviN. That is why we wanted a rollcall, so that you could,
during the interim, debate it and resolve it.

Ms. Rayman. I think a major question that comes out of dis-
agreement among the people that have testified on this panel, is
really one of prior assumptions that we make about the character-
istics of the people that find themselves unemployed, that find
themselves either recipients of AFDC or welfare, et cetera.

I want to clarify that there is a major disagreement among some
of us on the panel in terms of what, in fact, precipitates the reality,
the phenomenon, of unemployment in our society. I disagree with
some of my colleagues here on the panel on the assumption that
there is something about the behavioral characteristics of the un-
employed population that makes them not seriously go after or
take jobs, et cetera. ’

I think basic assumptions about our economy and about the pop-
ulations are in question. A main reason that many female headI;0 of
households do not find secure paid djobs is because the appropriate
support systems—for instance, child care, decent child care that is
affordable for them, if they went into the labor market—are simply
not available. ’

I know it is an issue that many of you on the committee are
aware of. Unemployed women are not lazier than the general popu-
lation, nor do they not want to work, nor is there some cultural or
racial characteristic that makes them separate from the general
labor force. There are clearly some basic philosophic and political
differences that you have been hearing today, which are important
to point out. .

Mr. LEviN. Mr. Coats.

Mr. Coats. I am going to defer to Mys. Johnson; there has to be
some reward for being here first.

Mrs. JoHNsON. Thank you very much,

I am the sponsor of a welfare reform bill in Congress which tries
to take a comprehensive view. It grows out of my experience in
small urban communities where we have seen radical changes in
the structure of our economy. We have seen a lot of dislocation; a
lot of industries dying.
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There is always a terrible lag when a new industry develops. It is
a period of transition that is very tough on people and on families.
But I do believe, from my experience, that Dr. Mead makes a very
legitimate point in his testimony.

I would like you all to discuss it a little bit more. My bill would
establish a halftime program that addresses all the Medicare, the
Medicaid, the health care, day care problems that we have seen af-
fecting people’s decision about whether to get off welfare. While it
may not be a major motivator in the gross sense, I have seen too
many women who have pulled themselves off of welfare only to
have a child get sick and have to return in order to get the medical
coverage that they need.

In my area at least, a lot of jobs, especially in the small towns,
don’t carry health benefits, for at least the first 6 months or year
of employment. Health care is a very real factor in people’s lives,
as well as the cost of day care.

These are practical probiems, and they are problems that are
measurable, that are definable, and that Government could re-
spond to if we wanted to put the right kind of program in place.

The program requires a participant to get a high school certifi-
cate before anything else. It provides a lot of options. It is greatly
career-oriented. It is very upward-mobility-oriented. But there has
been tremendous opposition to making the program mandatory
even though it is only a half-time program.

As the mother of three daughters, I really feel that had I not re-
quired them to iron, they absolutely wouldn’t haven't ironed. That
is not irrelevant to what we are talking about, particularly in
regard to teenage parents.

A young woman doesn’t know what she is capable of. If she sees
around her people who are not using their talents, how is she to
determine what hLer talents are and how she can use them? How is
she?ever going to have the experience of being powerful in her own
life? :

So I think mandatory participation has some real benefits to
offer individual young girls who, through it, can find out that they
can have a place. And equally important for young men, because if
you haven’t been able to go to work because you are black, and
teenage, and living in the Hartford ghetto, it may be the most valu-
able experience you can have to be able to have that opportunity.

I would just like you to talk about the mandatory aspect of par-
ticipation. I think we have to decouple that from the assumption
that it is hostile, because it doesn’t have to prevail in a hostile
format.

That means disassociating it from workfare. In other words, take
the ccacept of workfare, and putting a welfare recipient to work
doing whatever is available. Many towns and cities take a very en-

- lightened attitude toward workfare and combine it also with train-
ing opportunities and more constructive work environments.

However, I think that if we don’t address the issue of mandatory
participation, we are not going to achieve the kind of change that
we want. I would just like your comments on this.

Ms. MarthaEL Can I just respond quickly, because I have to
leave for a plane?

- ~
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I just wanted to say it is so interesting what you are saying, espe-
cially around single mothers, the importance of developing a work
experience. I think that just reflects the way in which we have
really started to think, that a paid work experience is very impor-
tant part of adulthood for men and women, that reflects this new
idea of a family and this idea that women, in a way, have the right
to work.

What I would say around the mandatory issue was that it does
reflect that kind of conception, and also that I think the real issue
would be the kind of jobs that are provided. I think the points that
Professor Blau brought up about getting women access to the
better jobs and raising the wages of women’s jobs when they are
clearly being underpaid, will really help in giving women hope that
they can earn enough income to allow them to raise children, that
they can get pushed into and move into a labor market that really
has some promise.

I think that is an interesting proposal you have.

Mrs. JounsoN. Thank you. Hooking that into the change in the
family is very useful.

Mr. LEVIN. Anybody else?

Mrs. Jounson. I would like Dr. Mead to remark on his position
on this. .

Mr. Meap. I would like to just make a comment about the way in
which a work obligation suits the psychology of the long-term poor,
as we understand it. This group is in favor of work. It believes in
the work ethic, everyone says this.

Researchers say it. I certainly say it. But at the same time we
have to reckon with the fact that this group seldom actually works
consistently. Now, that disparity is the fundamental mystery in
dealing with the underclass. They have orthodox values, but their
behavior is unorthodox.

It seems as if they respond positively to a work requirement
mainly because it allows them to live by the values which they
themselves hold. By making their aspiration into a requirement,
we turn it into what it normally isn’t for them, namely an obliga-
tion, something that they really have to do, and which they then
actually do.

Now, when we say, as some critics do, well, this is punitive, or we
should respect the mother’s choice not to work, and so on, that
projects onto the mother the middle class psychology of rational
economic self-reliance, which on the whole, this group lacks.

And equally, if we say that this group is making a cynical deci-
sion to exploit the public, that they should be punished and thrown
off welfare, as some other critics say, they also are projecting onto
the poor their own psychology. Because, indeed, if self-reliant,
maximizing individuals such as themselves refused to work, it
would indeed be a cynical act exploitative of the public.

But we shouldn’t do this. We shouldn’t assume that this group
behaves in the way that we do. They have the same goals that we
do. But as far as we can tell, they are profoundly defeated and de-
moralized. These are people who on the whole believe that they
can’t accomplish anything in life. And much of the behavior which
strikes us as irrational is a response to that disillusionment.
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One of the ways that we can deal with this, I think, is precisely
to obligate these people to function in certain minimal ways that
other Americans expect. Then they discover that, in fact, they are
not incompetent, and a wider world opens. This is really the only
Wway we can mobilize these people to begin functioning in the ways
that are routinely expected.

Mr. LEvIN. Maybe Mr. Coats wants to ask a question on this.

" We should try to finish the testimony from this panel in the next
few minutes so that the third panel—why don’t you follow up and
then I would like to. This seems to be if not tli'e core, a core of
some of the issue. .

Mrs. JouNsoN. Could I just say that if there is anyone who would
like to counter what Mr. Mead just said. I think what is different
about this panel is that they do hold different views.

Mr. LeviN. I think we will obtain that variety if Mr. Coats can
ask a question. I am sure if his doesn’t, mine—

Mrs. JoHNSON Are you suggesting that we think alike? And we
do, as you and I do.

Mr. LevIN. Say it again.

Mrs. JouNsoN. Never mind.

Mr. LEvIN. Mr. Coats’ question might stimulate that further;
mine will.

Mr. Coats. I will skip the question I was going to ask and let you
pick it up on yours. Because I have another question which I want
to ask of Mr. Hopkins.

Mr. LeviN. Well, then let me chime in, if I might, which will con-
tinue this. Then you will finish up, Mr. Coats, you will have the
last question.

Let me then agk Dr. Mead, if I might. The statistics for a lot of
cities, urban centers, show that 40 to 45 percent of minority youth
are unemployed. Does your analysis about women on welfare likely
apply to the 40 to 45 percent of unemployed youth; why are they
unemployed?

Mr. MEap. There are some similarities, This group is not, on the
whole, on welfare, although some of them are in welfare families.
But the basic reason why they are unemployed is quite similar.

This group, it is true, has catastrophic levels of unemployment,
yet, when they are interviewed they do not say they cannot find
work. I would mention a survey by the National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research at Harvard, whose authors I would venture to say
devoutly wished to find the opposite: 71 percent of the youth said
that it was easy to find a Jjob, even though they were unemployed
at such high rates.

The reason is that what they want from work is simply unavail-
able to people of their skills. They want payment at $5, $6, $7 an
hour or above, which they usually can get only in the underground
economy. They are not ready to accept low-skilled Jjobs paying them
the minimum wage. They also have difficulties accepting work dis-
cipline, direction from superiors, getting to work on time, and so
on.

The usual pattern is that they drop in and out of work because
they find the regime of work intolerable. And that reflects their
own lack of confidence, and their own upbringing, which is often
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erratic and which doesn’t involve a successful socialization to all
aspects of the work ethic.

It involves the goal of work, which they treat as an aspiration,
something they definitely want to achieve, but they don’t act by it
consistently. So this group also, it seems, has to be faced with
something like a work requirement in order to accept the initial
jobs which are available, and thus acquire the work history to be
able to move on up the ladder. This is what the aliens are able to

0.

Mr. LEVIN. Anybody on the panel want to comment on this? That
essentially you have taken your analysis to welfare mothers and
applied it to——

Mr. Meap. No, I am not just applying it, there is independent in-
formation on the youth that supports it.

Mr. Levin. But do you think it essentially relates to the large
number of minority youth who are unemployed, not everybody.

Does anybody on the panel want to corament on that?

Mr. BowMmaN. I would like to ask one question. What did that
survey probe ask as to why they would not accept?

Mr. Meap. The wages were not high enough, and they didn’t
offer opportunity for upward mobility. The jobs were dead end in
the literal sense that there could not be advancement in that posi-
tion.

Mr. Bowman. I think one of the things that tends not be ad-
dressed in these studies, there is an assumption on the part of re-

searchers often times that the reasons are inherent in the individ-
uals. There is a tendency not to raise questions specifically about
the kind of situation or imperatives that might, in fact, make that
choice very rational.

For example, I have mentioned several times that based on stud-
ies, both in the national survey studies, as well as more intensive
and informal interviews with black youth in urban areas, you tend
to have black youth enter the labor market seeking employment
with very, very compelling economic motivations in terms of the
family economic situation. And where it might be reasonable, say,
for one seeking work casually for an entry level experience, to
accept a position at a lower wage, it might not be as realistic for a
black youth in a situation where they are in a single parent home,
a large family situation with very pressing economic needs and eco-
nomic insufficiency in the family to ritualistically involve them-
gelves in minimum wage type employment.

Second, 1 think there is a tendency not to look at the kind of
youth, you disassociate the responses from the labor rarket when,
in fact, if you look at most urban areas, particularl; those areas
that are in the industrial belt, those same black youth 10 to 15
years ago were readily taking jobs in the automotive industry, and
also tended to readily assume positions and jobs that were undesir-

able to almost all other sectors in the labor force. It is not an acci-
dent that those trained jobs are no longer available at this point,
yet, there is no notion that that has any bearing on their re-
sponses——

Mr. MEAD. But other jobs are available. They are, as they were

before, the bottom jobs in the hierarchy.
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- What has changed is that this group of youth will no longer take
the worst jobs in the economy. ef' feel they deserve better. I am
not saying they are wrong. Rather, I am saying that this is an issue
of social standards and not of economic structure. We simply
cann;)t support the contention that jobs are unavailable for these
people.

Mr. BowmaN. But it is not true that the same jobs are available
to black youth than it was 10 years ago.

Mr. MEap. No; it is a different kind job. It is usually a service
Jjob, which more often requires literacy. But unless we are prepared
to view literacy as an advanced skill, we can’t say that the econo-
my is substantially more high skilled today than before. The one
study I know on this, of New York, the center of the new economy,
is that the proportion of all jobs that are low skilled has fallen
from 58 percent to 57 percent in the last 12 years. That is not ex-
ac&‘lﬁ a catastrophic drop.

e idea of a mismatch between the labor force and the avail-
able jobs is not supported from this evidence.

Mr. LeEviN. Well, all right.

Mr. Coats will have the last word after I just give you a reaction.

The easiest—in lieu of a question, beyond my original one—the
easiest path for anybody to fall into is the expecte path. We fall
into ruts on this issue so readily.

I just wanted to say that I think, Dr. Mead, while you acknowl-
edge complexity, your message ends up denying it. While you talk
about a number of factors, in the end your remedy is a very simple
gne, the way most people will hear it, and that is mandate work-

are.

The result is you dismiss the relevance of child care, people can
get it if they want or if they prefer, have their kids raised by a
.(t}od-aunt——l hear the images, I hear the way most people will hear
it.

Literacy—you just essentially make it, illiteracy, irrelevant. As I
walk up and down neighborhoods where there are unemployed
youth, discipline is a factor. I come from a family which believes in
it deeply. But in fact there isn’t literacy among most of these un-
employed youth, you just say, well, forget it, tell them to get a job.
The fact——

Mr. MEAD. I am not sure that is quite what I would say. Literecy
is a problem. I am not saying that it isn’t. I am saying that the
character of the labor market is not substantially more high
skilled, unless we say literacy is a high gkill.

I entirely agree with you, literacy is a problem.

Mr. LevIN. It doesn’t come off that way. You essentially say in
your testimony—I will just finish off—the subtle use of words.
Some midwestern and inner city areas may still be depressed.

If you just go to one, I guess you have been to one, I don’t think
you would have any doubt about them, that they are still de-
pressed. Essentially, your message is let all Americans do what im-
migrants have done In the last 10 to 20 years, oblige them to do it,
and that is all we have to worry about.

That is why you get polarization, I think, because in my judg-
ment the quality—you see it is interesting, those who ridicul gov-
ernment service, the kind of mechanistic solutions that weren’t as
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mechanistic as made out to be, but there was some of that in the
1960’s, are now saying to people, don’t care about the quality, the
nature of job, where it is going to take you, take that service job.
And you don’t care that the service job may be 20 miles away,
there isn’t transportation, that it is in an area that is essentially
alien to a lot of those kids, all of these factors, and that literacy—I
saw a program on literacy—I am taking too long—but it was poign-
ant how uncomfortable people who aren’t literate feel pretending
they are literato.

You need literacy, even for—everybody talks about MacDonalds,
I will say Burger King—literacy is relevant. And it comes off that
the commitment to work is really primary, as you say here, and it
isl not(:i for welfare mothers, but it is for everybody who is unem-
ployed.

And the word primary fades away and it becomes the entire
answer. I don’t think it is the only explanation by any means, but
essentially you make all other answers irrelevant, I think that is
the resistance to—I think this gets back to what Dr. Rayman said
about assumptions.

This comes off reading, to me, like it isn’t only the assumptions
that you make, but it is the conciusions you are really after, and
that is oblige, mandate, and we can forget about the rest.

It is interesting in the Sund:y Times, the argument about the
California work experience, and the President said they put 76,000
people off of welfare because of the mandatory program, and that
is all it did was mandate. And the present director of the State leg-
islativ, analyst office hasn’t the slightest idea where that figure
comes from. It is not true; it is 7,000.

Let me aslz Mr. Coats to take over.

You may want to change the subject or maybe my comments
stimulatcd you to stay on this subject.

‘M. Coars. [ think Dr. Mead ought to respond.

Mr. MeaD. Two very brief replies.

One is that my research did not come out wi sre I expected. I
thought initially that the solution to wuirare might well be simply
reduce the benefits and by that means force people to cope by deal-
ing with the labor market by themselves.

1 did not come out there. My prescription is quite different. It is
that we should indeed require work but at the same time go on
supporting peopl- and provide the necessary services.

M. LeviNn. Support; services?

Mr. MEAD. Oh, yes.

Mr. LeviN. Literacy; child care?

Mr. Meap. Absolutely.

My only problem with child care provision is that it nct become
something that the Government only has to arrange, because then
it becomes a barrier to work. It must be something the mother
should normally arrange. Government should pay for it.

And second, 1 want to reassure you, this prescription is not one
of no concern. The message is not let us not do anything to help
these people, absolutely not. In fact, requiring them to work and
providing the necessary support is the very best ‘ng we can do to
help them.

Mr. Levin. OK.
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Mr. Coats, now that the differences have been narrowed a bit,
you wanted to ask a different question?

Mr. CoaTs. I want to ask a question of Mr. Hopkins.

In your testimony, which I think is a really good piece of work,
you draw some interesting observations. You, owever, were not
able in the time allowed or in the paper you submitted to draw
what you call certain policy considerstions and prescriptions. You
said they weren't necessarily consisteisc with either conventional
liberal or conventional conservative wisdom, but you would be
happy to discuss these prescriptions. I would be very, very interest-
ed in knowing what those policy prescriptions are?

Mr. Hopxins. I would be happy to. Let me make one prefatory
statement on the notion of mandatory versus nonmandatory re-
quirements that, I think, is essential to what I am going to say in a
moment.

The question that should be troubling all of us certainly is
making available the opportunities. But perhaps an even more
troubling question that should be troubling us is wh e these op-
pfg’rtunities are available, why aren’t they being taken advantage
0

We can provide every single Government service program in the
world. We can provide job training. We can provide education. We
can provide Government guaranteed jobs. We can provide day care.

We did a Iot of that in the 1960’s and 1970's. Yet we still have 12,
13, 14 percent poverty rates. Somewhere something went wrong.
And ozne of the things that happened is that even when these op-
portunities were available, people did not take advantage of them.

Now, we can’t place blame on these eople by saying these
people are lazy, they are irresponsible. We don’t know why they
didn’t taxe these opportunities. But until we understand why op-
portunities, when they are available, are not taken advantage of,
we ca2n provide all the opportunities in the world and we still will
havt. poverty, and we still will have high unemployment, and we
still will have low labor force participation.

So it is important that we understand why opportunities are not
taken advantage of when they are made available.

Mr. LEvIN. Let me interject. When you sag' people didn’t take ad-
vantage of them, you don’t mean no one did?

Mr. Hopkins. No, no, many people did, and many people did not.
Absolutely, a lot of people did. A lot of people used these services
as a catapult to self-sufficiency.

For these people the programs operated as they were intended
to, and opsrated very effectively. For many, many others, they did
not. That should be the one of the main focuses of our concerns.

Mr. CoaTs. Before you go on to your policy consid ‘rations. Let
me just reinforce that,

I'he -1 a situation ‘that currently exists in my own congressional
district where the unemployment rate is running about 6 percent

et a number of manufacturers of higher than minimum wage jobs
lave come to me and said, “I cannot get anybody to take these
jobs.” They are going into Michigan an busing—actually, renting
a'bus, going up every morning—and importing people to work in
this facility. Yet the unemployment rate in that county continues
to run at 6 percent,
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It is baffiing to these employers. It is baffling to me. And the
point you and Dr. Mead have made this morning is certainly one
that we uve #o-consider when we are devising programs.

Now if you want to go ahead.

Mr. Hopkins. That having been said, what kind of policies can
we undertake with the caveat that, first of all, before we can un-
dertake specific service policies, we have to do a great deal more
work in investigating why existing opportunities are not taken?

I think there are four thin%% that we need to do. The first has to
do with these opportunities. We have to make sure the opportuni-
ties are available.

One of the most important things we can do is maintain econom-
ic growth, and to not do anything to bring the country back into a
recession, because if we have a recession, that is the worst thing
that could happen to the poor who are seeking work. If we have a
resurgence of inflation, that is the worst thing that could happen
to poor people living on AFDC payments, or working ir a low-wage

~jolb. We have to make sure the opportunities are available in gener-
al.

And where opportunities are available, we have to structure pro-
grams so that they give the poor a sense of worth and value. Let
me just suggest one approach we can do on this. That is, where we
have service or aid programs we should structure them so that
they are empowerment programs, so that the give the poor people
who receive these benefits a choice in their lives, give them some
greater control over their lives. )

That means for housing aid programs, for compensatory educa-
tion aid programs and the like, we should structure those programs
in a sense similar to food stamps, so thai these people can choose
the kind of housing that they want, rather than being condemned
to a ghetto housing project, so that they choose the kind of educa-
tion they want, rather than being condemned to a lew-quality
inner-city school. .

The first thing we should do is structure aid programs o that
they provide empowermuent to the poor, so that the give them the
extra incentive to gain control over their lives, and to take advan-
tage of the opportunities that exist.

The other three steps. Well, for people who——

Mr. LEviN. Let me just break in, because I am a bit concerned
aboui time.

Mr. Horkins. I won't take long.

Mr. Levin. If you would try to wrap up. This is such an impor-
tant subject we could——

Mrs. JornsoN. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. Horkins. I will try to do so very quicklg.

Mrs. Jounson. I really think that would be penny wise and
pound foolish. We have spent a long time listening to people give
their papers. This is probably the most valuable exchange that we
could have on this subject.

I really think that we have taken time to be here and listen
through, and I would hate to see this cut off.

Mr. Levin. The only concern I have is I am not sure how long
the third panel—f'ou are keeping a third panel waiting. I am not
sure they will still be here if we take much longer.
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Mr. Hopkins. In deference to the third panel and the time, I will
try to finish up very quickly.

Thank you, Mrs. Johnson, for your concern on this. I think it is
important that we get through the policy prescriptions.

We know the behaviors that we want on the part of the poor and
dependent people. We hope they will work. We want them to work.
"~ We want marriage and family stability. How can we use public
policies, and ia particular welfare policies, ‘o encoursge these kind
of behaviors?

The first thing we have to do is make sure we continue AFDC
and other kinds of aid paymeats for weifare mothers at 2.. ade-
quate level, so that these women do get enough money to survive,
o they do have the adequate medicai care for their children. We
must make sure payments are adequate.

e notion that we should cut off welfare to people to force them
to work is totally wrongheaded. It is not compassionate. Perhagps,
in gsome theoretical world, it would work in the lonig term, but ir
the short term it is going to cause a great amount of devastation
and harm to these people. We shouldn’t even entertain that notion.

But what we have to do is to enforce the work requirement when
we provide these benefits. The fact iz that people, when young
people‘are growing up, they acquire their values, generally, if they
are in an intact family, from their parents. But people who grow
up in broken families, whose support is primarily from the Goverr-
ment, gain their values partially from their mothers, but partially
from the Government. And now the Government says: “Hers is
your money. You don’t have to do a thing for that.” That creates
an adverse value that lowers the emphasis on work.

So we have to—as Dr. Mead, has stated, time and time again—
we have to have a mandatory work requirement simply to serve as
a bridge for these people, so that they will gain the self-confidence
and self-worth, so that can become financially self-sufficient. That
is one thing we should do.

However, the problem with traditional workfare mandatory job

‘ning programs, is that they reach only the women in society,
t. ~ women who receive AFDC. But as I pointed out in my testimo-
ny, a very, very serious problem is the poor work performance and
the poor earnings capacity of young males, sometimes young hlack
males, but young white males as well.

There is no practicai way to get at these people through the
normal workfare type programs, or the normal work requirement
type programs. I would like to suggest that a two-part approach to
thig that would enforce or help encourage better work behavior,
and also reduce any disincentives to marriage that may be either
economic or psychological that exist in the current aid programs js
the following:

Instead of providing AFDC payments only to broken families, as
we do in hzallfP the States now, I think we ought to consider, and at
least study in a demonstration project, the provision of aid pay-
ments to intact families as well, and perhaps, providing an even
greater “marriage bonus” to families that do stay together over
and a?ove what the two individuals might get as separate recipi-
ents of aid.
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Yowever, what we saw in the sime/dime experiments of the
197, . and other income maintenance evperiments, was that when
you just provide aid to intact families, as in that situation, you
lower work performance, and you increase marital instability—
that is, you cause greater divorce among intact families.

So what you want to do is in providing this aid to intact families
is to attach work requirements to both partners—perhaps “one and
one half work requirement”, so that one spouse has to work full
time, and the other spouse has to work part time.

This does two things. First, it encourages marital stability be-
cause it eliminates whatever disincentives exist in the current wel-
fare systera for family breakup. And the most important thing we
can do for promoting the health and well-being of children is to en-
courage family stability. I think that is an essential step.

But the szcond thing it does, by bringing young males under the
authority of the work requirement, is that it can help increase the
marriageability of these young males, which will do two things. It
will increase the prospects for family stability because poor women
will have a greater pool of men, as it were, to choose from who can
support their children. Second, it will provide both young men and
young ~omen, but particularly their children, with a greater
amount of income to provide for their welfare and their family se-
curity. .

Mr. Coats. Did you get all four of those in there?

Mr. Hopkins. Yes; finished.

Ms. Brau. May I just make one comment, I know we are late.

I agree with a lot of what Mr. Hopkins said, but I think a mis-
impression is being generated here that the vast majority of people
on welfare kind of spend their lives on welfare and what not.

The studies, all the studies that I have seen, show an enormous
turnover in the welfare population. Welfare seems to be something
that the vast majority of participants rely on for a relatively short
period of time until they get back on their feet, and then they do
indeed leave the welfare rolls.

I think one problem we have to address is where do they go
when they lcave, and very often it is to very near poverty levels of
income. So we have to look at ways not just of integrating the wel-
fare population to the economic mainstream, but the types of jobs
and earnings that people have.

Mr. MeaD. I can speak to that directly. About 38 percent of the
AFDC cases remain on the rolls longer than 2 years. The majority
do move off quickly. And for those women it is appropriate to view
their labor market problems as not fundamentally different from
those of the general population, or women on general, as we heard
earlier in the morning.

But for the 38 percent, there is a serious problem. They really
are different. They are dependent for long periods. The%r have
larger families. They are less educated. All of the aspects o disad-
vantage are more serious for them.

Since only 15 percent of AFDC mothers are working, including
all of the mothers, we can be sure that for this long-term group
work is even less likely, even less prevalent. That group is our
most acute social problem, even if, indeed, they are a minority of
the AFDC cases.

;-!‘.\, rFe
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Ms. RAYMAN. I have another comment, that offers another per-
spective. I am very opposed to any kind of legislation that man-
dates a certain image of what the family is like, or should be.

I think many people coming from the white middle class, have
an ideal image of a mother, a father, and two children, living in a
mgg }llouse with a picket fence, somewhere in suburbia, as the ideal
model.

I speak here on behalf of my black and Hispanic sisters, on this
issue, that, many women are very proud parents, being single
heads-of-household.

It is also a positive choice for some of them; it is not only a nega-
tive choice. I think that there are very many social scientists—I
speak here as a sociologist who will document that there are many
different types of families that can exist in America at one time.

T think that the idea of giving government incentives is a moral
issue around preserving certain types of families to the exclusion of
other types of families. That is one point.

A second point is that unemployed women are very resourceful
and work quite hard. Here again, I speak from the position of
having personally interviewed and spent time with single heads-of-
household families, and with unemployed workers and their fami-
lies in Flint, in Detroit, in Munt Valley, in Connecticut, et cetera. I
don’t know how many of the committee members, particularly my
male colleagues here, have ever really spent much time witnessing
every day life, with a single head-of-household and her family and
children. You would then really see what the quality and shape of
life is like for these women.

I want to make a very strong point here that these women are
among t"e most brave, courageous, resilient women, that I have
ever seen. The kind of sense that one might get from some of the
testimony today is that that they are lazy, inept, not taking oppor-
tunities, et cetera. This is a false view.

I think we need to expose the untruth, the underlying racism
and sexism that pervades the notion that there is a kind of a “mys-
tery” as to why single women household heads, especially women
of color do not work. Dr. Mead has used this idea, a “mystery,” as
a cover rationale of why don’t these neople take the opportunity to
do X, Y, Z, to be good citizens in his terms.

In & round about way this “mystery position” results in blaming
the victim and putting the issue on why aren’t these people per-
forming ou wersonal rather than structured perspective; what is
the matte: with them that they are not taking the correct opportu-
nity rather than what is wrong with our social system.

For me, that is the backwards way of asking the question. I think
that we have to look at very different types of questions if we are
going to get at the right answers.

I think we are all interested in the right answers, and improving
our society. But I think we have to really look and examine what
the assumptions are, at the questions that we are asking.

One last ]}()oint, about Representative Johnson’s proposed legisla-
tion: I think there are major problems with the view that women
have to be forced to work. In Massachussets we have the ET pro-
gram which makes participation voluntary. It is seen as being one
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gft;a the best types of models for training workers in the United
tes.

Many public officials who tend to support involuntary workfare
have not at the same time supported the kind of support mecha-
nisms that would make programs effective: medical care, child
care, et cetera.

An underlying assumption, again, of what is the matter with
these women that you kind of have to hold a gun to their head to
get them to work must be overturned. Instead the issue should be
what are some of the other systemic problems, social structural
problems that contribute to keeping these people out of a produc-
tive labor force?

Mr. LEVIN. All right, let’s take stock here. We have another
panel, and a critical set of issues. Should we go on or should we
hear the third panel.

I just don’t want us to be impolite. I am not sure what time the
third panel was told it would start, but I am sure it was not 12:15.

Mr. Coars. I would be happy if I could just wrap up my question
here with a comment, not another question.

I thihk’,I{erhaps, Mrs. Johnson wants to comment on the last
question. Then I think we would be through on our side.

Mr. Levin. OK.

Mr. Coats. Dr. Rayman, without responding to everything that
you said. Let me just make two points.

I think we would be making a tragic mistake if we continued to
adopt public policy simply on the basis of the criteria which you
outlined, and not inc.ude the criteria which Dr. Mead and Dr. Hop-
kins described. We must find out why some percentage of the
people who are in poverty and are dependent on government pro-
grams do not take advantage of opportunities when they are pre-
gented. If we don’t answer tiat question, we are doomed to failure,
doomed to repeat the programs that we tried in abundance in the
1960’s and 1970’s without ever cracking the problem.

Second, I have to take exception to your point that our programs
should be devoid of any incentives to encourage families to stay to-
gether. This committee has heard eloquent testimon% tragic testi-
}non;lr, about the economic and social consequences of breaking up a
amily.

The burdens fall on that courageous mother, who I admit is cou-
rageous, but who many times wishes she didn’t have to be that cou-
rageous. She wishes she had the support of a paying father. But
the fathers do not pay child support, and that places a tremendous
financial burden on that mother, and a tremendous burden upon
the children who have to suffer through that.

Let's not glorify the courage of those single mothers to the extent
that we neglect government policies and programs which provide
incentives to keep families together. At the very least, we should
make people aware of the consequences of not being together
before they decide to make the plunge, have children, and then all
of sudden decide that is not the way that they want to go. So, I
want to make those two points, without belaboring it, have Mrs.
Johason respond, and then perhaps, we can move on.

Mus. Jounson. 1 won'’t belabor it either. It is just that I feel very
strongly that unless researchers begin to consider all aspects of the
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problem, we will never overcome the political problem of the two
parties having traditionally different stances on participation and
program support. I think that is a false dichotomy. It is what has
prevented us rom getting on board a decent program that could
help people.

I just think that you have a responsibility to help meld those
issues, and address the things that you have identified this morn-
ing as clearly as possible so that we won’t be divided by unproduc-
tive political divisions.

Mr. LEvIN. Let me just say that I, for one, have never accepted
the dichotomy of permissiveness versus anything else. I very, very
much believe in the contrary.

But I think there are these divisions, that we are not always sure
of the reasons for them, they are complicated. This panel, if you
haven’t resolved the differences, I think, you have shed some light
on them, including the depth of them, but hopefully their resolu-
tion.

We all thank you very, very much. Not only has the third panel
been delayed but you have given us more time than expected, and
we appreciate that.

My colleague Mr. Sikorski, has joined us and has also benefited.
He is going to hold his questions though, to the third panel.

Thank you very much.

V¥le are taking stock, I hope the third panel has been able to stick
with us.

June Wallace; Mr. Watars,

Is Mr. Waters accompanied by—no.

Mr. Waters; Beverly Thomas.

Is Beverly Thomas here?

Yes; if you would join us please.

Is Virginia Deal here?

And Mr. Avakian?

Welcome,

1I)\{ow the order I have them—dJune Wallace, just join us at the
table.

You are June Wallace?

Mr. Waters?

All right.

STATEMENT OF JUNE WALLACE, TEACHER, CREATIVE CHILD
CARE, SALISBURY, MD, ACCOMPANIED BY ANDREW KARTEN,
DIRECTOR, BASIC EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAM

Ms. WALLACE. My name is June Wallace. I am a 38-year-old
mother of three children ages 14, 8, and 6. I enrolled in the BET-
WIN program, volunteer which is run by the Maryland Depart-
ment of Human Resources, as a volunteer on November 8, 1982,
after reading information on the progran.

I had completed the 11th grade and had been an AFDC recipient
for at least 2 years prior to enrclling in BET-WIN.

My only employment history consisted of housekeeping jobs. BET
arranged for me to find a reliable day care home for my 4-year-old
gzughter by having me apply for purchase of day care at Social

rvices.
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After completing a 3 week job search in January 1983, but not
finding employment, BET enrolled me in the local adult learning
center in November 1983.

After 9 months I received my GED diploma. The BET program
gal\lre lme 35 allowance each day to assist with transportation to
school.

The joy I felt in receiving that diploma meant that I had accom-
plished something. I could give my children help with their home-
work when needed.

On December 21, 1983, I began an unpaid work experience at a
local head start day care center as a day care aide. The BET pro-
gram again gave me an allowance of $5 per day to help with trans-
portation. The 6 months I spent at the head start center were very
rewarding.

I learned what a day care aide’s job duties were: Supervising
small groups of children; going to work daily; and learning to be
responsible. It gave me more confidence in myself and the feeling
that I could do a good job.

I also enrolled in the day care I and day care II courses offered
by the local community college, to become certified to work with
young children, which day care centers now require as a condition
of employment.

The BET program paid for my tuition, registration and books as
well as an allowance to go back and forth to class. Without their
assistance I would not have bzen able to take the required courses.

I remained in work experience for 26 weeks even though I was
required to stay there only 13 weeks. I volunteered to stay the 13
additional weeks because I knew it would help me.

After my 6 months of work experience was completed on May 31,
1984, I was placed in an individual job search, and attempted to
locate a job as a day care aid. A BET job developer worked with

me.

In August of 1984, BET learned of an opening at a local day care
center privately owned and operated, set up an appointment for me
and gave me transportation there. BET offered their employer tax
credits and an OTJ contract.

I was hired as a day care aide. I completed on-job training on
January 9, 1985, as an aide, and was given a teaching position in
August 1985, and supervision of 1 aide. My AFDC case for $281
monthly was closed February 1985 due to my earnings. I now earn
$152 weekly.

BET gave me the opportunity to make something out of myself
and get my children and myself off of welfare. If it weren’t for
BET, I would probably be still on AFDC. BET works; it helped get
me here today.

[The prepared statement of June Wallace follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUNE WALLACE, TEACHER, CREATIVE CHILD CARE,
SAL1sBURY, MD

My name is June Wallace. I am a 38 year old mother of three children ages 14, 8,
and 6. I enrolled in the BET Program as a volunteer on November 8, 1982 after
reading information on the program. I had completed the 11th grade and had been
an AFDC recipient for at least 2 years prior to enrolling in BET. My only employ-
ment history consisted of housekeeping jobs. BET arranged for me to find a reliable
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day care home for my 4-year-old daughter by having me apply for purchase of day
care at Social Services.

After completing a three week job search class in January 1983 but not finding
employment, BET enrolled me in the local Adult Learning Center in November
1983. After nine montas, I rec ‘ved my GED diploma. The BET Program gave me a
$5_allowance each day to assist with trans;;lortation to school. The joy I felt in re-
ceiving that diploma meant I had accomplished something. I could give my children
help with their homework when needed. On December 21, 1983 I began an unpaid
work experience at a head start day care center as a Day Care Aide. The BET Pro-
gram again gave me an allowance of $5 per day to help with transportation. The 6
months I spent at the head start center were very rewarding. I Jearned what a Da
Cure Aide’s job duties were: supervising small groups of children, goirg to worlz
daily and bein% responsible. It gave me more confidence in myself and that I could
do a good job. I also enrolled in Day Care I and Day Care II courses offered by the
local community college to become certified to work with young children, which day
care centers now require as a condition of employment.

The BET Program paid for mrv tuition, registration and books as well as an allow-
ance to go back and forth to class. Without the assistance, I would not have been
able to take the required courses.

I remained in Work Experience for 26 weeks even though I was required to stay
there only 13 weeks. I volunteered to stay the 13 additional weeks because I knew it
could only help me. .

After my 6 months of Work Experience was completed on May 31, 1984, I was
laced in Individual Job Search and attempted to locate a job as a Day Care Aide. A
ET job developer worked with me. In August 1984, BET learned of an opening at a

local day care center privately owned an operated, set up an appointment for me
and gave me transportation there. BET offered the employer Tax Credits and an
OJT contract. I was hired as a Day Care Aide. I completed OJT on January 9, 1985,
as an aide and was given a teachi ~ position in August 1985 and supervision of one
aide. My AFDC for $281 monthly was closed February 1985 due to earnings. I now
earn $152 weekly.

ET gave me the opportunity to make something out of mgself, to get my chil-
dr%’?: an}g myself off of welfare. If it weren’t for BET, I'd probably still be on AFDC.

ank you.

Mr. LEvIN. Thank you for joining us.

We will now hear from Mr. Waters and then there will be ques-
tions for all of you.
Thank you so much Mr. Waters for your presence.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE E. WATERS, M.S.W.; DIRECTOR, EDUCA-
TION, TRAINING, AND ENTERPRISE CENTER [EDTEC], CAMDEN,
NJ

Mr. WaTERs. First of all I think I wrote the wrong speech be-
cause I would like to respond to some of the issues that were raised
by the first panel. But maybe we will have some time to do that.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify before the Select Commit-
tee on Children, Youth, and Families. Usually I am not included in
hearings of this nature, because these forums are usually limited to
researchers and theoreticians. So, first of all I would like to thank
the staff for inviting me as a practitioner.

As indicated in my written testimony, I have worked with youth
for 20 years in a variety of human service settings. And through all
of my work experience I have consistently seen one barrier block
the path of progress for the young disadvantaged, and that is how
to involve them economically in the mainstream of society.

There are thousands of young people ﬁrowing up in our society,
without having actually worked or earned an honest dollar in their
life. And you don’t have to have a Ph.D. in sociology to understand
what happens to youth and their families when they never experi-
ence the world of work in our society.
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I didn’t come here from Camden this afternoon to simply identify
problems associated with young people and work. I am here to offer
two specific program suggestions for dealing with the issue of pro-
viding more jobs and more work opportunities for young people, es-
pecially in our inner cities. ;

The first thing I would like to suggest is that U.S. policymakers
seek ways to encourage entrepreneurship a.nong not-for-profit com-
munity-based groups. My colleague, Aaron Bocage, who couldn’t be
here, and I were both employed by the Juvenile Resource Center
which is a not-for-profit agency that works with juvenile offenders
in Camden County, NJ. While we were employed there we devel-
oped five youth-operated businesses.

It is located, JRC is, in one of the poorest cities in the Nation,
where youth unemployment runs consistently at over 20 percent.
JRC works primarily with the youth in the areas of education
counseling, job training, and employment.

In 1981, we started our first youth operated business, called the
Lunchbox. The Lunchbox was a downtown luncheonette. We basi-
cally started to create real jobs and real work for young people in
our community. Our goal was to begin to break the cycle of depend-
ency that exists in many families.

For a first year investment of $25,000, the Lunchbox trained 16
youth in all aspects of food service and restaurant work, paid them
$21,000 in wages, hired one adult Camden resident, and pumped
$50,000 into the local economy by using city-based vendors. Our ex-
perience with the Lunchbox led us to start several new ventures.
We opened Little Bo Pizza, a sit down pizzeria restaurant; New
Ventures Management, a real estate management company that
owns and operates the agency’s main facility; the Plant Co., a com-
mercial greenhouse; and Perfect Pastries, a commercial bakery.

Over the years we have closed two of these businesses and have
added one which is called the Country Kitchen. But for the purpose
of this discussion, the econoric details of each venture are less im-
portant than the broad picture. Through these businesses that
were created in this very small not-for-profit youth agency, 66
youth were involved in work training; 28 youth were employed,
and 10 adults were employed, thus we like to think that a total of
104 families in Camden were a little more self-sufficient because
someone in their household was involved in the real world of work.

We have also examples of other projects similar to ours around
the country, and those models are included in my written testimo-
ny, and I won’t get into them. :

I have also made some references to other youth enterprise
projects if you are interested in more on that topic. My colleague
amf Ililave also coauthored an article about our experience in this
as well.

But again, we suggest as policymakers you look to encourage
more opportunities to create jobs, youth enterpriges and work ex
rience at the local level by utilizing not-for-profit youth agencies,
churches, civic assocatic™ s and schools as economic cevelopers.

Our second suggestion is that we, meaning adults, must teach
youth how to create work for themselves, One of the things that we
often forget is that one can participate in the world of work with-
out having a job. For the past 6 months my colleague and I have
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worked on a curriculum which teaches kids how to start their own
neighborhood business. Our motto is that “If you can’t find a job,
create one.”

The curriculum is called New Entrepreneurs and it is ccmpleted,
and I have some brochures here about that if you are interested.

But basically we teach youth how to create a small business in
their own community with little or no resources. It teaches kids
how to deal with the issue of work and what we cail the old fash-
ioned way. We became curious about youth self-employment as a
work alternative when youth in our businesses became fascinated
with the idea of business ownership.

Many of them did not have the kind of self-employment experi-
ences that we enjoyed as youngsters many years ago.

For example, in my case, as & young man growing up in rural
Virginia and later in the inner city of Philadelphia, I would have
been considered another unemployed black teenager by today’s
standards. Although I had money and plenty of work to do I was
among the self-employed. .

At the age of 8, I delivered newspapers in my hometown in Vir-
ginia. And I continued to be self-employed when my family moved
to Philadelphia by contracting to cut grass at a nursing home, shin-
ing shoes at the barber shcp, delivering groceries, and one summer
I even had subcontracted, with a tiny borough outside of Phildel-
phia called Millbourne, to paint the lines in their streets.

It could ve said that these were insignificant little tasks that
were no more than busy work. However, I think these early experi-
ences taught me a lot about the world of work. The most important
thing that I learned was that were opportunities to make money in
my own neighborhood.

Entrepreneurship should be encouraged among youth in our
cities and towns all across this great Nation of ours. It is definitely
a hot item among adults.

Young adults should not have to wait until their adult years to
find out that self-employment is an alternative work option. It is
an option that you as Government policymakers should seriously
consider for putting young America back to work.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of George E. Waters, Jr., follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF GEORGE E. WATERS, JR., M.S.W.; DIRECTOR, EDUCATION,
TRAINING AND ENTERPRISE CeNTER [EDTEC], CAMDEN, NJ

I appreciate the opportunity to testify before the Select Committee on Children,
Youth, and Families. Usually I am not included in hearings of this nature. These
forums are usually limited to researchers and theoreticians. So, first of all I would
like to thank the staff for inviting a practitioner.

Aaron Bocage, my friend and associate of 20 years, and I became involved with
youth many years ago when we were college students working at a settlement house
in South Philadelphia. Since that time, we have worked with “regular” teenagers,
high risk youth, special education students, gangs and emotionally disturbed young

ople. And during the 20 years in the field, we have consistently seen one barrier

lock the path of progress for the young disadvantaged. And that is how to involve
them economically in the mainstream of our society.

There are thousands of young people growing up in our society without having
actually worked or earned an honest dollar in their life. You don't need a Ph.D. in
sociology to understand what happens to youth and their families when they never
experience the world of work in our society.
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I didn’t come here from Camden, NJ, this afternoon to simply identify problems
associated with young people and work. I am here to offer two specific program sug-
gestions for dealing with the issue of providing more jobs and work opportunities for
young people.

The first thing I would like to suggest is that policymakers seek ways to encour-
age entrepreneurship among nonprofit comm 1nity based groups. While Aaron and I
were both employed by the Juvenile Resource Center [JRC), a nonprofit youth
agency that works with juvenile offenders in Camden County, New Jersey, we devel-
oped five businesses. JRC is located in one of the poorest cities in the nation where
youth unemployment runs consistently at over 20 percent. JRC works primarily
with youth in the areas of education, counseling, job training, and employment.

In 1981, we started our first youth-operated business, The Lunchbox. The Lunch-
box wes a downtown luncheonette. We started the business to create real jobs and
real work for young people in our community. Our 1goal was to begin to break the
cycle of dependency that exists in many families. For a first year investment of
$25,000, The Lunchbox trained 16 youth in all aspects of food services and restau-
rant work, paid them $21,000 in wages, hired one adult Camden resident, pumped
$50,000 into the local econom{by using city-based vendors.

Our experience with The Lunchbox led us to start several other ventures. We
opened Little Bo Pizza, a sit-down pizzeria restaurant; New Ventures Management,
a real estate management company that owns and operates the agency’s main facili-
ty; the Plant Company, a commercial greenhouse; and Perfect Pastries, a commer-
cial bakery. (We have closed two and have added one, The Country Kitchen). For
the purpose of this discussion, the economic details of each venture are less impor-
tant than the broad Eicture. Through the businesses that were created in this very
small nonprofit youth agency, 66 youths were involved in work training, 28 youth
were employed and 10 adults were employed. Thus, we would like to think that a
total of 104 families in Camden were a little morr: self-sufficient because someone in
their household was involved in the real world of work.

Creative work opportunities have been developed in other communities as well.
We have done extensive research in the area of youth enterprise in nonprofit orga-
nizations and have found a few other examples—youth make ramps for the handi-
capped and wood pallets in Cincinnati; sell office supplies and operate a delivery
service in Chicago; recycle bottle and cans in Ames (clothing center in planning);
and started a firewood business, a construction crew and a print shop in Seattle

If you are interested in more information on this topic, I would like to refer you
to a article we wrote called “Creating Youth Enterprise in the Nonprofit Sector”
which appeared in [New Designs for Youth Development), published by Associates
for Youth Development, Tucson, Arizona, in August 1984.

We suggest that as policymakers you look to encourage more opportunities to
create jobs, youth enterprises and work experiences at the local level by utilizinf
nonprofit youth agencies, churches, civic associations and schools as economic devel-
opers.

Our second suggestion is that we (adults) must teach youth how to create work for
themselves. One of the things we often forget is that one can participate in the
world of work without having a job. There are thousands of people in this country
who are self employed. For the East 6 months Aaron and I have worked on a cur-
riculumn which actually teaches kids how to start the.r own neighborhood business.
Our motto is “if you can't find a job, then make one”. The curriculum is called New
Entrepreneurs and is now completed. I have a few brochures about the program I
would like to share.

We teach youth how to create a small business in their own neighborhood with
little or no resources. It is a 12 unit, 20 hr. curriculum with a series of well-illustrat-
ed workbooks. It is a soups-to-nuts guide for the young entrepreneur. One section,
called, “‘easy in and easy out—youth business ideas for all neigborhoods,” should be
owned by every youth 1n America. It is appropriate for youth who live on farms as
well as young people who grow up in urban housing projects. New Entrepreneurs
teaches Kids how to deal with the issue of work the old fashioned way.

We became curious about youth selfemployment as a work alternative when

outh in our businesses became fascinated with the idea of business ownership.
{'hany of them did not have the same kind of self employment experiences that we
enjoyed as youngsters many years a%o.

As a young man growing in rural Virginia and Philadelphia, I would have been

considered another black unemployed teenager bﬁ today’s standards. Although I had

money and plenty of work to do, I was among the self employed. At the age of 8 I
delivered the “Afro-American” newspaper in and around my hometown of Nassawa-
dox, VA. I continued to be self-employed when our family moved to Philadelphia by
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contracting to cut grass at a West Philadelphia nursing home, shining shoes at the
neighborhoed barbar shop and using my wagon to deliver groceries at the Jocal su-
permarket. One summer the tiny borough of Millbourne (right outside of Philadel-
phia) subcontracted with me to paint the lines in the middle of their streets.

These early experiences taught me alot about the world of work. The most impor-
tant thing I learned was that there were many opportunities to make money in my
own neighborhood.

Entrepreneurship should be encouraged among our youth in cities and towns all
across thig great Nation of ours. It is definitely a hot item amon adults. Young
adults should not have to wait until their adulf years to find out that self-employ-
ment is an alternative work option. It is an option that you as Government policy-
ma'I%ltlers l:;hould seriously consid%r for putting young America back to work.

ank you.

Mr. LEvIN. Next Beverly Thomas and Michael Hickey.
Welcome to both of you. We have read with interest about the
work at GE’s Reemployment Center. Tell us more.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL P. HICKEY, DIRECTOR, GE
REEMPLOYMENT CENTER

Mr. Hickey. Can you hear me OK?

Mr. LEviN. Yes; thank you.

Mr. Hickey. We have submitted six pages of testimony, and I
will spare you from reading the testimony.

Mr. Levin. OK.

Mr. Hickey. But I would like to start off by giving you an over-
view of the rather ambitious and important program, at least from
our perspective.

The General Electric Reemployment Center was created about a
year ago, April 1, 1985, with the operations and services fully in
effect on April 29, 1985. It was set up as a joint effort of the Gener-
al Electric Co., Maryland State Department of Employment and
Training, and the Howard County Department of Citizen Services.

It was set up to help displaced peovle who were going to be dis-
placed as a result of a phaseout of microwave oven production at
the Columbia, MD plant.

In total, the dislocation will be 700 employees when it is all fin-
ished. At this point in time, about 550 people have been displaced
since we have been in operation.

Over 500 have registered at our center. We have had over 4,500
individual visits of the 500 people at the center. We think it has
been successful.

An important early step was developing an advisory board which
is made up of the employees at the plant. A cross-section of the em-
ployees, hourly employees, salary employees, women, men, minori-
ties, people who would advise me, advise the staff and give us input
into the operations and the services that we needed to provide. Anc
also to be a sounding board for the plant, because one of the early
things that must be done is develop credibility with the people who
will need the services because one can have the best program possi-
ble but unless the displaced employees take advantage it won't be
very effective.

I think a significant development through our process was when
G.E. applied for and received certification under the Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance Program on behalf of the employees. All benefits
that emanate from this act go directly to the employees. Certifica-
tion became effective in July of 1985. A direct result has been a
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shifting of priorities of the employees, from immediate job place-
ment to long-term training.

I think that any long-term treining is very significant in that if
any future displacemerts occur in any other manufacturing or
other jobs then the trained individuals will be much more market-
able and more likely to find other opportunities after that.

The services that are provided are probably one of the most com-
prehensive network of services that are available to displaced
people. And in terms of some of the statistics, I indicated that we
have had over 500 people actually participate and register through
the program. We currently have had 182 job placements, with the
average placement wage of about $7 an liour, and we have over 250
people enrolled in long-terma training programs.

We have had over 1,300 people participate in individual counsel-
ing sessions:

I can return and respond t> any questions, but I weute ‘o give
you an overview of things we are doing to give you a be ¢ under-
standing. Ms. Thomas will talk about some of the speci.ic issues
and concerns of the individual employees who are being afiected by
tne displacement.

STATEMENT OF BEVERLY THOMAS, COORDINATOR, COUNSELING
AND TRAINING, GE REEMPLOYMENT CENTER, COLUMBIA, MD

Ms. Tuomas. Thank you. My name is Beverly Thomas, ar > as
Mr. Hickey just related, I am going to summarize what we see in
terms of personal and counseling issues in dealing with a lot of the
dislocated workers at GE.

Wiiile it would appear that the most immediate need for all of
these displaced workers, or dislocated workers, would be to secure
immediate and satisfying employment, we found that there are a
lot of other personal, emotional, educational, and logistical issues
that seem to take priority over that immediate goal. We have
found that production-line workers generally have narrowly fo-
cused employment skills. In fact, many of them have minimal
formal edu: ation and training. So as a result, we feel that other
future employment opportunities will be limited if they do not re-
ceive some extensive assistance. .

When employees learned about the possibility of losing their jobs
and a significant part of their income—and these are workers, 1
might add, who have an extensive work history—they still experi-
enced a variety of feelings. They tend to become afraid, frustrated,
gonfused and many of them display a tremendous lack of confi-

ence.

Many of the workers had not searched for jobs in several years
and were feeling quite inadequate in terms of begin.ing a job
search campaign.

Se to address these reactions and these personal issues the center
incorporated sessions nn coping with life changes and stress “in-
agement in our job search workshop program. Of couree, in indiv.:-
ual counseling sessions the staft always encourages the workers to
expand and to discuss any of their own reactions to the layoff expe-
rience.
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We also found that many employees did not possess a high school
diploma or GED, so one of the first projects that we began was to
start onsite GED classes. Many of the workers, particularly those
at midlife or older felt unable to compete in the job market, and
yet they were very resistant to going back to the classroom for re-
training or for acquiring their high school diploma.

We found that since many of them were reluctant to join in
group activities, our core service still revolves around personal
time and attention to individual needs. In other words, the staff
spends a considerable amount of time one on one with these folks
to determine what direction they want to go in, )

The primary barriers we have encountered with manufacturing
workers in transition fr..n dislocation, and working toward new
employment are a general lack of cenfidence, and of course, a lack
of financial resources. Their income immediately drops, and it can
become worse down the road. A lack of adequate and inexpensive
child care; a lack of reliable transportation; enough information
and patience in dealing with government programs and with train-
ing institutions, and a lack of job search skills to compete in
today’s labor market. And for jobs beyond the manufacturing
realm, certainly a lack of marketable job skills.

. fhe center has addressed the lack of confidence that we seem to
find pervasive through personal ard group support, and also work-
ing with individuals to help them become aware of their own skills;
more education, particularly the basic education, training, and
some strategies for overcoming some of the negative attitudes re-
garding age barriers.

To assist with the lack of financial resources and adequate child
care, we make appropriate referrals and try to assist individually
wherever we can. And in terms of financial planning we also make
referrals individually and have group sessions on strategies that
will help in that area.

We also provide coordivation with JTPA title I, support paz-
ments on site at the center.

In dealing with transpcrtation problems we as much possible try
to coordinate ride sharing and car pooling. To deal with Govern-
ment programs and training institutions we have coordinated ac-
tivities, and we often find that we must intercede on a case-by-case
basis as advccates for a particular worker.

We also disseminate as much information as we have available
individually and in newsletters regarding training and Government
policies.

From our perspective, it is clear that assistance is essential, for
without the support services and advocacy of the reemployment
center, many displaced wo-kers now gainfully employed would
probably still be unemployed or underemployed. Assistance, again,
personal assessment, decisionmaking, and retraining are also avail-
able, and we place a lot of emphasis on those areas to increase
workers marketable job skills.

To cope with the lack of job search skills for today’s market, we
also provide workshops which include resume development, inter-
viewing :ills, completing job applications and telephone tech-
niques to approach employers.

16%
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We found clearly from our point of view that assistance is essen-
tial, for without a lot of the support services and advocacy of the
staff at the center many of the displaced workers that we know are
employed we feel would still be unemployed or certainly underem-
ployed.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Michael P. Hickey, and Beverly C.
Thomas follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF MicraeL P. Hickey, DIRECTOR, BEVERLY C. THomas, Coorpr-
NATOR, COUNSELING AND TRAINING, GE RE-EMPLOYMENT CENTER, CoLuMBIA, MD

GENERAL ELECTRIC
RE-EMPLOYMENT CENTER
"APPLIANCE PARK-EAST

COLUMBIA, MARYLAND

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

The General Electric Re-Employment Center (R.E.C.) was
created on April 1, 1985, through’ the joint efforts of the
General Electric Company, Maryland Dept. of Employment and
Trairing, and the Howard County Dept. of Citizen Services. The
Center's program and service operations officially began April
29, 1985.

The Re-Employment Center was established to help GE
Appliance Park-East, Columbia, MD. enployees who had been 1laid
off, or were soon to be laid off, as a result of the phase out
of Microwave Oven production. The Center provides a
comprehensjve network of employment and training related
services to assist the displaced GE employees find new career
and trainiug opportunities.

During the first program year of operations, over 450
people have registered for Center services, resulting in over
4,500 individual visits, not inclusive of telephone and letter
contacts.

As a first step in the development; a professional,
experienced staff, well seasoned in employment programs, was
recruited.” An Advisory Board was then created, consisting of
GE employees; 6 Hourly znd 6 Salary, to provide guidance and
input into the R.E.C. activities, and to promote the services
to the plant population. The Advisory Board was crucial to the
success of the Center, in that, it became the vehicle for
direct employment involvement and input into the Center's
policies and service mix, and established early credibility
with the Columbia employees. It became the Sounding Board for
the Center Director and Staff.

The L. t. of Labor Trade Adjustment Assistance (TRA/TAA)
Certification for displaced GE employees was received in July
1985. This became very significant to the current high
percentage of employees enrolled in re-training programs. The
TRA/TAA shifted the emphasis and priorities of the displaced
enployees from immediate job search, to new training
opportunities, out of the recognition that a new vocational
skill would be learned and developed, enhancing current and
future employment marketability.

ERI
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This indeed was a significant development, in that prior to
certification, the overwhelming concern was immediate
-¢-employment into similar jobs, whereas after certification,
the employees became more concerned with new training and
career opportunities. The impact on the Center has been
obvious, with fewer than anticipated immediate job placements,
but a much higher than anticipated demand for training, along
with all of the counseling, coordination, and assessment that
accompanies pre-training referrals.

The longer term cffect is significant and positive, in
that, people will be trained for occupations that have
projected growth, whereas in their old line of work of assembly
production, future projections are for diminished
opportunities. Also market trends and fluctuations are more
severe for the less skilled work force, mainly because if
subsequent displacements occur, it becomes mare and more
difficult with each occurrence for these people to find other
suitable employment. Whereas, if one develops a trade that is
in demand, then future displacements will be less prof ound, due
to the fact that the market will be more capable of absorbing
those who have a marketable skill. The long term benefits are
obvious; future demand for skilled labor will be met along with
less future displacements, both of which add to the local
economic stability and reduce the future costs to taxpayers and
enployers.

The GE Re-Employment Ceut 1as met the needs of the
disp}aced employees by offering the following programs and
services:

CORE SERVICES
Employment Counseling
Labor Market Information
Assessment - APTICOM System (GATB)
Job Search Workshops - (Post & Pre Layoff)
Job Clubs
Benefits Counseling «
Resume Writing Assistance
Interviewing Skills
Skill Re-Training Programs
GED Preparation Courses
Job Development
On-The-Job Training
On-Site Unemployment Insurance Registration
Special Programs
Other Agency Referrals
Project Infornm
Videotape Show of Services (Promotional material to encourage
employee participation at the Center)
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Follow-up Services

(weekly letters sent to training participants and displaced
employees who have not used the Center, in an attempt to
«urther encourage participation)

R.E.C. Brochure

Pre-Layoff Briefings § Orientations

Bi-weekly R.E.C. Highlights

(Re-Employment Center tabloid describing Center's current
and upcoming activities)

SPECIAL SERVICES (OHGGING) AND AGENCY REFERRALS

Financial Counseling

Family Counseling

Psychological Counseling

Relocation Assistance

OQut-of-area Job Search .

SPECIAL SERVICES/WORKSHOPS/PROGRAMS

Job Fairs

Roundtables - 1600 employees given a

guided torr of the Center

Trade Adj .stment Assistance Seminar § Registration meetings
Presentations By Training Schools On Available Programs

SEMINARS

Career Days

How To Start § Manage Your Own Business

Financial Resources While In Training

How To Budget & Make Your Money Go Further

Over 40 - Where Do I Go From Here?

Postal Exam Preparation

SF171 Preparation and How to Apply for Government yobs

R.E.C. SPONSORED CLASS SIZE TRAINING

Electronic Technology

Word Processing/Modern Office Skills

Printed Circuit Board Soldering

Baltimore County Occupatiional Training Centers
Local Community Colleges

Local Vocational/Proprietary Schools
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COUNSELING ISSUES

While the most immediate need of the dislocated GE workers
would appear to be secure, satisfying employment; many other
personal, emotional, educational, and logistical i,sues often
take priority.

Production line workers gemerally have narrowly focused
employment skills with the majority possessing minimal formal
education and training. As a result, other future employment
opportunities will be limited if they do not receive extensive
assistance.

When employees learn of the possibility of losing their
jobs, coupled with a loss of a significant portion of their
income, what then occurs, even if they locate another job in
manufacturing, is that they usually experienge an array of
intense feelings and emotions. People become angry, afraid,
confused, frustrated, and quickly lose confidence. Many
workers have not searched for jobs in several years and feel
inadequate to begin a job search campaign.

To address these reactions, the Center has incorporated
sessions on coping with 1ife changes and stress into Job Search
Workshops. Also, in individual counseling sessions, workers
are always encouraged to discuss and expand on their personal
reactions to their layoff experience.

In addition to providing an individual and group forum for
expressing feelings, the Center immediately established
education and training programs to increase the confidence
level and marketability of GE workers. Since some employees do
not possess a High School diploma or GED, c¢ne of the first

projects was to start on-site GED classes. Many individuals,
particularly those in their 40's and 50's, feel unable to
compete in the job market and yet are very resistant to going
back to the classroom.

In order to provide support and encouragement for entering
GED classes, and/or job search workshops, and re-training;
Center staff spends a majority of its time in individual and
telephone counseling. Many people are reluctant to join any
type of group activity or training. Therefore, the Center core
service still revolves around personal time and attention to
individual needs.

The primary barriers we encounter with manufacturing
workerz in transition from dislocation to new employment are a
lack of:

o confidence e job search skills

e financial resources o marketable job skills

o adequate and inexpensive child care
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e reliable transportation
e information and patience when dealing with government
programs

The R.E.C. addresses the employee's general lack of
confidence through the process of personal and group support,
increased awareness of individual skills, education, training,
and strategies for overcoming negative feelings regarding age
barriers.

To assist with the lack of financial resources and adequate
child care, the center makes appropriate referrals and provides
information individually and in groups on financial planning
and coordination with JTPA Title III Support Payments.

To cope with transportation problems, center staff
coordinates ride sharing or car pooling whenever possible.

In dealing with government programs and training
institutions, the center coordinates activities and often
intercedes as an advocate for the displaced worker as well as
disseminating information individually and in newsletters
regarding training and government poiicies,

Assistance with personal assessment, decision making, and
training is available to increase workers marketable job skills.

The lack of job search skills such as resume development,
interviewing skills, writing cover letters, completing job
applications, and proper use of the telephone is addressed in
the job search workshop.

Many people on lay-off would clearly admit that “they
didn't feel anyone would hire them with the skills they had,"
or "that they felt uneducated and unable to learn new things."

Folks who have been employed for many years at manufacturing
jobs said "I've never had to have a resume before and don't
know how to do one."

In addition, when individuals encounter special personal or
financial crises, such as divorce, eviction, etc., R.E.C. staff
menbers make referrals to appropriate service agencies or if
needed, intervene as advocates.

From our perspective, it is clear that assistance is
essential, for without the support services and advocacy of the
Re-Employment Center, many displaced workers now ainfully
employed we J probably still be unemployed or ungeremployed.
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FINAL ANALYSIS

Viewed from any perspective, the GE Re-Employment Center
has been an overwhelming success. The majority of the
displaced employees have been assisted, resulting in positive
outcomes for most of them. The program service and training
mix available is comprehensive and addresses the needs of the
employees.

The unique and critical asset of the Center's development
and success is found in the approach by GE management. The
company came forward to make sure the employees were given the
best service possible by providing the necessary financial and
supportive resources along with the comprehensive programs and
services.

It can be stated, that perhaps the single most important
reason for the current level of success has been the support
provided by all parties concerned. The coordination and
cooperation of the General Electric Company, MD. Department of
Employment and Training, Howard County Government, Howard
Community College, the local SDA's and all other service
providers have been important.

The Federal Job Trtining Partnership Act (JTPA) was
established as a mechanism to create a public/private
partnership, joining Government and Business forces to help
displaced and unemployed people find new career and training
opportunities. Neither business nor government can do it alone.

The General Electric Re-Employment Center epitomizes the
spirit and intent of the legislation, through the resource,
support and financial commitment of General Electric, the State
of Maryland, and the County Government. The ideal partnership
exists in Howard County and in the State of Maryland, one which
could t~ duplicated as a National Model of Success.
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Mr. LEviN. Another vote.

Let me ask—we maybe have another 5 minutes if we scoot to the
vote.

So, perhaps Virginia Deal you would like to at least begin.

Mr. Avakian, I am not sure who is going to go first?

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL AVAKIAN, SENIOR STAFF ATTORNEY,
CENTER ON NATIONAL LABOR POLICY, NORTH SPRINGFIELD, VA

Mr. AvakiaN. Mr. Chairman, I am just making an opening com-
ment and Mrs. Deal will provide all the testimony.

I am an attorney with the Center on National Labor Policy. As a
profession, I represent employees and have witnessed the impact of
work on their individual situations. Mrs. Deal has come here to dis-
cuss a problem that is developing throughout the country, in terms
of dealing with the value of work and its impact on the family.

We have a trend now and in the future for a movement of work-
ers based upon our technological advances and other reasons, out
of the factories and into the homes. The Government currently has
some regulations which prohibit a certain amount of this type of
homework, and its impact on the family right now is very signifi-
cant. Mrs. Deal would like to go into this more specifically with
you.

STATEMENT OF VIRGINIA DEAL, PARENT, EMPLOYEE, TOM
THUMB GLOVE CO., WILKESBORO, NC

Ms. DeAL. I am Virginia Deal, I was a homeworker. ] am no
longer a home worker because the Government came in and told
me it was against regulations to sew gloves in the home.

This is what I did. [Display.] I have a finished product and the
product before anything is done to it before I took it home. We
sewed the thumbs in, fingers on, and closed these gloves, which
takes a lot of skill to do all of this. Some gloves we sewed bands on,
others we did not.

It takes 6 months to learn to tew a glove. To sew one well, and
do well on it, it takes at least 2 years. A child could not do it.
Someone who is not trained could not do it.

This is how they look when I take them back. .

I would go and pick up my work, and then when I finished my
work I would take it back. The most I made was $7 an hour. I kept
my time to know exactly what I made. I timed myself. The least I
made was approximately $4.70 an hour.

] When the glove is completely finished, they turn them in to the
actory. .

We have 85 ladies who were doing these in their homes. Many of
these ladies could not get to work.

They had no transportation. They had maybe one vehicle, maybe
their husband would be going one direction to work, they would
have to go another direction several miles out of the way to get to
the factory.

Many of these ladies had children that they would like to stay
home wit) to feke care of them. Myself, my daughter is 12 years
old, in going into the factory she is home by herself from approxi-
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mately 6:30 in the morning until 8 o’clock of the morning. Of the
afternoon she is home, right now, until about 5:30 from about 2:39.

My daughter, while I was working in my home, was an A stu-
dent. Before I started working in my home she was an A-B stu-
dent. Her grades came up. She has improved tremendously because
I have more time to spend with her and help her with her work.

Our family time together in working in the factory is very limit-
ed. When I was working in the home I could take off any time I
wished to take off.

If my husband happened to have a day off, we could spend it as I
chose. I did not have to be in the factory.

This is true of a lot of the ladies. If my daughter has a day off
from school, I can spend thai day with her, make up the work later
on. We could work anytime that we wanted to at our own rate or
our own pace.

Some of these ladies that were working in their home have truck
drivers for husbands. While their husbands were gone they could
work. While their hushands were home they could spend their time
with their husbands, therefore they have a better home life.

Mr. LeviN. Let me just break in for a moment because I am
afraid we have to answer the bells again.

If we just vote and come right back, can all of you wait?

While those of you who can, whoever can be back, will be back.
Just give us 10 minutes, we will try to make it quickly.

We will stand in recess then.

[Recess.]

Mr. Levin. All right, we will reconvene.

I don’t know if you had quite finished. I am sorry for the inter-
ruption.

Ms. DeAL. Thank you.

Working at home gives people the opportunity to be with their
families, I have already established that.

When I started to work in the factory myself, about 2 months
ago, I had to go 46 miles per day to work, if I drove for myself.
Wl:gn I was working at home all I had to do was walk across the
yard.

I did not have my job in my home, a lot of the ladies did, but
mine was in a building separate and apart from my house. I had
all the things that I would have had in the house, to help me out,
the conveniences and things.

When I was working at home I didn’t have a transportation
problem. We only had one car. My husband takes it to work to Tay-
lorsville, which is 4 miles away. I was going to Wilkesboro to work
every day after going into the factory.

I could only work 20 hours. For 20 hours work I took home ap-
proximately $76 dollars a week. You can’t make production very
well just running into the factory for a few minutes.

The majority of the ladies that were working at home could not
even make it into the factory, therefore, they didn’t have the
income that they had.

Ten people are working regular hours out of 85. The ladies that
did make it into the factory, the majority of them, I think, there
were about 25, and 15 of them are working from 3 to 6 hours a day.
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That doesn’t even pay for the babysitting fees that we would
have to have. Babysitting had just gone up to $40 per child per
week, whether you take your child to the babysitter or not. If you
miss taking your child one day, {ou pay anyway. That runs into a
lot of expense for people especially when they have two and three
chilﬁren and take home $100 or less. It doesn’t pay for them to
work.

Working in the homes we averaged $6 an hour, out of all of the
workers that worked. We have already checked into that to be
sure. The Labor Department came into my home and they timed
me sewing and said I made well above minimum wage.

Everything was fine. Then they went back to Tom Thumb Glove
in Wilkesboro, told them we were illegal because of title 29, of the
Federal regulations, part 530. Gloves and mittens, ladies apparel,
handkerchiefs, embroidering, buttons and buckles and jewelry
making were the only things that were restricted.

Jobs in our area are kind of hard to find, for home workers. We
do have some upholstery sewers who do work at home. And we
have a lot a furniture factories in our area, but if you are not
trained in that, you cannot work at home in that. You have to buy
your machine. ’

We rented our machines for $1 a year; that was very cheag. We
furnished our own electricity. We paid our own taxes and Social
Security; we were encouraged to do that.

And it was an ideal situation for all of us. However, if we do not
get our machires back home, Tom Thumb Glove will be forced to
g0 to Red China to import, and these ladies who have been working
will be out of jobs. The ones in the factory, which amount in all to

about 240 ﬁeople, will be out of jobs.

To me that is pretty silly to take American jobs and send them
to Red China when we have quality products that we make our-
selves. That doesn’t make good sense to me.

We all want to work. If the jobs were available we would work.
Some of these ladies will have to go on welfare. That is something
elee I can’t understand, if somebody wants to work, why put them
on welfare; why not let them work?

Tliey are trained to do these jobs, and maybe not other jobs.
Some of these ladies, the only thir.; they have ever done is sew
glgves. They don’t want to go into another factory maybe to get a
Job.

Some of them could go into upholstery factories, but when they
could work at home; why not? It is much simpler for everybody
concerned.

In Wilkes County just in the last 2 or 8 months there have been
two or three factories that have shut down because they didn’t
have workers. They were in these restricted areas in the ladies’
garments.

If they had been permitted, they could have sent machines home
with ladies that were trained in these jobs and they wouldn’t have
had to shut down, therefore, a lot of people would be employed that
are not employed today.

Most of these ladies that worked in these factories were not
given any notice either as to the plants being shut down. And we
were certainly not given notice in our situation. We had 8 days to
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turn our machines in. We didn’t have a choice of whether to get
other employment right away either.

The elderly people who are affected in this, some of these ladies
have elderly parents who they care for. My mother has passed
away since 1 have been working at home. Had it not have been
that I was working at home, I couldn’t have spent the last week of
her life with her.

My daddy ri%flt now, my brother lives with him, but he depends
on me to take him everywhere he goes, to the doctors, and stuff. 1
have to take off work to go.

If I was working at home, all I would have to do is stop for a
little while and that would be it, I could make it up later on. Some
of these ladies have people who live in the homes with them who
are old and some of them are in wheelchairs, but that cannot get
an exemption on this because the law states that they have to be
complete invalids or be invalids themselves in order to have ex-
emptions. If they were able to work at home they could look out for
these people and maybe they wouldn’t have to hire somebody to
look after them, and not have to pay that out, therefore, their
inctqme would be greater, and everybody would be happy in the sit-
uation.

The roads are another problem for us. We live in basically moun-
tainous country, around Wilkes and Alexander County. In the
wintertime the roads get impassable, especially for the ones that
live on dirt roads.

It is impossible for a loi of them to get out to go to jobs eve
day. They just need something they can maybe go one time a wee
and pick up and take back one time a week.

Some ladies go as far as 10 miles on those roads a day each way,
that is lot of traveling over these roagds. In the bad weather, we
couldn’t stay in the factory to wait and see what the conditions
were going to get to be. We would have to take off work, if we
hadn’t been there but an hour, if it had started snowing. That took
away from income, too.

One lady was using this income totally to buy heart medicine.
She is 69 years old. She sewed when she wanted to sew. The only
income she has right now is Social Security.

She has tried to get other means of supgort and has been turned
down for any kind of relief at all. If I am correct, I think her Social
Security was $265 a month. Her medicine was $235 a month. That
doesn’t leave much for living expenses.

Nancy Adams, who is with me today, has a child with a severe
learnilﬁf disability. She has to go to a lpt of meetings pertaining to
her child. She helps in the school that he attends. Working in the
factory is not very suitable for her, because she has to take off to
go to all of these meetings. It forms a hardship for her in having to
travel to the frctory, then back, and then back to the factory if she
gets through with her meeting in time,

Mr. LEvIN. Let me just mention, I am concerned a bit about
time, and adequate time to question the panel. The members here
may have to leave including myself, for markups or the like. So if I
could ask you if you just finish and there may be some questions.
We may get another bite at the apple yet.

Ms. DEAL. That will be just fine. .
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We think that if the Government would step aside on these regu-
lations, that more jobs would be created, therefore, more families
would have more income; the children would be better taken care
of; the elderly would be better taken care of; and I think the econo-
my would be much better off.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Virginia Deal follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF VIRGINIA DSAL, HoMEWORKER FROM THE STATE oF NoRTH
AROLINA

Mr. Chairinan and members of the committee, my name is Virginia Deal, and I
am a homeworker from the state of North Carolina. With me today is Nanc{JAdams
who also works from her home and Michael Avakian of the Center on National
Labor Policy, Inc.

Nancy and I are from Wilkesboro and Taylorsville, North Carolina respectively
which are small communities located in the western part of the State approximately
70 miles from Charlotte. I live with my husband and my young child while Nancy
and her husband have four children, one of whom is an 8.year-old with a severe
learning disability.

We a{pﬂreciate this opportunity to expres our views and recommendtions on the
value of homework to tﬁe economic and overall personal well-being of our families. I
speak on behalf of 83 other women like myself who, until 2 months ago, were em-
ployed as homeworkers for the Tom Thumb Glove Co. in Wilkesboro. In addition I
am also representing the interests of my local chapters of the 4H Club and North
Carolina Agriculture Extension Service who believe that earning a living from
home is an idea that should be encouraged as a remedial response to the break-up of
the American family.

I have a modest, but continuous, sewin background. I have been making dols,
stuffed animals, and some of my own clothes since high school and over the lyears
have picked up most of my sewing ability through practice and experience. I also
mtgke home decorator items such as quilts, pillows, wall hangings, tailored baskets,
ete. .

I started working for Tom Thumb 13 vears ago in its Wilkesboro factory as a
glove stitcher. As I n having children { realized that factory work was no longer
a viable means of earning a living. I felt that my presence at home at all times was
essential to the proper upbringing of my children. However, I also knew that the
income I gave up to be a stay-at-home mother was sorely being missed until Tom
Thumb offered me the opportunity to work at home doing the same glove stitch-
work that I performed in its factory. For several years, Nancy, myself and 83 other
women in our area took advantage of this great opportunity to combine employment
and child rearing.

y experience over these years led me to the conclusion that the benefits of work-
ing at home ere many. I worked when I wanted to and as fast or slow as I wanted
to. Many times when my husband or my daughter had days off, I didn’t work at all.
On the other hand, if ] wanted to sew while my husband watched Sunday afternocon
football I was free to do so. I was always there when my daughter needed me. When
she called from school and said “I don’t feel well and can you come get me,” I was
there. When she came home excited and couldn’t wait to share her good news, I was
there. This was extremely important to me, and the major reason for my wanting to
work at home.

My homework earnings fluctuated with the amount of work I did, but averaged
between $5 and $6 an hour on the average day, depending on what kind of work I
was doing and how many interruptions 1 hag. In an uninterrupted hour I could
easily make $7. My situation was not uncommon. Many of my fePlow homeworkers
in and around Taylorsville earned as much as I did.

Suddenlg, however, my perfect homework setup was abruptly ended last month
by the U.S. Department of Labor. I was informed that a forty year old depariment
r 3ulation (29 C.F.R. Part 530) prohibits all homework involving my glovemaking as
well as women’s apparel, buttons and buckles, jewelry, handkarchie s, and embioi-
dery. The Labor Department actually enforced these “omework restrictions by ¢los-
ing down that part of Tom Thumb’s operation whicl. & said was illegally using iny
services and those of other homeworking seamstresses.

Needless to say, this has imposed a hardskip on my family, myself and all of the
other homeworkers in the area. The loss of my homework income from Tom Thumb
has made things difficult for all of us, and has certainly changed our prospects for
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the future and for our children’s future. I have been forced back into a factory envi-
ronment where I am limited to just 20 hours a week.

It is my feeling that these restrictions are totally unfair. I can stay in my home
and sew a batter’s or golf glove but not a work glove. It is legal to make buttons for
furniture but not for women’s apparel. The worker exploitation conditions that ex.
isted in 1940 that brought about the imposition of these restrictions no longer are so
rampant so as to justify their continuance. It is not right to -.  'etely ban home-
work because some homeworkers may not be making minimum sage. That’s some-
what like banning the game of footbal! just because an occasional player gets hurt.

Those who oppose easing the homework restrictions contend that homeworkers re-
ceiv+ no benefits, such as vacation pay, job security, pension, social security, or
decent working conditions. I disagree most emphatically. Homeworkers need no ex-
pzasive clothing. I sew in jeans and T-shirts, We need not own and maintain our
own car. We have the time and freedom to do our own housework and cooking, like
homemade soups and stews. We have excellent working conditions 1n our own comu-
fortable homes. I pay Social Security along v:i.l. my taxes and I inaintain my own
retirement plan. Many of my homeworking friends also do the same.

In fact, some of my homeworking friends were formerly factory sewers who like
myself finally said “no” to the noise, spzed, and routine of assembly line work so
heralded by the labor unions. For years we enjoyed the serenity, comfort and pride
from creating our own products at home but now we are told that our government
forbids this.

It is my contention that homework creates jobs. For instance, homework accom-
modates the current growth of home-based workers and the increasingly popular
trend toward this employment practice, esnecially in high technology industries.
There are currently 5.5 million home-based workers in the United States and nearly
half of all home-based businesses are less tnan 2 years old.! There may be as many
as 10 million homeworkers by 1990.2 Such companies as American Express, Moun-
tain Bell Telephone, and Control Data have already implemented pilot projects.
Sadly the ..FL-CIO has already called upon the Labor Depar.ment to “immediately
ban computer homework,” except in cases involving handicapped workers.

For the elderly, women with children or those with other far:..ly obligations in the
Taylorsville area, homework provides an opportunity to earn a living. I believe ev-
eryone should have the opportunity to work at home if it is their choice, even if
there .s a factory ~r othe: industry nearby. Taylorsville provides limited opportuni-
ties for women to go into the workplace but for many of us, our homes and families
take precedence and we want to be allowed to stay where we are, working in the
comfort of our homes.

Representatives, I agree with those who say that the governament is to blame for
much of ‘ne unemployment and resulting poverty experienced b, rany families in
this country. I fix this blame, however, not because the governr has not done
enough throt gh job creation programs but because it has taken an active role in
eliminating thousands of jobs that currently exist. The answer is to get out of the
way. Homework is & phenomenon that saould not and cannot be discouraged. It is
the wave of the {uture and can be the salvation of many poverti; stricken families.
Labor Secretery Breok stated this last April in his confirmation hearings but unfor-
tun. tely he nas yet to act tc ease the restrictions.

With the help »f Michael Avakian and the Center on Nztional Labor Policy, I
have petitioned . » Labor Department to engage in emergency rule making to
eliminate these resrictions. Your support for my efforts would benefit thousands
now suffering from these harmful regulations.

Mr. Levin. Thaak you.

Mr. Coats; Mrs. Johnson—whoever wants to go first.

Mr. Coats. Gi ahead.

Mrs. JoxnsoN. I had a chance to talk with the panel a bit before
you all came back. I just want to thank vou for your excellent testi-
mony and I will say that GE Services are extraordinarily better
than most companies.

! According to a report on "Home Office Market Study for American Greeting,” Lemont Con-
sulting Group, New York, N.Y., January 31, 1984. The Lemont Group found that out of 102.3
million total workers, 5.4% ure non-farm, full time hemeworkers

2 National ACudemy of Sciences’ Nationa! Research Council, as reported in Daily Labor
Feport, Bureau of National Affairs, November 18, 1983, p. C-1.
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I appreciate the good work you are doing, and have gained some
betrer insight and some projects of importance to work. 1 appreci-
ate yor being here.

Mi Coars. I also want to add my thanks and congratulations to
the Gi people. They have a work-training program in the area
that I represent. It is a model and it is operating very well.

I also want to ask a question of Mr. Wat=rs I am just curious, I
was impressed with your testimony which I didn’ hear you give,
but Iread it over.

Have you done any followup? For instance, your first youth-oper-
ated business, the Lunchbox, employed 16 youths who were trained
in all aspects of foud service and restaurant management. Has
there been any followup? Do you know where those 16 are now,
what they are doing?

Mr. Warters. Not in a formal sense, which is one of the limita-
tions that we have at that level. Not the kind of money to do the
kind of followup that we would like. But we do get kids coming
back and talking about what they are doing now, and most of them
have gone on to other restaurant work.

One of those youngsters, however, has decided to open up a hot
dog stand, himself. Some are probzbly after the experience unem-
ployed. We haven’t done anything in a formal way. But what we
feel is important with kids in this particular area, is that by the
not for profit agency having a business, we can expose them to
some things that ordinarily they wouldn’t get exposed to.

So our hope is that one or two, three or four, or five will get
some 'sense of something that he hasn’t received before, and that
he might use that later on in his or her life. Most of them, though,
will leave and go on to anothcr job in the same field.

We would like to do some followup because we have had enough
numbers now to kind of go through.

Mr. FoaTs. Some questions for Virginia Deal.

Let me see if I understand this correctly. The Department of
Lakor regulation that currently is ci. the books, is just limited to
production of certain types of items, is that correct?

Ms. DEaL. Correct.

Mr. Coarts. So if I read your testimony right, you can make some
kinds of gloves, but not other kinds of gloves?

Ms. DeaL. That is right. You can make baseball gloves for the
litt] oatters, any kind of athietic gloves, but you cannot make in-
dustrial gloves or any other kind of gloves.

Mr. Coats. Your understanding is that -egulation was imposed
some 40 years ago because there was a situation of businesses ex-
ploiting workers; Is that w}(ljv?

Ms3. DeAL. That is my understanding

Mr. Coai1s. I think you also meationed that you have petitioned,
or some of the company has petitioned, the Department of Labor
fo~ u review of that provision?

s, DeaL. Yes, sir, we have.

Mr. Coars. But you haven’t heard anything?

Ms. DeaL. Not yet.

Mr. Coats. I think you make a good case, an excellent case for
homework and the benefits it can provide for certain individuals
that don’s have the means or the desire to leave home everydsay for
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gn g;;tended period of time. I assume you are paid on a piece rate
asis?

Ms. DeAL. Yes, sir, we are.

Mr. Coarts. The company provides the machines?

Ms. DeaL. That is right.

Mr. Coars. Well, hopefully, we can help look into that for you,
and see if we can get some answers. It doesn’t a pear, at least it
escapes me, what the logic of prohibiting that kind of work is.

Ms. DeaL. Thank you.

Mr. Coars. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

Mr. LEVIN. Ms. Thomas and Mr. Hickey, do you know what the
sources of funding are for the program? It has received some excel-
lent and I think, very well-deserved publicity. I, for one, cite it very
often as an example of a comprehensive program. What are the
sources of funding? :

Mr. Hickey. Well, the majority of the actual funding commit-
meat comes from Genera) Electric Corp. There is also some fund-
ing and expertise provided through the State of Margland from the
dJob Training Partnership Act, Title III, Dislocated Worker Pro-
gram. There is also funding J)rovided directly to the training insti-
tutions through the Trade Adjustment Assistance Program.

Mr TEVIN. So there is Federal, State, as well as private funding?

Mr. Hickey. Yes, sir. And actually the State funding is from tae
Federal Government th.ough the Job Training Partnership Train-
ing Act, Title III. .

In terms of actual cash outlays to run the reemployment center,
General Electric has committed $400,000 over 2 years, and the
State, through the Job Training Parinership Act, has committed
$200,000 over 2 years.

General Electric has also committed a great deal ¢f in-kind serv-
ices such as space, utilities, other type of professional help and ex-

ise.

Mr. LeviN. Let me ask, Mrs. Wallace, I understand th~t Mr.
Karten, is here?

Mr. WaieRs. Yes.

Mr. LevIN. Mr. Karten is the director of the BET Program.

We also welcome you here, Mr. Karten.

Ms. Wallace, I understand you began the day very early.

Mr. WATERS. Yes.

Mr. LEvIN. Thank Kou. We won’t keep anybody much longer.

But let me just ask the same question, if I might, of the two of
you fo: the sources of funding for your program.

Mr. KarteEN. We are a WIN demo program, so some of our
money is obviously Federal, and State, and then we uulize JTPA
funds for training to send AFDC recipients for advanced skills
training and certificates and advanced pr.-trams like nuise aide,
day care, secretarial.

r. LEVIN. You are one of the 22, I think, WIN demo programsa?

Mr. KARTEN. Yes.

Mr. LEvIN. About what percentage of the money comes through
that, just roughly?

Mr. KAkTEN. We only get from JTPA, a grant of $52,000, and we
service just one county, so it is a very small percentage.

Mr. Levin. Of WIN money? How much WIN money do you get?
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Mr. KarTEN. I don’t have that information. We could provide it
for the record.
[The information follows:]

The program receives $101,272 in WIN as well as $48,304 in funds to operate the
AFDC g nt diversion program.

Mr. Levin. All right. I think if we are done——

Mr. Coats. Mr. Chairman, I would just ask for unanimous con-
sent o insert my opening statement in the record, and also, to
keep the record open for a 2-week peried of time for additional
written testimony. We had a witness who had to cancel at the last
minute due to scheduling difficulties, but said she would be willing
to submit written testimony.

So if ‘ve could keep the record open for 2 weeks for that, it would
be appreciated.

Mr. Levin. So ordered.

[Opening statement of Congressman Dan Coats follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAN COATS, A P-PREZSENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
StATE OF INDIANA, AND RANKING MiINORITY MEMBER

I am very h]ff y to be able to attend this hearing today. I thank the Chairman,
Congressman Miller, for calling the hexring; and 7 thank especially our wiinesses. I
know that many of you have come here at some inconvenience to yourselves

Our subject today is Work In America: Implications for Families. The relatioi..aip
between work and families is a close one. It is impossible for one to be afected with-
out the other being affected also. This is very clesr in our natioa today.

Indeed, looking at the problems around us, it might have been even more apg‘:}'lo-
priate to call this hearing, “Families In America: Implications for Work.” The
impact of changing family structure on work patterns is dramatic. Our welfare
system alone speaks volumes about this impuct, Qver half of the families receiving
AFDC today are in the midst of a span oIP welfaie dependency which will last at
least 8 vears.

Almost 90 percent of the children receiving AFDC have able-bodied, but absent,
fathers. In more than half of these cases, the parents were never married.

Why do young women choose to have children before they marry?

y do young men choose to become fathers before they can support children?

It is not difficult to understand the hardships which keep many young mothers
from even attempting to enter the work force, but why aren t the men working to
support them?

ese are some of the questions that I hope our panels will address today. I be-
lieve that they are some of the mcat important questions which facs, us as policy-
makers today.

I would also like to request that the record be kept open for 2 weeks in order to
receive the written testir.ony of a witness who was unable to appear t.day.

FamiLy AND WORK FACT SHEET—PREPARED BY THE MINORITY STAFF SELECT
CommrrTEE ON CHILDREN, YOUTH, ANDp FAMILIES Appi 17, 1986

THE FAMILY AND WORK

Labor force participation fo: married women with husbands gresent and children
under six increased from 30 percent in 1970 to 48 percent in 1984. (Children, Youth,
and Families, 1984)

About 25 percent of merried women with children under s,  ork full-year, full-
time, while about 35 pe cent of single women with children under six work full-
year, full-time. (Ellwood, 1985;

Median family income (in constant dollars) increased 34 percent between 1960 and
1984. The increase was greatest for 2-earner families, which saw a 38 percent gain.
Median incomes for female single heads of household and for one-earner, two-parent
families both increased 22 percent. However, median income for single heads of
household has rema’.ed slightly more than half of the median inccme for two-
parent, one-earner families. (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1985)
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For working mothers of children under six, care in the child’s home or in the
home of another are the most widely ased child care arrangements. Child care cen-
ters were used by 18.8 percent of children under six with mothers working full-time
and. 7.5 percent of mothers working part-time in 1982. (CYF, 1984).

WELFARE AND WORK

Maximum combined AFDC and Food Stamp benefits for a single mother with two
chiidren are comparable with a starting wage income in many States.

Current minimum wage is $3.35 per hour, or about $5%0 per month.

The maximum AFDC/Food Stamp benefit in a median state is $524 per month. In
California the combined benefit is $693 per month; in New York City, it is $645.
(Ways and Means, 1986)

In addition, AFDC recipients are usually eligible for a number of other programs,
including housing assistance, Medicaid, SSI, and several nutrition programs.

Higher benefit levels for AFDC have been linked with higher rates of children in
poverty. In the ten states with the highest AFDC benefit levels, poverty among chil-
dren increased an average of 27.9 percent. In the ten states with the lowest benefit
levels, poverty rates decreased 17.4 percent. (Gallaway and Vedder, 1985)

Although most “spells” on AFDC last less than two years, 50.2 percent of the per-
sons enrolled at any point in time are in the midst of episodes lasting at least 8
years. (National Governors Association, 1986)

In 1954, 85 percent of black males 16 years and older were participating in the
labor force, at a rate only 0.4 percentage points lower than white males of the same
age. By 1965, the difference between black and white labor force participation rates
was still less than a percentege point. By 1976, the gap was 7.7 percentage points.
From 1954 to 1965, the black reduction in labor force participation was 17 percent
larger than for whites. From 1965 to 1976, it was 271 percent larger. (Murray, 1984)

TEEN PREGNANCY, FAMILY STABILITY, AND WELFARE

Never-married young mothers are the most likely to be long term welfare recipi-
ents (Ellwood, 1985)

in 1975, half of families receiving AFDC were families begun when the mother
was still a teenager. (Baldwin, 1983)

In 1983, 88.2 percent of children receiving AFDC were eligible for the program
because one parent was absent. For 48.1 percent of AFDC children, the parents were
never married. (HHS, 1985)

Almost 90 percent of children on AFD(' h~ve able-bodied but absent fathers (Kon-
dratas, 1985)

The number of babies born to unmarried women has risen from 100,000 in 1960 to
almost 206,000 in 1970, to over 270,000 in 1980. In 1980, 48 percent of births to teens
were out-of-wedlock, as contrasted with 15 percent in 1960 (Baldwin, 1983)

Both black and white children with never-married mothers can expect to spend
aggzl)t six years in poverty (6 years for black, 6.2 for non-black). (Duncan and Rogers,
1

Young women who Inarry prior to childbirth, whether the conception is premari-
tal or postmarital, experierce greater marital stability than do those who delay
marriage. (McLaughlin, et. al., 1986)

The largest and best evaluated experiments on the guaranteed income are the
Negative Income Tax (NIT) cxperiments performed in Denver and Seattle, from
1971 to 1978 (SINE/DIME sites). In the SINE/DIME sites, the dissolution of mar-
riages was 36 percent higher for whites receiving the NIT payments than for those
who did not; for blacks, marriage dissolution was 42 percent higher among those
receiving NIT payments. (Murray, 1984)

According to the 1940 U.S. Census, 10.1 percent of white families and 14.9 percent
of black families were female headed. According to historian Herbert Gutman, 85
percent of black families living in Harlem in 1925 were intact, with teenage moth-
ers raising children alone being virtually unknown. (Loury, 1986)

In 1985, 14.7 percent of white families and 48.8 percent of black families were
female headed. (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1984)

WELFARE REFORM AND WORK OPPOFTUNITIES

In 1981, OBRA allowed states to require able-bodieu AFDC recipients who did not
have young children to parti.ipate in the Community Work Experience Programs
(CWEP). OBRA also created the WIN Demonstration Program, which allowed state
welfare agencies to take over administration of Work Incentive Programs (WIN). By




July, 1985, twenty two states had implemented CWEP, seven of those on a statewide
basis. Twenty three states had elected to trausfer WIN from the employment agency
to the social service agency. (Ross, 1985)

In 1982, TEFRA provided states with the options of requiring Job Search of AFDC
applicants and recipients. By July, 1985, twelve states operated Job Search pro-
grams for recipients, and nine states required applicants to participate. (Ross, 1985)

In 1984, DEFRA allowed States to operate Grant Diversion programs which pool
the welfare benefits of a number of recipients to provide wage subsidies. By July,
1985, eleven states operated Grant Diversion Programs. (Ross, 1985)

In 1985, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) released
preliminary findings of its ongoing Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initia-
tives. These findings show considerable success in a number of areas.

Job Search

AFDC applicants and recipients responded positiv "~ to group job search, when it
was mandatory as well as when it was optional;

In San Diego, where participation was mandatory, 80 percent of applicants inter-
viewed thought the requirement was fair.

Impacts of the program were much larger for women in the harder to employ sub-
groups.
Mandatory Unpaid Work Experience

A very high proportion of the participants interviewed responded positively to the
work experience. They were satisfied with their assignments, felt positive about
coming to work, believed that they were making a useful contribution, and felt that
they were treated as part of their workfor~-.

Many felt that the employer got th- ~ 12 end of the bargain, or that they were
underpaid for their work.

The majority felt that the work requirement was fair,

Grant Diversion

Grant diversion had substantial political and popular appeal as a means of “turn-
ing a welfare check into a paycheck.”
The technical difficulties of administering a grant diversion program have been

grefotéylv smoothed by changes in law and regulations since the passage of the OBRA
in 1981,

Nevertheless, early data from the demonstration indicate that states are encoun-
tering serious problems in implementing the program on a large scale, and are ex-
periencing many of the same operational constraints that have traditionally limited
the use of OJT by manpower agencies.

Supported Work

The supported work approach was most effective for the AFDC recipients, who
showed significant increases in employment, es. nings, wages, and reductions in wel-
fare dependency.

Earnings among the enrollees increased by 50 percent (compared to control
group). The increase resulted not ouly from the fact that more women got jobs, but
also that the jobs they got paid higher wages and were for longer hours than the
jobs of the contro! group.

Mr. LzviN. And also since the chairman ar others who had %o
leave, they will reserve the right as well as any. idy else to submit
questions to the witnesses in writing.

Once again, many thanks. If I might say to both staffs, thank you
for all of your efforts.

To my colleagus, Mr. Coats, it has been enjoyable holding this
hearing on this vital subject.

So, while the record stays open; the hearing, this part of it is
closed.

Thank you to all of you.

[Whereupon, at 1:30 p.m., the hearing adjourned.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record:]




PREPARED STATEMENT OF ELLIE WEGENER

Employment Support Center testimony, An unemployed person slowly becomes
isolated from society. This includes friends and family, who often blame him/Ler for
not getting a job. “You keep getting turned down for jobs you know you can do,”
one unemployed woman told me. “You may be surrounded by people, but you are
all alone. After a while, you doubt yourself. You retreat to maintain a little control
over a smaller turf. Everything becomes magnified and threatening. Finally, it's an
all-day struggle to get out of bed and to make one telephone call.” How many fami-
lies can support a person like this—understand a person with these problems?

The Em{)loyment Support Center sets up self-help support groups to give refuge to
such people who find in the group people with similar problems. The unemployed,
the under-employed, and people who are unsatisfied in their jobs visit these weekly
groups and help each other with their problems. Even more important, they become
“instant networks” for each other. Who knows where the jobs are better than those
who are looking for jobs?

The Employment Support Ceater trains leaders for these groups and provides
technical assistance, such as providing speakers on job-search skills, stress, time
management, etc. The Center has been operating for the last two years, and has set
up sizteen groups in various parts of the metropolitan area. For two years before
this time, the Director headed a national clearinghouse on unemployment programs
for the National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs. An evaluation of programs illus-
trated that the self-help support group is both effective and cost-effective. Family
members can also attend and learn in more depth what the unemployed member is
experiencing. They may not hear their own unemployed spouse, parent, or child, but
they ofL . hiear the trials and tribulations when they are expressed by other partici-
pants in the self-help group.

The selfhelp group puts structure back in the life of the unemployed. Members
regain their selfesteem as they reach out and help each other, give programs, bol-
ster each other by phone during the week.

Some of our self-help supnort groups are professional, formed by people who al-
ready work with certain unemployed people, such as veterans, Most are voluntary,
sponsorad by congregations and community organizations. This brings forth whole
new networks of jobs, as the sponsoring organizations make efforig to collect job
leads from their people during services.and meetings. The sponsors also piavide vol-
unteers and space for meetings. For them, it is a form of miristry, or a project that
helpe people with problems.

In addition, the Employment Support Center has organized a metropolitan net-
work of employment professionals, clergy, community leaders, volunieers, people
who work in social services needed by the unemployed, and the unemployed them-
selves. This network hag been meeting monthly for over two years to exchange em-

loyment infomation and hear programs from which all could adapt in their work.

o our knowledge, no such network exists in any other part of the country.

In fact, the Employment Support Center is unigue. According to the National
Self-help Computer in New York, there is no other organization that sets ufp self-
help groups for the unemployed. People from many cities are asking us for informa-
tion and advice on how to start similar programs.

The Employment Support Center is dealing with more unemployed Eeogle per
week than it can handle. The demand is there. The support is needed to double and
triple the program, as well as helping others to duplicate it in other cities.

e daily newspapers are full of stories of unemployed people who, in desperation,
committed suicide, or killed their families and themselves, or in some cases, went
berzerk, and tried to kill officials in their last working place. Such tragedies can be
avoided when peogle in the same situations share their problems and their solu-
tions, help each other, and make friends. The bottom line is still getting the job, and
the best thing about this program is that it is 4 new, successful way to bring jobs to
the people who need them. Please call 783-4747 for more information.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CAROLINE ZINSSER, DIRECTOR, DAY CARE Policy Stupy,
CENTER FOR PusLic ADVOCACY RESEARCH, NEW York, NY

The fact that working mothers need quality dny care for their ~hildren has been
repeatedly documented in public testimony before legislators and in the press. What
is seldom reported, however, is how inudequate and inequitable day c.re worker
compensation—in a field dominated by women workers, many themselves working
mothers—-has produced a ctate of crisis throughout the day care system. Staff short-
ages and turnover of qualified personnel have begun to uhdermine tha quality of
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progr. and tt: cause serious consequences both for children in care and for their
wor@ rents.

The Center for Public Advocacy Research, a not-for-profit organization concerned
with policy issues affecting women, children, and youth, has just completed the first
state-wide survey of New York State day care center worker salaries and benefits,
We sent questionnaires to all licensed or registered child care programs outside of
New York City, iucluding voluntary and proprietary day care centers, Head Start
ﬁ;ograms, and nursery schools. (We did not survey family day care providers.) We

ve now analyzed the data received from 341 programs representing 3490 employ-
ees, 31% of the 1100 programs.

Although we were aware that day care workers are underpaid, the actual figures
are, in the words of one day care center director, “shockingly low.” In day care cen-
ters, head teachers—those who are in charge of groups of children—earn an average
of only $4.98 per hour, or $10,358 per year. Assistant teachers earn an average of
$4.14 per hour, or $8611 a year. And classroom aides are paid only $3.69 an hour,
with many earning the minimum wage. Less than half ofp the day care employees
receive an annual costofliving increase. For many of these workers, especially
those who are heads of households and often the sole support of their families,
wages are below poverty level.

The benefits picture is equally disastrous. Only 54% of the programs offere¢ ~ny
kind of individual health insurance. Day care workers devote their lives to ot.er
people’s children, yet only 26% of programs extend health insurance benefits to
their elnFloyew’ own families. Only 18% of programs offer a retirement plan, and
an equally small percentage offer life insurance.

Inevitably, low wages and lack of benefits take their toli. Dedicated and qualified
workers are leaving the field, particularly when public school teachers—low paid as
they are—earn higher salaries for shorter hours and fewer days. With more chil-
dren moving into elementary school classrooms and fewer teachers available, public
schools are siphoning off our licensed das~ care teachers at an alarming rate.

Turnover, always a problem, reached a state of crisis. The average New York
State program has a 40% turnover rate per year for teachers, 44% for assistast
teachers, and 45% for aides. Most day care emeployees have been on staff for only
throe years or less—70% of all head teachers, 76% of assistant teachers, and 89% of
aides. The most often cited reason for leaving is to take a better-paying job.

An unstable staff affects the quality of care. Children suffer when the bonds of
trust in & _caregiver are broken and a new person comes to take her place. Class-
room routines are disrupted. When vacancies cannot be filled immediately, which is
increasingly the case, other staff must cover the gaps by taking on extra responsibil-
ities, resulting in fewer qualified adults caring for morc children. When children are
distressed, so are their parents, so much so that their own work may be affected.

Ironically, i is the economic facts of mothers entering the labor force that both
cause the need for quality day care and at the same time undermine the compensa-
tion of those women we epend upon to provide that care. Taking care of children is
a low-status job in our society, in part because it is work that has been traditionally

rformed by women in the home who received no wages. Unlike wage labor per-
ormed outside the home, which is recognized for its components of skill acquisition
and specialized training, child care is generally viewed as an ahility that comes
“naturally” to all women.

It is a telling fact that we pay men as animal caretakers more than we pay the
women who care for our children. Teachers whom we entrust as experts in early
childhood education, in child development, in nutrition and health—as well as in

" having a loving heart~are paid less than we pay bartenders. Even within day care

programs themselves, our survey shows that stafl secretaries and bookkeepers earn
more than teachers. Yet more than 80% of heads teachers and nearly 50% of assist-
ant teachers are college-educated. Aides. 25% of whom are college-educated, earn
less than day care center custodians.

National figures bear out the findings of onr New York State study. Center-based
child care workers are among the lowest 10% of all wage earners in United States.
The Children's Defense Fund estimated that two out of three centerbased care-
givers earn below poverty-level wages, regardless of their experience, training, or
education. Studjes in Massachusetts, California, Minnesota, Michigan, Wisconsin,
and Oregon confirm the facts of a staff turnover rate of nearly 42%.

One might suppose that working mothers, realizing that skills and commitment
are essential for quality child care, would champion day eare workers and would
demand that they be paid a fair compensation for the value ot their work. But
working mothers are themselves caught in a cruel bind that vorks against an alli-
ance between mother and child caregiver. Since vorking mothers figure the cost of
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child care as an expense of their own earnings—instead of considering it a joint
family expense—they measure what they can afford to pay fees against salaries de-
pressed by pay inequity. Working women pay child care fees only out of their own
earnings, which are still much lower than men’s. As a result, day care workers are
paid a lesser share of a lesser share. They bear the double weight of sex-based wage
discrimination. Theirs is a sex-segregated occupation, undervalued by society, and
dependent upon the wages of other women workers.

Low pay for women’s work, low status for work in women-dominated job catego-
ries, and the large number of single workin%umothers are all factors which unfairly
not only depress the compensation of working mothers, but doubly depress the
wages of those women who care for their childern. When working women are so un-
derpaid themselves that they cannot afford to pay adequate fees for child care, it is
ggter;_ttlgv unfair to expect other women to subsidize these fees by low salaries and no

nefits.

Day care workers also are women who must work. And the work they have
chosen is of great importance to our families and to our economy. But for too long
they have been depended upon to support the public interest at their own expense.
They are finally, in protest, beginning to leave the field and to choose other work.
Day care must be given increased government support to subdidize fees, not only to
empower working parents in obtaining quality care for their childern but also 0
enable day care workers to earn a decent wage with adequate benefits.

{From the Washington Post, Apr. 10. 1986]
A WELFARE REVOLUTION—QUIETLY, IN THE STATES

(By Richard P. Nathan)

For 20 years, welfare reform has been the Mount Everest of American domestic
policy. Politicians have tried to climb it because it was there. The history of these
ascents has been controversial. The proposals have been mostly comprehensive
grand designs, made in Washington. One’s position has been a test of one’s ideology.

As a former participant, I now believe these earlier efforts to establish a negative
income tax or guaranteed income system were the wrong approach to welfare
reform. But in the past five years, there has been a subtle and little-ncticed shift
toward an alternative. A new consensus is emerging, emphasizing jobs and with
state governments in the driver’s seat.

In over two-thirds of the states, there is activity under the heading of “workfare,”
which I believe may turn out to be the real welfare reform. In this process, the
meaning of the word “workfare” is subtly changing. In the 1970s, workfare was
anathema to liberals who often damned it as “slavefare.” The meaning of the term
in this period was narrower than it is now. It referred to the single approach that
people on welfare should “work off” their benefits. They should engage in public
service jobs (often condemned as “make work”) for an amount of time equal to some
wage rate (such as the minimum wage) divided by their entitlement to welfare as-
sistance.

Historically, this has been the approach to welfare for adult men without families
under state and country assistance programs. In 1971, the federal law was amended
to require that a woman in the then fast-growing Aid to Families with Dependent
Children progrum register for work and accept a “suitable” job if one is available
and if her youngest child is over 6 years of age. This requirement does not say that
states and counties have to set up jobs—only that if a suitable job is available (along
with child care) an AFDC family head is required to accept it.

Ten years later, Ronald Reagan tried to move even further in this direction. He
progosed that states be required to provide jobs to all AFDC family heads, again
with children over 6 years of age and where child care is availablz. Although
Reagan succeeded in 1981 in obtaining passage of fundamental welfare changes re-
moving many working poor families from the AFDC roles, he was not successful in
winning enactment of universal and compulsory work as a condition of the receipt
of AFDC benefits. Congress instead said that the states could test the approach
along with other employment approaches to welfare reform.

The important new activity being undertaken by over two-thirds of the states in-
volves tests under this new authority, although on a broadened basis that also in-
cludes job preparation and job search activities. The states are using a variety of
approaches; they can be arranged on a continuum according to the degree and char-
acter of the obligations imposed under these new state systems.
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The welfare reform programs of Michael Dukakis, governor of Massachusetts, and
George Deukmejian, governor of California, bear particularly close watching. The
Massachusetts program called “ET Choices” is the most liberal test of employment
approaches to welfare reform. (ET stands for employment and training.) The empha-
sis in Massachusetts is on job preparation and placement services, not on compulso-
ry work experience. This approach can be contrasted with that of states such as
Utah and West Virginia that have a strong tradition of mandatory community work
experience for welfare family heads.

California’s program stands out as the most ambitious new state welfare reform
in the nation. In 1985, the state enacted legislation to provide “Greater Avenues to
Independence” -abbreviated, of course, as GAIN-for all qualifying welfare family
heads. Under this program, all counties in California are to set up new systems to
provide a range of services-training, education, Job counseling and job placement. El-
igible welfare recipients are required to participate in one or arother of these serv-
ices. If the services are not succeasful in getting an eligible AF IC family head into
the work force, they are followed by six months or one year of “relevant” communi-
ty work experience in a presumably useful (not “make work”) public service job. It

is estimated that California will spend as much as $300 million per year on this pro-

gram, not counting the expected welfare savings, when GAIN is fully implemented.
This is more than the federal government spent in 1985 for the nation as a whole on
welfare empleyment and training programs under its work incentive (or WIN) pro-
gram.

It is not yet clear what will happen under the California or other new state wel-
fare reform programs in the turbulent environment of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.
This quiet state-focused revolution is, in effect, an attempt to change welfare as an
institution and, in the process, to reduce the stigma of welfare both for recipients
and for the society. But such change does not come easily.

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, based in New York City,
has conducted eight state demonstration research projects on variations of the work
and welfare approach in which more than 35,000 people have been assigned either
to a new program or a comparison group. The results of these demonstrations so far,
including one in San Diego that was a model for the California GAIN program, have
been promising. However, the earnings and work increases achieved are not all that
large, and furthermore there is variation among the states in these terms. One clear
lesson from these state experiments is that it is ound to take time to deal with the
accumulation of generations of the terrible problem of very high rates of single-
parent families among the poor,

But there is new hope. The states are serving as testing grounds for welfare
reform on a basis that involves a delicate balancing act by liberals and conserv-
atives. Job-focused institutional changes to reduce the stigma of wlfare are the es-
sence of the new approach. It is too carly to draw conclusions about jtg efficacy. But
it certainly bears close watching: it could be the real welfare reform.

The writer, who was deputy undersecretary for health, education and welfare in
the Nixon administration, now teaches at Princeton University.




184

WELEARE S

AT

Broad
Support
Buoys
California’s
GAIN

PARTICIPATION IS
MANDATORY,

-BUT RECIPIENTS

MAY CHOOSE FROM A
RANGE OF SERVICES.

BY LFAMVIDY R SWOAP

alifornia’s new welfare reform legislation incor-
K:n(es a unique blend of what traditonally

ve been considered Liberal and conservative
attitudes about the publi role in caring for the

T,

poémater avenues for independence (GAIN) will offer
new opportunities for eligible welfare recipients to find
fobs. Yet, GAIN is a far cry from the old workfare pro-
of the seventies. GAIN borrows from conser-
vatives the conviction that requiring eligible welfare
redgi:nu to participate in work-related programs need
not be punitive~and may well be necessary to break the
cle of dependency. It borrows from liberals the belief
t education and training services must be provided

to certain recipients.

The goal of GAIN is to establish a means of improving
work skills—whether through the sharpening of job-
seeking skills, building self-confidence, providing on-
the-job training, or use of any otl.er vehicle that
meets the speafic needs of an individual.

GAIN incorp sonie components that are not
new, such as job search and community work expen-
©1986 The American Public Welfare Association
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ence. But other f are the nu and
sequence of components—and the all-important
assurarce that no eligible person will be left outas long
3s day care and tation are Jabl \anle
GAIN contains a long-term ¢ ty work experience
5 ion, aned"r Lot t prep (PRE,):
the program’s goal is to keep the number of people

tering this comp at a yuni a very different
ap h from the workfare programs of the past.

e seeds of California’s reform were overthe
last three years. The success of San Diego County’s
experimental work pilot project (see separate artidle),
coupled with site visits by key officials to work-oriented
programs in Massachusetts, West Vixx‘au, and Penn-
sylvania, spurred action. It was on tnip to other
states that Democrats and Republicans began to discover

. areas of mutual agreement. They bega.n to seek ways to

combine datory and ts in a way
that would enhance opportunities for recipients and that
would eliminate the l't')qurag', make-work jobs so often
associated with workfare. The result was GAIN, a com-
bination of education and training components carefully
sequenced in a cost-effective manner and targeted at
specific groups. X

Upon passage of the reform. a Los Angeles Times
editorial descnbed the new program as the result of
“ tive promises” avoiding “the ive ele.
ments of past workfare proposals that often d
designed to punish the poor rather than help them
escape their pcvesty.” N

A Case for Reform
elfare spending in California is dispro-
porti to the population, With 10
percent of the country’s population, the
state has been spending 22 percent of the
nation’s welfare dollars. Since 1980, ** 2 number of recip-
ients has grown 18 percent, twice 1. rate of tE:mtlh of
the | population. The proportion of the state’s
children living in families receiving welfare-one in
seven—is ut an all-time high. Another disturbing fact
is that, while California’s grant level is the most
generous in the country ($587 for a family of three ver-
sus th.e §361 average for the ten most populous states),
welfare m‘}uems did not appear to have access to the
sarne kind of i ties available to the rest
of the population.
While unemployment in California dropped dramati-
cally after the Jast recession, the welfare caseload ac-
y increased. Between November 1962 and July 1965,
when the unemployment rate in California dropped
from 11 2 percent to 7 2 percent, the caseload for aid to
families with dependent children (AFDC) rose 1.5 per-
cent. California’s costs for the AFDC program in frscal
year 1983-1984 were $1.4 billion and were estimated to
tise by $78 million during fiscal year 19841965,
Clearly, the tu. 2 was at hand for structural reform of
the system, leading to cetter opportunities for reaptents
to attain eventual employment in the private sector.

(44
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A Harmonious Blend
AIN is a curious blend of consarvative and

lation specifies, to live up to the accompanying respon.
situlities. At the same time recipients are inforr.ied about

hberal comp ts. While prog partics.
g;tion is mandatory, recipients may choose
m & comprehensive range of education
and training services. Liberals are assuaged by GAIN's
in-depth, formal assessment provisions, while conser.
vauvsmweﬂuﬁsﬁedbyunmmt’sghceinthg
quence incorp job search, favored by
both liberals and conservatives, but places it early in the
process before training, a conserva: .e position. The
program’s PREP incor some features simular to
the conservative “workfare” concept. However, PREP
takes the notion one step further by dividing it into two
elements, basic~providing work behavior skills~and
ing

ppeals procedures, which ensure that the counties live
up to their req and promises as well.
Successful trainees who still are unemployed after the
chosen educational or training actmty 1s compl#ed will
be referred to a ninety-day supervised job search.
Participants unemployed after a ninety-day job search,
as well as trainees who fail to complete the educational
or training comp are assigned to long-term work
1 4 i or pre- r' ¢4 PP ion. After com-
pletion of this year.long stage, the client is assessed
again. Mid-way through the year, however, the assign-
ment will b zeviewed to ensure that the work being per-
formed is consistent with the onginal referral and the

advanced- ment of exishing partici-

of the contract, This stipulation was indud.

ant skills through careful targeting of assig; to
fnatch!hoseskﬂﬁl?
GAINisa lex 1 k of ial

that are most easly described in three major stages.
Registration with the GAIN program is mandatory for
all recipients. Those with children under six, or who
have specified for deferral, wall be pt
Those not required to participate may do so on a volun-
tary basis.
a‘}'{ed ients who need remedial education, such as
English as a sezond language or 2 ! equivalency
d:'rk)ml (GED) instruction, receive those services before
advancing in the process. Pecipients without special
needs who have not worked in two years participate in
a three-week job club. It offers workshops that teach in-
terviewing and other skills needed to obtain a job, as
well as a sy, job search. Those who have been
employed less than two years before registration may
choose between a job club and supervised job search.
Clienits who have been on aid more than twice in three
0

edto p the “Veld factor,” so termed because of
an observed case of a woman named Veldain a southern
state, who had been assigned to learm water testing but
was actually working as a Janitor.

PREP assignments will be in the public sector or in
private, nonprofit corporations. The hourly wage will be
determined by a formula—add the AFDC grant and food
stamp coupon allotment and divide the sum by the
average starting wage based on all job orders received
by the state’s employment development offices. This

Liberals are assuaged by
GAIN's In-depth, formal
assessment provisions, while
conservatives are well satisfled
by the assessment's place In
the sequence.

ears will go directly to the second phase:
{i.kewise. who fail to find jobs after job club orjob
search enter the assessment phase.

During assessment, partiipants will be tested for apti-
tude, interest, and xmt and will receive coun-
seling and an evaluation of previous work history.
Participants may then choose a course of action, de-
pending upon their background and needs as well as the
needs of employers. The options may include on-the-
job training, vocational training, or grant diversion
wherz a portion of the person’s grant is paid to an
eniployer to help offset the wage. Other choices might
be supported work (2 combination of grant diversion
and special training on how to keep a job), other train-
ing and education, or short-term pre-employment prep-
aration work in public or nonprofit corporations. At this
point, an employability plan will be drawn up, show-
ing what actions the person needs to take to get a job
The plar will be based on the assessment.

The contract between the participant and county
would then be amended to reflect the educational o
training activity chosen by the recipient This allows
recipients to make informed decisions and, a5 the legis+

year, the resulting figure is $5.07 an hour. No recipient
will be required to work more than thirty-two hours a
week; the r.maining eight hours will be used for job
search. Once the assignment is complete, participants
will seek further .:sessment to determine what their
subsequent trainir.g activities will be,
Thus, the cycle 1s completed with a number of options
- along the way, based on the needs of the individuals,
to rechannel into various education or training com-
ponents. All eligible recipients will continue to be
igned to components, based on their in-
dindual needs. Unlike the federal WIN programor the
Massachusetts rrogram, there will be no “unassigned”
Pooi; all participznts will be involved in some compo-
nent of the sequence at all times, a unique feature of the
California program. Thus, there willbe no dead-ends for
recipients, The program does not give up on anyone.
While the program includes a mandatory work compo-
nent, it is not required until recipients have had access
job training, voluntary work assig courses at
communaty colleges, and other options. It is expected

PUBLIC WELFARE/WINTER 1986 25




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

186

that during that time, a significant number of recipients
will find jobs.

The program includes a of informal and for-
mal sanctons, Recipients who are out of comphance will
be placed on a three-month money management or sub-
stitute payee plan. Recipients who come into compliance
during the three-month period will be reinstated and
money management discontinued.

Second-time offenders will face reduced grants for
three months if they are single-parent families. Grants
of two-parent famulies be terminated for three

hs. Third or subsequent offenses wll carry similar
penalties, but for a six-month period.

Components of the California GAIN program were
taken from many areas of the country. The job search
cﬁ%r;:‘e t and the mandatory elemen't:l wer; bgorrowed

jego County’s experimental wor t proj-
et. Thed%ke%s andasZssmem components, \Enth s‘:)mle
new, disﬁnguishin%ofeahues, were inspired by the
Massachusetts employment and tramning choices pro-
gram. Performance concepts that st job placement
targets for those providing trawnizig services were incor-
Bomed from the locally administered Job Trairung and

artnership Act (JTPA). From San Diego, Pennsylvani

tions. Fach large county wall be required to of fer the full
array of education and training services, but counties
will be on the manag| of those ser-
vices. Small counties may chocse to join together to

resources. Counties will be able to work withlocal
’mpmm to estabhish traiung contracts and will have
flexibility to arrange for day-care services.

Under the legislation, counties will have two years to
develop their plans, which must be »pproved by the
Department of Social Services. Three years are allowed
for implementation of the plans.

Issues Resolved
Whe reform feced a major hurdle~fear that such
“ a work-onented program for welfare reapients
would fau because the state would notbe able
to find enouzh jobs. A 1985 University of
Southern Califormia study points out, however, that
under current trends, there will be 80,000 unfilled jobs
in California each year between now and 1990. Also it
has become increasingly clear that the offiual unemploy-
ment rate 1s not an accurate reflection of potential job
opporturuties for welfare recipients A 1983 report by the

and West Virginia GAIN adopted pre-employment
Ereparatwn from the community work expenence.

ecipient contracts with counties, the provision for no
unassigned pool, and the division of pre-employment
preparation into basic and advanced segments are new
elements conceived in California.

Smoothing the Sequence

any states have leamed that, in ordcr to
adxieve cost-effective job placement, (e

quence g s ts1s as im-
portant as the substance of the compo-

R h Triangle 1 on the effect of 1981 federal
budget changes on pnvate-se-tor employment of wel-
fare reciprents concluded that ' ontrary to expectations
...the unemﬁloymcnt rate 1s not a particulaniy sensitive
measure of the oppoituruties available to AFDC recip-
tents “ In San Diego County, for example, more than 83

rcent of the jobs found by recipients were not listed
in the new spaper or in local employment offices.

By incorporating lessons leamed from implementing
the JTPA, the GAIN plan should substantiaily improve
job opportunities for welfzre reapients by trairung them
for skills that are in d d i their ¢ i
!’rfvious trairung programs often failed to assess local

nents, The aence of San Diego, for p
demonstrated that, rather than wastng money up-front
onnontarg: ad trairung progr it was far more cost-
effective tolet the parketplace deade whether the reap-
fent was employable,

Under GAIN, job search, which occurs at the begin-
ning of the sequence, is esimated tocost $500 per case;
grant diversion, later in the sequence, $800 per J)hce.
ment; community work experierce, $1,700; and su

ed work, toward the long-term structurally

mmpl ed, $6,000 to $8,000, These costs include the
estimated cost of child care,
For the same reason, assessment, which requires in-

tense ] analysis coshng ap ely $200 per
rson, was placed after job search and job clubs, but
fire the various other employment and traming
ams,
Another unique factor in the Calfornia reform s the
significant amount of new flexibulity for the counties to
ge various comp ts of the program Counties
will be able to decide, for example, whether they will run
training progr h Ives or contract with local
employment offices, JTPA agencies, or private organuza-
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i ket d d. GAIN will accomplish this by es-
tablishing performance contracting with trainers, where
trairung 15 given only 1n demand occupations.

This procedure works just as well 1n areas of high
unempioyment as it does in areas of low unemploy-
ment. Butte County, with an unemployment rate of 11.6

ent, and Los Angeles County, with an unemploy-
ment rate of 8 percent, weze almost equally successful
in placing JTPA welfare recipients into jobs placing 57
ent and 59 percent, respectively,

Fears that rural counties, with their traditionally
higher unemployment rates, will have a hard time
placing welfare recipients seem tobe unwarranted. The
Califorrua rural counties of Del Norte, Siskiyou, Modoc,
Tnmty, Lassen. Tehama, and Plumas have a combined
unemployment rate of 14.9 percent, compared with the
sutevlnde da\yr;rage of Z.3 hrcenté SOndheless, the coun-
ties place percent of thetr adult JTPA welfare u-
lation into jobs, well above the smmde avers, epgf 58

rcent The key to this success has been the ability of

cor to target g to the needs of local
industries,

New flexibility granted to the state in 1981 by federal
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legislation has offered California the opporturty to in.
corporate into GAIN elements from many successful
ployment and training Iready tested,

One of the most cntical areas of comgl;onu.se in struc.
turing GAIN involved incorporating both datory
and voluntary features into the plan. Opposition to the
mzandatory component began to fade as results from San
Diego showed that the overwhelming majority of par-
tiapants themselves felt the work requirements were
fair. Most participants stated they felt the program
should be mandatoty because, had it not been, th&y
never would have participated and acquired the valuable
training and experience. We found similar results in
other states implementing work pmﬁranu Gradua!ly
public office holders accepted that the benefits of the
program could be reaped only if recipients actively par.
ticipated in the system, When the voluntary compo-
nent—aset of choices each individual could make —was
incorporated, most of the opposition faded.

Another critical area was child care, and the state
budgeted $100 million lly for the provision of
du'.lg-care services. L child care is not available, a recip-
ient does not huve to parﬁ:x}me. Portions of the money
will be targeted for capital outlay for new child-care
situations, Experiences from San Diego and other states
that had imp! d work prog d d
that providing child care generally was not the obstacle
once anticipated.

San Diego, which expected to spend airronmately
$150,000 for child care services during fiscal 1964-1985,
actually spent only about $80,000. Additionally, a Man-
r\\wer Demonstration Research Corporation report

aund that in Maryland and Virginia, although some
problems relating to child care arose, they were far less
common than anticipated. In many cases, the reportt
cuncluded, most women preferred to make their own
mformal arrangements with relatives, fnends, and
twighbors.

3 i flexi-

More imgomnlg; however, the state views the
reform as of mng lifornia welfare recipients a break
from continued dependency on welfare. With welfare
recipients working and paying taxes rather than de-
pleting the taxbace there wall be more tax resources for
those truly in need.

This welfare r¢ "»rm will siguficantly enhance the role
and opportunities of local govemment, While the federal

oV has a clearleadership role in assuring care

or the needy, its effectiveness can be enhanced by a pro-
ductive partnership with state and local govemments,
As University of Califomia Berkeley professor Michael
Wiseman has noted, “States have tended to operate
AFDC as if they were simply agents of the federal gov-

Unlike WIN or the
Massachusetts program, all
participants will ba involved In
some component at afl times.

ernment and, in Calfornia, the counties behave as if
they are agentsof the state. Th{z’;s is not a context in which

g an
The California welfare system landscape now will
change dramatically because of the new freedom
groamed to counties. With fufty-eight counties, going
m Bakersfield to Modesto 15 “like moving from one
state to another.” Cltimately, then, just as competition
between states has stimulated new ideas, now Califor-
nia’s counties will have new freedom and flexbility to
designinnovative jcbs programs, provide for day care,
and imp} t other admind hanges under the
new reform. Yet along with this flexibility, the state has
tin protections to assure that the nghts of reapients

are upheld,

thatc

Inlity to make e 18 ts for the provision
of child care. San Joaquin County alzeady has begun a
Program under which welfare mothers will be trained
and certified as child-care iders. This will allow
these recipients to establish their own chid-care centers
where they can provide services for their own child

Challenges

ver the next several years the counties will

face many challenges in caryng out the in-

tent of the legislation. Counties also must

assure that reapients are offered the array of
d\ojees promised, and must market the program as well
as

8 well as the children of other recipients involved in
employment-related activities.

Implications for California

he state forecasts that about 46 percent of its

welfare applicants will partiapate 1n GAIN. Of

the applicant pool, projections show that 55

percent will become employed early in the
“uence and about 46 percent will go through the edu-
sution and training components.

Ongoing annual new costs to administer the program
Are estimated to be $158 million, with new savings esti-
iated at $272 million. This will result in net savings of
$114 million,

of communicatior, with local

new
JTPA :ﬁe;des and the private sector.
The challenges for the state will be to provide enough
ity to counties to allow cost-¢ffective innovations.

State administrators will need to be o to learning
from the ¢ and flexibl gh to mold state
policies to accommodate productive local innovations,
Above all, the state must orchestrate cost-effective

dministrative changes that 1t the goal of offering
a significant number of new opportunities for Califor-
nia’s welfare recipients. PW

—
Detnd B. Swoap untf recently was secretary of the Califorma
Health end Welfare Agency Henow  partner n a govem-
ment relations consulting firm in San rraneisco.
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SAN DIEGO EMPHASIZES
PLACEMENT OVER TRAINING.

BY RN AT H\(U—\ ;

S 9298 %8 €

i\ O Y0

P 7*Yhe County of San Dxego has tested a system
to end welfare dependency-and the system
works. In fac, it works so well that it has
become the foundation for & plan all fifty-eight

Cahfornia counties must now adopt within the next five
years. (See article by David Swoap.)

San Diego County did not invent a new concept, nor
did it test radical acadenuc theones. What it did was
organize familiar employment approaches into a com-
prehensive three-stage system that serves welfare chients
with alllevels of education and expenence. By using the
Jeast expensive job match and job search methods tust,
the three-part system quickly removes the more employ

For two vears, the San Diego Department of Social
Services concentrated its reform efforts in the testing and
refinement of a food stamp workfare demonstration
project. it assumed nation. leadership by submuthng
segislative proposals that helped make food stamp work-
farea r‘rogram option to all counties across the nation.
With that experience behind it, the department tackled
the problem of large'scale employment services for its
tiggest client pop clents ing aid to famil
with dependent children (AFDC).

Because of the scope of the problem, the department
enlisted the aid of both the state’s Employment Develop-

able clients fmg's welfare rolls. The ap, caves scarce
training dollars for those most in of traning ~ those
who were not successful in earlier employment efforts
The result is 2 more h and ive syst

ment Dep i (EDD) and the Regional Employment

and Tramning Consortium, the local joint powers entif

that administers the Job Training Partnership Act. St

from all tlgyeehag'jndes devsloped the plan eventually
d by the

that zttacks the roots of poverty without creabng

deﬁnd .

e b::cyrd of supervisors propelled the county into
welfare reform in 1979 when it expressed frustration
with a system that appeared to foster multigenerational
welfare dependency while ing almost 40 percent
of the county’s budget. The board symbolically resolved
the problem by ceating an Employment Services
Bureau in the Départment of Social Services that is equal
in status to the more heavily funded Income Mainte.
nance Bureau. it then pledged its suf‘poﬂ to efforts to
restore clients to self-sufficiency with permanent and
unsubsidized jobs.

©1966 The American Public Welfare Assocuation
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pp .S. Depastment of Health and Human
Services for a three-year demonstration project. With 50
percent federal and 50 percent state funding. the ambi.
tious employment preparation program (EPP) began
processing AFDC cases in all seven distnct offices in
1962. The program continues today with only a few
minor changes,

The three-stage EPP d tration invols es employ-
able clients as soon as they enter the office to appf for
AFDC Those with no children under six 1 ears of age
enroll in job search workshops conducted jointly by staff
from the department and from the state EDD The week-
long workshops t2ach motivational support traiuing, c{ob
search techniques, and interviewing skills with a video
feedback component. Leaders report that most particie
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.that the estimated v.

ants begin the mandatory workshops reluctantly, but
‘a,re very enthusiastic ab:)}:lt them by the end of the
second day.

A maximum of two weeks of intensive work on a
phone bank follows as clients use their new job-search
skills to set up job interviev.s. A strong sense of cama-
raderie develops among participants as they share the
success of those who find v-ork. In afto !ea:,t two work.
shops, 100 percent of the participants foun permanent

b ' the end of the telephone sogment

189

MDRC found that EPP, like other welfare employment
prog has tha st impact on clients with ljt-
tle recent job expenence. Somewhat unexpected was the
ovex-whelrmnglx"e positive attude of clients toward the
faimess and value of the work experience component,
“A very high percentage expressed satisfaction with
their job assignment, felt they were part of the work
force, and were positive about comung to work,” the inj-

tial report stated.
take special pride in the

unsubsidized jobs
The first 100 permlzgmup feund jobs averagi J $8$.72
ﬁer hour—but ranging up to $10 per hour—1n cleri

ea t

/ erical,
p 0 and construction jobs. A
sul 04 uent 100 percent class found work averagi
B per hour as entertain-rs, nurse's aldes, stock
clerks, picture framers, tr. % driver., machinists,
mechanics, construction workers, and retail derks. An
of those who become unemployed in the future w, !
possess the skills and self-esteem to find employment
on their own without resorting to the welfare system.

Those unemployed at the end of the workshop
advance to the second stage of the EPP systsm-a three
month work-experience program in a putlic or non.
profit private agency. Unpaid work assignments are
matched to d;'ent interests al;:;i tesl:]xll‘s,b to enhance th;
chatke of employment. The upda job experience an
personal recol:nmendaﬁons acquired at this stage of .1
are the selling point for clients as they land private s¢ctor
jobs. Statistics show that 46 percent of those par-
ticipating in the first two EPP components find perma-
nent unsubsidized employment.

Clients who remain unemployed after going through
the first two components aze evaluated and referred to
training programs financed through the Job Training
Partnership Ac* or through the community college
system.

yginceEPbegan in 1962, more than 5,350 AFDC recip-
ients out of the 11,600 involved in EPP have found per-
manent private sector jobs at an average starting wage
of $5 07 per hour. From January 1963 through july 1964,
the AFDC caseload declined 5.3 percent in San Dn:go
i throughout the rest of the
the same time, Sa:l ls);ego's
tion growth rate increased an estimat per-
g:nmre than the growth rate for the rest of the state.
Although the final project test results compiled by the
Manpower Demonstration Research orporation
(MDK%) are not yet available, the department is con-
vinced that the caseload drop is the result of the success
of EPP,

County data indicate that every $1.00 spent on the
grogum saves $2.00 in avoided assistance payments.
re:klnunary' MDRC results reveal tl;‘axts}:!lie;gd in the
work-experience component were so highly productive
ar:e of their labor more than paid
for that component by jtself, Most important, clients
whofound jobs in the first or second stages of the pro-
gram showed earnings gains to be 35 percent above
those clients in the contro! groups.

61-734 0 - 86 - 7

gers in the EPPp
success stories of clients. ‘ﬁley tell of a sixty-two-year-
old mother with no previous work experience or skills
who would have been termed unemployable under

By using the least expensive
job-match and job-search
methods first, the three-part
system quickly removes the
more employable clients from
welfare rolls.

many programs; however, through EPP, she found
work in 2 hospital. She then was hired away by a second
institution at a higher salary. Another partiipant was
employed as a clerk in a medical e company.
She wrote, “1 do thank you for all the help. You per-
sonally, as well as your program, have i y givenme
the confidence to attempt to make it on my own without
welfare for the first ime in 10 years.” Other letters tell
asimular story of apprecution for gatrung freedom from
welfare dependency.

The success of EPP invalidates the historical premise
that job training should precede job Elacement. Using
the less expensive jobsearch and wor experience com-
ponents furst not only aliows the department to place
more people in jobs, butit also reserves the most costly
training programs for those who need them the most,

The state legislature used San Diego’s experiment as
2 model for greater avenues to independence (GAL),
the state’s new welfare reform program that each county
must adopt within the next fiv & years. GAIN offers more
individual choice and n.ore educational job trainin op-
tions than the EPP system, GAIN also has two work ex-
perfence components: one lasts three months and the
other, one year.

Plans are already underwzslo modify EPP and
thereby make San Diego the first county to meet the
state’s GAIN requirements. San Diego expects to imple-
ment the new program by July 1986, to serve more than
one-third of its 34,000 AFDC famulies.

Do employment programs really break the cycle of
Wwelfare dependency? As far as the department’s staff
and clients can see, the answeris resounding “yes.”

—_—
Randall C, Bacon 18 director of the Department of Sowal Services
of San Ditgo County, San Diego, California,
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‘Work for People

on Welfare

INTERIM FINDINGS OF A
MAJOR MDRC STUDY SHOW
THE POTENTIAL OF STATE
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS.

ot the past twenty-five years, administrators,

legislators, and academics have debated the ap-

propriate design of the nation’s welfare system,

pasticularly the federally supported ad to famu-
Ties with dependentchild program.! A cen-
tral question has been whether welfare ams should
contnue to be structured as broad entitlements, with ad
conditioned only on categoncal eligibility and income,
or reshaped to impose obligations on recipients, to per-
form unpaid work="workfare”~or to participate in
some employment-related activity such as job searchor
skills training.

WELFARE &

= PS
Be%

register with the state employment service, participate
in job training or job search activities, and accept
employment offered to them While in theory this im-
med a partiapation obligation, WIN in fact was never
ded at alevel adequate to create a “slot” for each able-
bodied person—the precondition of a real work test.
Some of the states implementing their own vanations
on WIN after 1981 were therefore interested in trying to
improve on this record by structuring ther programs so
that all eligible recipients were actually obliged to
participate,
The 1981 amendments thus provided an important

Three Years ago, the Manpower D: Re-
search Corporation (MDRC) began a five-year, large-
scale iment examining current state efforts
to restructure the relationship between welfare and
work, States not only are downg so gurimmly by intro-
ducing participation requ..ements, but also by chang-
ing the muxof employment and training services and the
institutional structure ‘f:: ;drmmsﬂg d:ie work incen-
tive (WIN) program-the federal work and trarung pr¢

. gram to able-bodied AFDC recipients.

The impetus for these state efforts was the Omnibus

Budget Reconcillation Act of 1961 (OBRA), which gave
states new ﬂe:‘bil&%ﬂz to design their own work-relat
programs for applicants and recipients. Under
the community work ience (CWEP) pro-

expenie
visions of the act, states for the first time could requue
AFDC ndﬂmu noworkiq%:blkor nonprofit agencies
in retumn for their welfaré benefits.? States also were
authorized to fund on-the;job tralning programs by

diverting a recipient’s welfare grant to use 25 8 Wage
subsidy for private employers,

Since 1971 WIN's f requirements were that all
adult AFDC rec:g:ents who had no preschool children
and no barriers that prevented them from leaving home
le M. p 0, T i C P n
Reprints of this artide are avalable from APWA for 1502
copy prepiid,

and § opportusuty to study a variety of employ-
ment reforms. MDRC's eleven-state demonstration of
state work/welfare inutatives was developed inresponse
to that chal!enfe. The demonstration includes large-scale
evaluations of new welfare/employ irutiatives in
¢ight states and smaller-scale studies in three additional
states, The states are broadly representative of national
variations in AFDC benefit levelsb:'mm‘ j tnﬁvi“a:
rangements, and program capacity. nstration

tions include several large .xrb?'n areas-San Diego,
Baltimore, and Chicago -and a number of multicounty
areas that span urban and rural centers—Arkansas,
Maine, New Jersey, Virginia, ind West Virginia.?

The demonstraticn tests not one program model, but
arange of strategies. Some programs are limited to one
or two activities, while others offer a wider mix, Most
require participation as a condition of receiving benefits,
but a few rely on a voluntary approach.

Contrary to some expectations, the states in the
demonstration did not choose to implement universal
workfare, An approach that was even more prominent
was required job seatch, which typically teaches job-
finding techniques and involves participants in a struc-
tured search for work. While the reasons are not always
clear, the choice appears to have been a result of both
practical and philosophical considerations. Job search is
noncontroversial, relatively low-cost, and compasatively
easy to run,
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Amo::ig ihe demonstration states, only West Virginia
operated 2 workfare program with no limit on 2 recip-

ient's length of participation, and it was directed
imarily to unemployed heads of two-parent house-

ds, who are mostl“K oale (i
rather than to

ts under the
¢ mostly female

perience, with choices tailored to individual needs and
preferences. Two states—Now Jersey and Maine-

voluntary on-the-job traini with
pnvate employers, using grant divmiog as :ﬁe funding
mechanism.*

The projects varied in scale; and, although most were
directed to women with school-age children, i.e., WIN.
mandatory cases, within that catego they differed in
the groups targeted - for example, welfare apphcants or
recipients, people recewving welfare through the AFDC
or AFDC.U am.? Five of the ams we’, imple-
mented only in parts of the states (sometimes in only
one ity or county).

The states also differed in objectives. Some placed
relatively more emphasis on developing human capital
and helping welfare recipients to get better jobs and
achieve long-term self-sufficiency. Others tended to
stress direct job placement and welfare savings. In West
Virginfa, administrators stressed the importance of a
work requirement, with or without welfare savings, as
a way to improve the image of welfare programs.

As a result, states differed in the extent te which they
emphasized and enforced a participation oblimon. In
exﬁ state the program can thus be descnbed as a
distint multidimensional “treatment,” including a
speafi degree of obligation and providing a certain mix
and intens:z of services and activities. The program'’s
impact on eligibles can be conceived as a combination
of the effect of both factors, The resulting “treatment”
in some casesh can be charc:te;‘l;z;d as a work
requirement - where eligibles either to get aregular
job or work for their grants—or a paﬁflaﬁon obliga-
tion-where those who did not find i would l}xlav;e
to participate in program activities esigned to help

in employment, but not necassarily work for
their grants, For convenience, both ams
are c2led “participation obligations” in this discussion.

The MDRCd jon add! four g

Question 1: Is it feasible to impose obligations—or
rticipati i as a condition for welfare

Teceipt? ’

Pre-1981 initiatives that did seek to impose participa-
tion on welfare recipients generally resulted in low par-
ticipation rates, staff e, and impl

fadures.¢ The MDRC study tries to determine whether
€ programs after OBRA repeat this expenence or in
lecitl succeed in implementing a broad partiipation
tion.
Qasﬂon 2. What do workfare-type programs Jook
like in practice and how do welfare recipients
themselves judge the fairness of requirements?
workfare concept has engendered considerable
controversy, hinging largely on whether the positions
Offered to recipients are puritive and make-work and
the systern coercive or stigmatizing, or whether they
produce useful and services, provide dignity, and
develop work skills. The MDRC study uses an i
survey of a ‘nndom ;arnpleof twenty-five superviscrs})f
ninety-four wotk experience participants in six
the states to shed light on this controversy,
Question 3. Do the state initiatives reduce welfare
rolls and costs andfor increase employment and
?

In seven of the states, the study examines the pro-
grams’ effects on welfare and employment behavior and
it an eighth, New Jersey, it looks at welfare impacts
alonc. In all eight states, the evaluahons use experuten.
tal designs: prog; eh’%:lblesare gned randomly to
the new test program - the expenmental group-or toa
control group, which receives no services or Lmuted
ones. The duference between the employment and
welfare behavior of those in the two groups provides an
estimate of program achievements. In an unusual
display of commutment to such a study, the human ser-
vices commissioners and their local counterparts in the
eight states have actvely coop d w1t Te d
assignment of over 35,000 individuals

Question 4. How do program benefits

gram costs?

A benefit-cost analysis measures the programs’ « .t-
comes against the resources used to produce them. It
notonly looks at the net benefits for society asawhole,
but identifies who-the welfare population or everyone
else—gains from and pays for 5‘2 programs.

Intérim Findings

he demonstration is structured a8 2 series of
g“::dyeu studies. To date, MDRC has pro-
¢

to pro-

d interim reports focusing primarily on
the implementation issues in five states.’
Reports addressing umpact and cost-benefit questions

k:ve beer: completed for San Diego, Baltimore, and

Given the differences across states in the character-
stics of the individuals studied, loca) economic cordi-
tions, participation rates, AFDC benefit levels, and the
extent to which the control 8TOUps received services,
these interim results should not be used to reach con.
dusions about the relative impact and cost-effectiveness
of the different program a roaches. The interim
results, however, already chaﬁgrse some claims myde
by both proponents and critics of workfare and identsfy
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“The Feasibility of Imposing Obligations. What do the
mulumdatewggestabmﬁnlmummopm.
tSoral success? One indicator of success is the partkipa-
mm,d?ﬁmmmmmmmum.

portion group under examina-
g:\who & program activities within a

time period.? For & number of ressona~including the
fact that meny have already left welfare
or are deferred from fotkg:_im:n:::som

Muu:ﬁmyinmu- syn-
onymous faure. All nonpaticipants have
not slipped the aacks and been lost in the ad-
Mm\mdahpmnma\em
mmmmmuxhkvm they
count only wi soneone showed up for an activi-

, not whether that person fully sati ts,
Notwithstanding these caveats and the lack of final

some tentative conclu-
don in the irutlatives.

program, Typially, within six to nine months of regis-
ith the

tering .
mentals bad in some activity, the great
majority in job .P: tion rates were lower in

whien that activity followed

which results are available, only in West Virginia, San
Dego, and Balumore has wor{ experierce so far in-
volved a substantial st--¢ (10 to 20 percent) of AFDC

ings from the AFDC-U West Virginia
and the DkgoptogmforAFDCmdAm:;\-
puanuwmm,uk&mﬂmmmmﬂmu
ind for these segments of the caseload, it is possible to
implement a brosd 5 obligation. In West
Virginia, between 60 and 70 of the caseloed were
working at CWEP jobs, and most non| ts had
Wummhrddm!’nSmD;ego,aﬂbuu
soall (no more percent) of applicaz i3
had h;\left welfare, beh‘e:m were no
lof e program, or ments
mfiﬁ nine mon*hs of welfare application.

While this is a major change from the pre-1981 record,
other demonstration states appeared to experience more
e in Muym"ﬁu g ow::dm
mon t a quarter

i were still regittered in the program but had not

participated in any of the mandated activities.!

A number of factors influenced these overall differ-
ences in participation rates. -aried in the
deyeeofexp«ie:mﬂ\eirmﬁshadinrum\hgemploy-
mtpmgnnu,inmndingleveh,inthemmnolthe

lations served, in scale, and in local economic con-

mandatory work
job search in a sequence. Among the programs for

v

Table 1 Summary of Imp.acts on

AFDC Applicants in San Diego

Job Search tollowsd by CWEP

Job Seerch

Experimentsis Controls

Difference

Qutcome and
Follow-up Perlod perimentsls C Oitference

Parcertage ever employed dunng
Quartec 2* .
Quarter 3
Quarter 4

+68°°°
+90°°*
473°°°

256
87
R4

324
76
407

356
363
388

256 +
28.7
334

100°**
»76%0
+54°

totel earmings

Aversgo .
quaners 2-4 S +50640°°°

178337 139229 +391.08°° 1898 69 139229

793 81.3 =20

770 813 -43
Quenter 2 647 690 ~43° 8.1 69.0 -29
Quenter 3 542 537 -43° 51.9 58.7 -8
a8 486 -08 458 486 -28

Aversge total AFDC payments
receved, quanters 1-4 (§]

Sourcs: Goldman ot o, 1965
Notes. Thaee Gata nciude 2660 values for sampie
quwmr\mww«'m
mmyommmd;‘mguwnmm

R o Lhied Host Wi 8006 10 GUONCS betwasn eXer
* mentsl and cors ol Qroups. Statabesl tevels e -
Ccated o8 * @10 DOrCant ** =5 parcent; °°* w1 percent

2571708 2161.56 —18450

255598 216156 -205.58°

S0 UNeMEIOYMEnt NSUrANCe SAMINGS QUAMNNS, rANCom 830X
mentmay ocou 0 sny of the thiee monde of the calendar Quaned
of tandom assgament. For i reason, quaner 1, the quartercl ran-
mmmymmmnmnmum

X Qor nitn jore not counted a8 3 com-
Dlote folow-up QuAKer 1of MEIoYMENt 31 $8/TINGs Mpacis.

¥The fest month of the quanier of rANGOM aSSigAMent i The month

anmﬂmmﬂw&d
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ditions. Furthermore, a factor noted earlier cznnot be
overlooked: 2m goals vary across states, with the
imposition of a partapation requirement being a

concern in some states and a secondary one in

MDI'KC'sﬁ:‘dh\p 10 the feasibilty, in some cir-

but differences among ams on w elfare sanngs, In
interpreting these results, it 1s important to remember
that lh;y are averzged over a large se, nt of the

Caseload, for example, all applicants, bot| R‘mm
and nonpmidE:Ets. Thus, even relatively small

cumstances, Yy
for a substantial subset of the AFDC caseload. Never-
theless, in light of the variations in Participation rates
doumumdhdmemles.quesﬁomremmabomthe
potential to duplicate this record in other states and
about the fem‘g'lity of implementing an open-ended
obligation on their entire caseload,
posed in the Reagan administr;
tunities and welfare” legislation.
letmofWoMmJobundtbehacuomof
Recipients. Findings to date from MDRC's work site
survey in five states provide & complex picture of how
these programs look in practice,
¢ The jobs were generally entry-level positions in
maintenance or clerical fields, park s}:orsice. and
human services: and sometimes were slots that
had been paid positions under the public service
¢mployment program, which Congress eliminated

s “work oppot-

changes, multiplied by a large numbsr of people, hate
considerable policy significance.
In San Diego, the two separate t.eatments for AFDC
mms-wndnory job search alone and job search
ed by short-term CWEP—incrcased Quirterly
employment rates by between 5 and 10 percentage
ints and nine-month earnings by between $391 and
~Tepresenting a 28 to 36 percent increase over con-
trol group e . There were relatively more modest
chargss in welfare rolls and benefits, with no evidence
that, once they had applied, individuals were deterred
welfare by the work obligation. (See Table 1)(n
contrast, the am had quite differsnt impacts for the
prnmanly male -U group: minimaj or no em; loy-
ment effects but nore substantial welfare savi .)rdou
of the impacts resulted from job search; th‘:% com-
mnent produced no major additional changes-ex
somew hat larger welfare savings for the AFDC-

in 1981. On the whole, they did not provide much
skill development, because most of the partici-
pants had the required general working skills at
the time they began the assignment,

* While the positions did not pnmarily develop
skills, th?' wese not make-work either. Super.
visors judged the work important and indicated
that participants’ productivity and attendance
were similar to that of most entry level workers.

® A high proportion of participants interviewed
were sansfied with their work sites, felt positive
about coining to work, believed that they were
making a useful contribution, and felt that they
were treated as part of the regular workforce,
Many, however, felt that the employer got the
better end of the bargain or that they were under-
E:id for their work. In short, they would rather

ve had a paid job. Nonetheless, most partici.
pants in most states agreed that a wotk require-
ment was fajr, &

While some states placed more emphasis than others
onusing workfmulw:y to achieve welfare savings
or extract a quj o for benefits, results
from the woqr‘l:us’itepm v mﬁvt’?ngt most states did
not design or implement with a intent,
The results also are consistent ings from
other studies that show that the poor want to work. [t
has been that these workf, did
create the work ethic, they found jt,

The Lnpacts on Employment and Welfare, Recently
completed studies of program effects in Baltimore and
two counties of Arkansas, plus the interim findings for
San Diego, tell a complex story centering on con.
sistent-although relatively modest - emplcyment gains,
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Table 2
Summary of Impacts on
AFDC Applicents and Recipients
In Two Counties in Arkansas
Outcome and
Follow-up Period | Experi C¢
Percentage ever

Is Ditference

+ 43
+ 50
+ 31

+77.70*

Average tolad
2FDC payments

receivad,
Quaters 1-3(3) | 77169 86455 _gopgeer

Source Fradandes o1 o, 183$ {Arkangas)
Notes. See Tatle 1.
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up A snal report will examine whether this pattern
ge:sguafmmof:of&wm\h pate in CWEP
The

Arkansss = applican:s and rec:
ients, consistin; 3 . datosy job search foﬂowed?;;
.toen unpaid work expezience, led
1o employment gains of between 3 and 5 percentage
i 3p:3um.‘mmmo€one-mird overthe very
mmcon group level. (See Table 2.} Impacts on the
welfare rolls and bepwsits were relatively 1izge. By the
tird quarter of follow-up, 64 percent of the control
3T0up were receiving wellare, compared fe 37 percent
of imentals. During the same peri™<; average
benehts fell froz 5269 t0 $245, for a differcea: of $43-a
15 percent reduction. , trore than tnrec-quarters
of the welfare savings occurred because peop.e moved

off the rolls. . .
In Baltimore, where both welfane 2pplicants nd recip-
jents were required to participate in any of a broad range

Table 3
Summay of impacts on
AFDC Agpiicants and Recipients
in Baltinore

Outcome snd
Follow.up Period | Experimentsis Controls Diftererice
Petcenlage
ever employed
dunng Cuarter of
1ancom
assignenent® 281 264 +16
Quarter 2 72 240 +32°°
Quanter 3 R4 a9 45"
Quarner 4 341 36 +31°
Quarter 5 365 36 +50°°*

Average total

eamngs dunng
quarnters 2-5 {$}* | 193515 175874 #1786 41

Avergge total
AFOC payments

recerved.
quaners 1-5{8) | 0£303 3064 12

of activities, the program led to a similar incresse in
quartesty employment rates of between 3 and 5 percen-
tage points and a twelve-month increase in earnungs of
$176. But 1n contrast to Arkansas and San Diego, these
gains were not accompanie:d by any notible welfare
savings. (See Table 3.)

impacts were corcentrated among groups considered
T -twemmy.lngmml, they were largest for indi-
viduals with linuted recent '“‘.8“"‘"“" and in Arkan-
sas the maj‘usus ecﬁveformothmwie},:
preschool chi as fzr parents wiih older children.

Berafits and Costs, The benefit-cost results from the
samw studies suggest that society as a whole benefited
from these initiaves. Depending on assumptionsabout
future benefits, benefits ex~zeded cosis for the average
experimental compared to control group member by be-
tween $100 and $700.

There were, however, stnking differences across the
three states in the distnbution of net benefits bet
the AFDC women and the rest of society (often called
the “taxpayers”). The Baltimore and San Diego resuits =
although San Diego’s are interim and could change in
the final evaluation~show that the primary gainers were
the AFDC women, with the taxpayers breaking even or
incurring some net costs. Rather than reduang budgets,
these results suggest that the prograins will cost money,
at least in the short run. In Arkansas, in contrast,
beneSts went pnmarily to the taxpayers and contributed
to budget reductions. ..1th the recipients apparently no
better ¢ financially. Finelly, operating costs varied
substantially across the three programs, from a low of
$160 per experi | group ber in Arkansas to a
high of $960 in Marylaad.

Issues and Conclusions

he interisn findings point to a number of inter

esting conclusions, which MDRC will continue

to examine as the study !wgmus They sug-

gest the frasibility, under cartain conditions

and at the scale implemented, of tying raceipt of welfare
to participation otligations. In a few cases—San Diego
and West Visginia’s AFDC-U ~this included an
obligation to work in exchange for welfare benefits. In
other cases, the obligation w.s usually limited to job
search~Arkansas and Virginia~or to participation in
any one cf the avalable array of services—Maryland.
the mandatery activity is .sorkfare, the interim

results do not support the strongast caims of critics.
Today's “workfzze” is more likely to be designed to pro-
vide useful work experience than slnply to enforce 2
quid proquo, although both chjectives may operate. As
a result, the positions often resemble public service
employment jobs, structured to mzet public needs and
provide meaningful work experiene, Under these con-
ditions and with the obligation tsusily timitad to three

Source: Friadiander et 81,1985 {(Manyland).
Notes See Tale 1.

hs, welfare recipients generally did not object to
working for their grants,

Nor, however, do the findings so far justfy the more
extrame claitns of proponents. The work positions pro-

PUBLIC WELFARE/WINTER 1986 11




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

vide relatively Lttle development of skulls. Furthermore,
while the final report may the story, results thus
far fromn San Diego— where the research design allowed
for the seperate estimate of the effects of job search and
work experience —suggest that the positive employment
and wellare outcomes emanate from job search, with no
dear increment from the addition of CWEP, As a result,
while society as a whole apoears 1o gain from the
workfare pmmm-priawi‘lzt the value of the
4 direct oper, costs -
dget perspective, in which this
, workfare appears so far to cost,
rather than save, money the short run - aithough not
necessartiy to cost very much.
Thus, arguments for and against workfare may in-
volve not so muck. a trade-off een welfare savings
as questions about the values attached to
the AFDC program. Some will argue, as did the West
Virginia human services commissioner, that even if
workfare costs more up front, it tepresents a sounder
design for AFDC because it fits with the nation’s value

So far, the benefit-ccst results
suggest that soclety as a who'e
benefited from these initiatives.

Proxhes will lead to increases i emrloyment, but that
$3ins wil] be relatively modest and in'some cases will
transiste into even smaller welfare savings. The fact that
Programs have larger effects for the harder-to-em,
§r0ups suggests it may also be possible to target
Tesources more zarefully and increase the size of these
impacts, Nevertheless, even as currently implemented,
the state initiatives already have produced benefits to
society that justify their costs. From a namowsr budget
ive, howevar, the picture is more mixed, with
welfare savings in some states —.and among some target
$oups~but not in others.

The resuits 1o date also confinn the importance of

g an evaluation design with a randomly selected
control group. Underlying the relatively modest impacts
are subtle du'{;rmces in ov.letcomes over nhn;; ::cei acTOSS
subgroups and locations. If participants n com.

*pared to individuals in different commties ot to selected

honparticipants rather than to a control group, these of-
fects might have gone undetected or their vahdity
questioned.

Finally, the findings also point to the extent to which
estimates of cost savings derived without referenc to
behavior for a control group can overstate a progr. s
true effects. For example looking only at interim fi.d-
inisdflor the experimenti! group in San Diego’s job
se.

and will then improve the image of welfare among reci-
pients and the public.’ Others will contend that what
1s needed are 1,5t requi butjobs and investments
in training.
Meanwhile, a consistent lesson from the impact
results available 5o far and from earlier research is that
administrators should reach out to provide ser.

program, 79.3 percent were on welfare when the
study began and only 45 8 percent by the fowrth quarter
of follow-up. (See Table 1.) In the absence of a control
group, one myght assume that the program led to 2 33.5
percentage pount reduction in the rolls, multiply that by
the average grant, and claim large welfare savings. In
fact, by the end of the fourth quarter, data from the con-
trol 3“":," show that much of that reduction would have
occurred anyway and that the net program impact was

vices for more disadvantaged recipients. Its from
San Diego, Arkansas, and gﬁryland all suggest that the
impacts of these quite different programs are greater for
the who would be considered the most disad-
vantaged or least employable. This does not mean that
these very groups had the highest place-
ment rates and levels of postprogram employment. On
the contrary, these outcomes were generally much
l‘:’ig\ker for the individuals who sesmed more able to

While ly contradictory, this pattem is consis-
tent withmslynmb ofmu”e population. For
many, welfare is onll&' a temporary source b;‘ aidi:n A
program achieving Placement rates by working
with people who wauﬁdh have found jobs on their own
may took more successful but, in fact, may not have ac.
complished much. In contrast, a program working with
those who would do very poorly on their own may have
less impressive placement or employment ratés, but
may have made a major change in vehavior. This was
the case in all three states.

Although they are interim and incomplete and there.
fore subject to change, the impact results at this point
indicate that a2 number of quite different program ap.

12 PUBLIC WELFARE'WINTER 1986

d three {pmentage points. (There is danger of the
same kind of overestimation if placement or employ-
ment rates are multiplied by welfare savings per
employed person. Most of that employment would have
occurred anyway.)

For those used to grandiose claims, this will seem
discouraging. But, careful impact and benefit-cost
studies regofted here show that work approaches for
welfare recipients can increase employment and be cost.
effective. In short, programs do not necessarily have to
tead maior l:rge 8¢S to be worthwhile, Slmlr- h
may produce large savings if the im lastng
or if they occur for a large numb«P‘:?peoplloe‘?s

Thus, the research findings point to something impor.
tant al;;mt 2xpectations. In the past, we have had to
oversel] social programs to convince licymakers that
they were wort| wg:le investments. T{fdau from these
state programs suggest that this is not necessary. PW

Judith M Gueron 15
T R

v presid Manp

h C on, New York and principel
7 ,

wgator for the D ot of State Work/Welfare

Initiatives.

For “Notes and References,” see Page 49,
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THE BLACK FAMILY:
A CRITICAL CHALLENGE

Glenn C. Loury

T HE nuclear family, whether European c. Oriental, social-
ist or bourgeois, modern or traditional is the center of
social life in all cultures. Societies rely on the family, in
one form or another, to accomplish the essential tasks of producing
and socializing children. The continued prosperity—indeed the
survival—of any society depends on how adequately families dis-

charge this responsibility.
Trends in American Family Life

There is now enormous concern in many quarters that the
American family has weakened, and that this weakening is impli-
cated in an array of social problems from criminal participation to
declining academic achievement. Measures to strengthen the fam-
ily have been proposed and enacted in the Congress and the need
to restore family values is widely discussed. Private foundations
and government agencies are spending millions of dollars annually
on research and demonstration projects that seek to understand
how changes now occurring in family life can be dealt with best.

The basis for this concern is reflected in recent demographic
trends. Compared to a generation ago, the American family of
today has changed dramatically: Older and younger single adults
are more likely to live alone (Fuch, 1983). Marriage seems to have
become less popular. Divorce is a much more prevalent phenome-
non today than it was thirty years ago (Cherlin, 1981). The age at
which women first marry has been rising, the fraction of first
children conceived prior to marriage has been increasing and the
proportion of these women who marry by the time their child is
born has been falling. O’Connell and Moore (1980) estimate that
among white teens (15-19) who had a first birth between 1959 and
1962, less than one-third of the births were premaritally con-
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ceived, though slightly more than two-thirds of these were legiti-
mated by marriage. Whereas among white teens who experienced
first births between 1975 and 1978, nearly two-thirds had con-
ceived prior to marriage and slightly more than half of these births
were subsequently legitimated.

The traditional relationship between childbearing and marriage
is also undergoing dramatic change. The fertility of married
wormen is falling, and that of most groups of unmarried women is
rising (sce the tables below). The incidence of teenage sexuality
and childbearing has risen sharply in recent years. Betiveen 1971
and 1979 the fraction of American teenage girls who were sexually
active rose from 30% to 50% (Zelnick and Kanter, 1980). A recent
Planned Parenthood report comparing tecnage fertility rates in the
U.S. with those in other industrialized countries shows that in
1980 the number of pregnancies per 1,000 wemen aged 15-19 was
nearly twice as high inthe U.S. asin the closest Western European
country. (Elise Jones, et al., “Tecnage Pregnancy in Developed
Countries: . . . ")

As a result of these trends, there has been an increase in family
instability—i.e., a growing number of families which break-up or
never form, leaving children to be raised by one of the parents,
almost always the mother. This is a phenomenon affecting whites,
blacks and Hispanics alike, though it is by far most significant
among blacks (Wilson and Neckerman, 1984). Divorce, separa-
tion and widowhood are the principal racans by which single-
parent families arise among whites (Cherlin, 1981; Bane and
Ellwood, 1984), but the most important source of such families
among blacks is the high rate of out-of-wedlock births. Among
black women aged 15-24 the fraction of births which occurred
outside of marriage rose from 41% in 1955 to 68% in 1980. Out-
of-wedlock births have also risen to unprecedented levels for white
women. This has occurred in part because of the growing fertility
of unmarried women, but an even more important reason is the
recent, sharp decline in marital fertility.

Itis clear from Tables 1 & 2 that, while the fertility of unmarried
women (with the exception of white teens) held steady or declined
between 1970 and 1980 (note the decline by more than 50% in
fertility of ummarricd nonwhite wemen ages 25-29 from 1960-
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1980), birth rates among married women fell sufficiently faster
than the fraction of births occurring to unmarried women of all
ages and races rose notably over this period. Indeed between 1960
and 1979 fertili.y among both white and nonwhite married
women fell by roughly one-third (Vital Statistics of the Unitea States,
1979). Inaddition, the fraction of women who are unmarried has
been rising dramatically in recent years. Among white women 20-
24 years of age, the percent single rose form 32.2% to 47.2%
between 1965 and 1980, while the rise for comparable black
women was from 34.3% to 68.7%! For women 25-25 the fraction
unmaried more than doubled among whites (8.0% to 18.3%) and
more than tripled among blacks (11.6% to 37.2%) between 1965
and 1980 (Wilson and Neckerman, 1984).

Also important for the rise of out-of-wedlock births among
young and black women has been the trend in the fraction of
women who never marry, which, according to Census data, rose
from 9% to 23% of black women aged 25-44 between 1950 and
1979, while staying constant at roughly 10% over this period for

whites (Cherlin, 1981). This racial difference in the increased
fraction of never married women has zlso been obsczved in the
Panel Study of Income Dynamics by Bane and Ellwood, who
report a widening black-white difference in the fraction never
married, and claim that “.. . in 1982 four times as large a propor-
tion of black as white women were never married, separated,
divorced or widowed mothers (Bane and Ellwood, 198+:33).”

Table 1

Births to Unmarricd Women per Thousand Women, By Race and Age of
Mother, Selected Years

WHITES NONWHITES

15-19  20-24  25-29 15-19  20-24  25-29
1940 33 5.7 4.0 42,5 46.1 325
1950 5.1 10.0 8.7 68.5 105.4 94.2
1955 6.0 15.0 13.3 77.6 133.0 125.2
1960 6.6 16.2 18.2 76.5 166.5 171.8
1965 79 221 24.3 75.8 152.6 164.7
1970 10.9 225 21.1 90.8 120.9 93.7
1975 12,0 15.5 14.8 86.3 102.1 73.2
1980 16.0 22,6 17.3 83.0 109.2 79.1

Sourcey Adapted roin Wilson and Neckenman, 1984, Tables 3 & 4,
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Table 2

Percent of Births which Occur Out-Of-Wedlock, By Race and Age of
Mother, Selected Years
WHITES NONWHITES

15-19  20-24  25-29 15-19  20-24  25-29
1955 6.4 1.9 0.9 40.1 18.9 13.3
1960 7.1 2.2 11 42.1 20.0 14.1
1965 114 3.8 1.9 49.2 23.0 16.3
1970 171 5.2 21 61.3 29.5 18.1
1975 230 6.1 2.6 74.7 39.9 22.7
1979 303 9.5 3.7 82.5 50.1 28.7

Source: Adapted from Wilson and Neckerman, 1984, Tables 3 & 4.

Thus, female family heads have become both more numerous
and younger among blacks and whites, but especially among
blacks. The increasing prevalence of female-headed families is
sllustrated by the experience of the last decade:

Table 3
Petcent of Families with Femaie Heads by Race 1974-1983
Wki.e Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic
1974 9.9 340 17.4 197¢ 116 405 19.8
1975 105 353 18.8 1980 116 402 19.2
1976 108 359 20.9 1981 119 417 21.8
1977 109, 371 20.0 1982 124 406 227
1978 115 % 39.2 20.3 1983 122 419 228

Source: Adapted from Wilson and Neckerman, 1984, Table 2.

These trends have significant implications for the living ar-
rangements of children, and cherefore for the incidence of child-
hood poverty, as has been emphasized by recent observers (Moyni-
han, 1985; Wilson and Neckerman, 1984; Bane and Ellwood,
1984). For obvious reasons the incidence of poverty is substantially
greater among female-headed houscholds; the poverty rate of fe-
male-headed families was 36.3% in 1982, compared to a rate for
marr ed couple families of 7.6%. Female-headed families made up
45.7% of the paverty population in 1982, and 71% of the black
poor (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1983).

Young, never married mothers, though likely to be living at
home when they have their children, are also likely to change
households before their child reaches the age of six. Bane and

»
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Ellwood estimate (using the PSID) that two-thirds of black and
white unwed mothers who give birth while living at home will
move into different living arrangements prior to their child’s sixth
birthday. Among blacks, though, two-thirds of these moves are
into independent female-headed families, while for whites two-
thirds of the moves are into two parent families. They further
estimmate that, independent of the original living arrangements of
the mother, among children born out-of-wedlock, less than 10%
of whites but more than 50% of blacks will remain in female-
headed families for their entire childhood (Bane and Ellwood,
1984).

The consequences of early pregnancy for both mother and child
can be quite severe, Teenage motherhood has been shown to be
associated with prolonged poverty and welfare dependency (Wil-
son and Neckerman, 1984; Bane and Ellwood, 1983; Hofferth and
Moore, 1979), low achievement in education by the mother
(Hofferth and Moore, 1979), and increased subsequent fertility and
the closer spacing of bicths (Trussel and Menken, 1978). A careful
longitudinal study of inner~city olack children in Chicago raised
under alternative family circumstances has found that the children
growing-up in households where their mother is the only adult are
significantly more likely to cxhibit diiculty adapting to the social
environment of the classroom, as measured by their first and third
grade teachers’ descriptions of the child’s behavior in school
(Kellam, et al,, 1977).

Concern for the Black Family

Thus, these trends in adolescent and out-of-wedlock child-bear-
ing should occasion the most serious public concern. This is espe-
cially so for the black population, in which the extent of the
problem is vastly greater than for whites, for the decay of black
family life is an awesome barrier to economic and social progress
for blacks. It is directly implicated in the continued extent of
poverty among black children. In 1980, nearly three of every five
female-headed black families lived below the poverty line, com-
pated to only about one of every six two-parent black families
{U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series




202

GLENN C. LOURY

P-60, 1981). Even though the poverty rate fell during the 1970s
for both male and female-headed black familics, the fraction of
black families below the poverty line increased, due to the higher
rate of poverty among female-headed families, together with their
growing number. This is a circumrtance which deserves serious
public attention.

A Aiscussion of this sort can hardly avoid recalling the experi-
ence surrounding the controversial “Moynihan Report” (U.S.
Dept. of Labor, 1965). There Moynihan had made two arguments:
one regarding the causes of the (then only recently noticed) trend
in family instability among blacks, and the other concerning the
policy implications of this trend for the pursuit of equality of
opportunity. His causal argument derivad from the carlier work of
E. Franklin Frazier (Frazier, 1939) and held that the black popula-
tion was plagued by a “matri-focal family structure” deriving from
the experience of slavery, during which the role of black men
within the family had been severely circumscribed. His policy
argument was that, in light of the deleterious economic conse-
quences of this family instability, a national policy of racial equal-
ity should attempt to directly promote alternative family behaviors
among blacks. He concluded that “The Negro family in the urban
ghettos is crumbling. . . . So long as this situation persists, the cycle
of poverty and disadvantage will continue to repeat itself.”

The last two decades of history has shown that Moynihan had
been remarkably accurate in his forecast. Today, the fraction of
black children in single-parent homes is twice that when his report
was released. Moreover, there is now a consensus, among blacks
and whites, liberals and conservatives alike, that the birth of chil-
dren to young, unwed teens is a critical element of the cycle of
ghetto poverty. But at the time of its release, his report occasioned
a firestorm of political protest, making it impossible that iis policy
recommendations be adopted. Prominent black intellectuals and
politicians attacked Moynihan as a racist, and dismissed his report
as an attempt to impose white, middle-class values on poor blacks
whose behavior was simply different from, not inferior to, the
norm. (For a discussion of the reactions to the “Moynihan Report”
see Rainwater and Yancey, 1967.) Asa result, plans by the Johnson
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Administration to develop a national initiativc to assist the black
family were abandoned, and many years passed before public offi-
cials dared to broach the subject again.

This tragic error must not be repeated. Never again should we
refuse to acknowledge grave social problems facing any segment of
our society. Still, there is the need to maintain a delicate balance
when discussing these issues. It is not the proper role of govern-
ment to mandate the morals of its citizens. Nor should public
officials label specific groups of citizens as exhibiting “deviant” or
“pathological” behavior. But this does not mean that social norms
and community values have no role to play in restraining individ-
uals’ anti-social and dysfunctional behavior. Nor does it rule out
the possibility that the problems are sometimes more severe for
some groups than for others.

Though correct in his ezaphasis on the problem and his recom-
mendation that public action was necessary, recent historical re-
search has demonstrated that Moynihan’s explanation of family
problems among blacks as having derived from the slave experi-
ence is almost certainly wrong. Racial differences of the extent
discussed above are a post-World War II pl.snomenon, and are not
to be found in the earlier historical record; they thercfore cannot be
explained by reference to the experience of black slavery. Al-
though national information on family structure first became
available only with the 1940 decennial census, examination of
early manuscript census forms for individual cities and counties
clearly demonstrates that most women heading families in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were widows; that even
among the very poor, a substantial majority of the families were
intact; and that, for the most part, the positive association between
intact family structure and social class was due to the higher rate of
mortality among poor men (Furstenberg et al., 1975).

The evidence also demonstrates that among northern, urban
black migrant communities in the early twentieth century, the
intact family was also the norm. Approximately 85% of black
families living in Harlem in 1925 were intact, and the teenage
mother raising her children alone was virtually unknown; com-
parable findings were noted for blacks in Buffalo in 1910
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(Gutman, 1976). In 1340 10.1% of white families and 14.9% of
black families were female-headed; and though s*gle-patent fam-
“ilies were more common among city dwellers, census data from
that year indicate that fully 72% of urban black families with
children were headed by men (Wilson and Neckerman, 1984). By
1960 the proportion of single-parent families had begun to in-
ctease sharply for blacks, rising from 21.7% in 1960, to 28.3% by
1970, and reaching 41.9% in 1983. Among whites the proportion
also rose, from 8.1% in 1960 to 12.2% in 1983.

Black Teenage Pregnancy: Trends and Responses

We may ask then, if Moynihan's (and Frazier's) sociology was
wrong, what accounts for the current group disparity in family
instability? Given the higher rate of teenage childbearing among
urban blacks, investigators have explored a number of hypotheses
to explain this phenomenon, Beginning in the mid-1960s, a series
of cthnogrphic studies involving close observation of specific
communities have been undertaken (Clark, 1965; Rainwater,
1970; Stack, 1974; Gilder, 1978). These studies have called atten-
tion to cultural and normative factors operative in poor urban
communities, deriving from the severe economic hardship of in-
ner-city life, but interacting with governmental income support
systems (Gilder, 1978; Murray, 1984) and evolving in such a way
as to feedback onto individual behavior and exacerbate this hard-
ship. -

Wilson and Neckerman (1984), citing evidence from a survey
of black female teens undertaken in 1979 by the Urban League of
Chicago and compiled by Dennis Hogan of the University of
Chicago, argue that there is an insufficient aversion to unwed
pregnancy in this population. The aforem entioned data are said to
show that black teen mothers reported far fewer pregnancies to be
unwanted than their white counterparts (among whom Zelnick
and Kanter, 1980, report finding 82% of premarital pregnancies to
15-19 year olds to have been unwanted). Stack, 1974, observing an
unnamed midwestern inner-city community, notes “People show
pride in all their kin, and particularly new babies born into their
kinship networks. Mothers encourage sons to have babies, and
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even more important, men coax their ‘old ladies’ to have their baby
(p- 121).

Observation of participants in Project Redirection, a two-year
planned intervention with teenagers who had already borne one
child out-of-wedlock, which had the objective of preventing the
additional pregnancy, confirms that prevailing values and attitudes
among these young women and their boyfriends constitute a criti-
cal part of the teen pregnancy story (Branch, et al., 1984). There it
was observed that “Participants who lack self-esteem often find it
difficult to resist pressure from boyfriends. . . . Participants tolerate
(being beaten by their boyfriends, or exploited economically) be-
lieving that, because of their children, other men will not want
them (p. 39).” Morcover, concern at the Harlem site of this project
regarding the issue of welfare dependency led to the following
observation:

Saaff initially took an activist stance in their efforts to intercede with the
welfare system on behalf of participants. . . This pattern changed, however
when . .. (certain) behavior patterns were beginning to emerge. . . It seemed
that many were beginning to view getting their own welfare grants as the next
stage in their careers..... ()t became apparent that some participants® requests
for separate grants and independent houscholds were too often a sign of
manipulation by boyfriends, in whose interest it was to have a girlfriend on
welfare with an apartment of her own . . . (S)taff realized that these attitudes
and behaviors were . ., counterproductive to the goal of promoting self-suffi-
ciency (Branch et al., p. 60).

Project Redirection involved the use of “community women,”
older women who befriended and advised the teen 1actliers over
the course of the first year of the study. It is noteworthy *hat these
community women “.. . have come out strongly against emanci-
pated minor status for participants (which allows 15 and 16 year
old mothers to obtain public aid, including housing, independently
of their parents), feeling that it is better that teens remain under
family guidance, no matter how difficult the family situation or
conflict may be (Branch et al., 1984:60).” This project had a very
limited impact on the sexual behavior and subsequent additional
pregnancies of the young women enrolled. Commenting on this
outcome Branch et al. (1984) bserved: “The major finding is that
members of this target group . . . hold a constellation of attitudes
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and values about boyfriends, sexual relationships, pregnancy and
childbearing that are extremely resistant to change. Against the
tenacity of these values, the presentation of factual information
alone is inadequate to bring about substantial behavioral improve-
ment (p. 103).” These findings lend credence to the view that peer
group and community behavioral norms in the inner-city play a
substantial role in the explosion of youn:, single parents.

In secking an appropriate responsc to these developments we
must understand two things: (1) the forces that have caused the
teen pregnancy and illegitimate birth rates to be so high in poor
black communities; and, (2) the manner in which governmental
policiesand private actions withiin black communities can combine
to counteract these forces. What was missing in 1965, and what
remains scarce now, is combined public and private actions that can
effectively attack the problem. The confusion of values, attitudes
and beliefs of black youngsters who produce children for whom
they cannot provide must be addressed; and, those aspects of gov-
ernment policy which reinforce, or reward such values must be
publicly questioned. It is the job of black civic, political and reli-
gious leaders to do the former, and the task of public leadership at
the local, state and federal levels to undertake the latter.

It should be stated at the outset that some of the factors influenc-
ing the behavior of young people do not lie within anyone’s
control. Our youth are engaging in scxual activity outside of mar-
riage at a higher rate, and at a younger age than did their parents.
Social taboos that exercised some restraint on extramarital sexual-
ity a generation ago have become passé. Yet, though yestzrday’s
moral climate cannot be restored, teaching our young people to
behave responsibly in the face of today’s social pressures and temp-
tations should be within our grasp. It has traditionally been the role
of the family and, of religious institutions to instill this sense of
responsibility, and so it remains. For blacks, this issue is especially
critical.

The National Urban League has taken the lead with its Male
Responsibility Campaign. The program objective is to reach
young black males through a national advertising cffort of print
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ads, posters and a radio commercial. Its theme: “Don’t make a baby
if you can't be a father.” With the voluntary cooperation of black
newspapers, music associations, and broadcasters it is geared to
reach a mass audience. Several aspects of the program deserve
special emphasis, First, it illustrates the opportunity for traditional
civil rights organizations to provide leadership for the black com-
munity on important social issues too sensitive for public agencies.
Second, it focuses on the male. Too often intervention is directed
exclusively at the teen mother—helping her to return to school
and trying to prevent further pregnancies. Third, it harnesses the
creative talents and notoriety of prominent blacks to improve the
quality of life for ordinary black people.

One often hears the argument that nothing significant can be
done about “children having children” until something is done
about the lack of economic options for poor ghetto youngsters.
Some commentators have suggested that the unemployment of
black men is mainly responsible for the family problems observed
in this population (Norton, 1985; Wilson and Neckerman, 1984).
In their interesting and valuable paper, Wilson and Neckerman
note that the numbers of employed black men relative to the
numbsers of black women of comparable age has declined sharply
for every age group of blacks since 1960, with the decline being
particularly precipitate for younger men. The lowr employment of
black men is presumed to reduce their propensity to marry, with-
out having a comparable negative effect on the propensity to re-
produce. The result is an increasing out-of-wedlock birth rate,
with comparable increases in the percentage of families headed by
women.

There s, to be sure, a great need to expand employment among
poor young people, but more is involved here than limited eco-
nomic opportunity. The foregoing argument is far from satisfac-
tory, because it presumes what in part needs to be explained—that
young men will continue to father children though they know
they cannot support them. The link between employment and
family responsibilities for men is very complex, and the dircction
of causality is far from clear. It is arguable, for example, that 2
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man’s effort to find and keep work would be greater to the extent
that he feels himsel, primarily responsible for the maintenance of
his family.

The fact that so many young black men are fathers but not
husbands, and that they do not incur the financial obligations of
fatherhood, might then be taken as an explanation of their low
levels of employment. A more scrious kind of unemployment
plagues young men in poor black communities. There many
women struggle to raise their children without financial or emo-
tional support from fathers who have jobs, but make no effort to
see their children, These menare unemployed with respect to their
most important adult responsibility. Yet unlike the hardship
caused by a lost joband income, this kind of uremployment can be
cured by an act of will. Every means of persuasion should be used
to see that both parents take full responsibility for their children.

Unfortunately, some of the crippling social problems evident in
poor black communities have been exacerbated by the way public
programs and agencies have chosen to treat those problems. Easy
and stigma-free availability of public assistance, and the financial
penalty imposed when a welfare family takes a job and thereby
loses its public housing and medical benefits along with its welfare
payments, may discourage responsible behavior by young men and
women who bring children into the world without the means to
support them, This concern, expressed by Charles Murray in his
recent, much debated book Losing Ground (Murray, 1984), is of
parsicular significance to blacks, because such a large fraction of
our community depends on state and federal assistance.

It is clear form statistical evidence that, while conditions have
worsened for the low-income central city black population since
the 1960s, the status of blacks with good educations and market-
able skills has improved significantly. Increasingly, the black com-
munity is becoming divided into a relatively prosperous middic-
class and a desperately poor underclass. Though problems of
discrimination continue to exist for middlc-class blacks, they are
minor when compared to the life-threatening conditions and
dwindling opportunities poor blacks face. It has become evident
that the problems of poor black communities are greater than

213.-
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simply a lack of resources—that the norms and behaviors of resi-
dents in these communities contribute to their difficulty. Thus, the
question becomes whether government efforts to help have, in any
way, served to undermine the normative base of poor black com-
munities.

Murray belicves that they have, and his argument deserves the
most serious attention. He charges that aspects of the conventional
wisdom which has dominated thinking about public policy in the
social sciences and allied helping professions since the sixties have
contributed to the decline in living standards among inner-city
blacks, one aspect of which is the growth of female-headed fam-
ilies. He holds that a complex and delicately balanced system of
values and norms regulates the behavior of individuals in poor (and
all other) communities, that adverse change in these behavioral
norms has occurred in recent decades, and that ideological precepts
particular to the liberal wisdom on social policy (e.g., that those in
need of public assistance were in no way to be held accountable for
the behavior which may have led to their dependency) may have
played a key role in abetting this change.

Yet, in our effort to avoid the sin of “blaming the victim,” we
sacrificed the ability to reward those persons who, though pethaps
of modest financial means, conduct~d themselves in such a way as
to avoid falling into the trap of dependency. The status and dignity
that people derive from conducting their lives honorably—work-
ing to support themselves and their children, raising their sons to
stay out of trouble with the law, and their daughters to avoid early
unwed pregnancy—was undermined by the idea that poverty is
everywhere and always the result of a failure in the system, not the
individual. For if those who fail are seldom at fault, those who
succeed can’only have done so by their good fortune, not their
virtue.

This points to what I consider to be the most critical element of
any strategy to confront the current black family crisis—the need
to promote virtuous behavior among the inner-city poor. This is
inevitably a sensitive, controversial matter, one which public offi-
cials will often seck to avoid. But it is a crucial aspect of the
problem which concerned private leaders in the black community
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must confront head-on, Among those many black families who
have attained middle class status in the last two decades, there is a
keen sense of the importance of instilling in their children values
and norms consistent with success. It would seem ther that there is
2 responsibility for successful blacks, through religious and civic
organizations and personal contacts internal to the black commu-
nity, to transmit the norms that have proved so useful in shaping
their own lives to the black poor who have fallen behind the rest of
socicty (Loury, 1985). One might refer to such an activity as
supplying “moral leadership.” No one else can do it; the matter is
urgent.

Community organizations, public housing resident manage-
ment associations, churches and the rest must deal with this inatter.
Mutually concerned people who trust one another enough to be
able to exchange criticism must seck to establish and enforce norms
of behavior that lie beyond the capacity of the state to promulgate.
Government has, after all, limited coercive resources (incarcera-

tion, or the denial of financial benefits being the main ones).

Communities can invoke more subtle and powerful influences
over the behavior of their members. The expectations of people
about whom we care constitutes an important source of such influ-
ence. Yet to employ these means requires that people be willing to
come forward and say: “This is what we believe in; this is what we
stand for; yet, look at where we now are.”
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WORK AND THE FAMILY

The family has been analyzed extensively by psychologists, sociologists, historians
and economists. Most of us now have a general notion of the evolution of the tradi-
tional multigenerational and extended family into the modern nuclear family con-
sisting of father, mother, and children only. In turn, this family configuration, par-
ticularly when the mother is not in the paid labor force, is now more and more fre-
a:)ently called traditional itself, as the “new” family is now the “egalitarian” family

th spouses working), the single-parent family, the childless family, and often the
“alternative” family (homosexual, unrelated). However adults may choose to live
and proc-eate and however they choose to define their own relationships is not in
and of itself a_concern of government. But there is a stron public interest in
strengthening the family, because when families fail, the rest of secciety has to pick
up the pieces. And from society’s point of view, “family” must be, above all, a viable
and healthy socioeconomic unit for raising children.

The increasing labor force participation rate of women, then, and especially of
mothers, is a cause of public concern. If one apmves of the trend and sees it as the
wave of the future, then day care, flexible working hours, and parental leave seem
to be the paramount public policy issues. If one has a rather dimmer view of the
changes, however, the focus of policy concern should be the economic and social con-
ditions which make it difficult for a single earner to support a family, and welfare
policies which treat the symptoms of family dissolution and nonformation but not
their causes.

More than half of married women work, and almost half of those work full-time.
More than half of all mothers with children under 6 are in the labor force, and well
over two-thirds of mothers with youngest children between 6 and 13 are. The earn-
ings of women contribute significantly to family well-being. If wives did not work,
the average family would have only three-quarters the income, and the poverty rate
would be a good third higher than it is. Clearly, for many women, paid labor is not
a matter of personal self-fulfillment but of economic necessity. This is confirmed b,
the results of a national poll done by Decision/Making/Information in 1983, whic
showed that about half of all working women perceived themselves to be working
out of necessity rather than choice.

Sociologist Br'aitte Berger of Welleslay College, in a paper prepared for the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights in June, 1984, pointed out that popular misconceptions
notwithstanding, the vast majority of women in America today perceive family to be
of paramount importance to them. Empirical data and surveys indicate that some
86 percent of American women feel family is the single most meaningful art of life,
while only 9 percent think work is. 83 percent of American women “would welcome
more emphasis on traditional family ties,” and young women 18 to 24 “confess to a

ater longing for traditional famil¥1 life than they think their own parents had.”

rthermore, according to Berger, these priorities are not likely to change in the
near future. She cites a study of high-school girls, for example, which shows that
the majority, including the brightest, do not expect to be working more than five
years after graduation. While reality will clearly dash such expectations for many of
them, these desires and perceptions clearly influence the career choices and life de-
cisions of women. .

The conundrum for policymakers, then, is how to assist women who choose to
work without overburdening those women and families where the wife would prefer
not to work. It is ironic that promoting massive governmental involvement in day
care provision and other services for two-earner families is likely to increase the tax
burden on middleclass families and hence push even more wives into the labor
force. And it is no accident that the recent wave of work-for-welfare reform has
broad-based political and popular support. The Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren program is an anomaly. When it was created, single women with children
(then primarily widows) were considered unemployable ipso facto. Today, when so
many women with children feel compelled to work, it is hardly fair to uge the taxes
they pay to enable other women with children to stay home to care for them.

Raising children is becoming increasingly costly. And a lock at the d;;overty statis-
ses indicates how difficult it is for families with children to make ends meet. Child-
less couples have a very low 5.4 percent poverty rate. Families with one child have a
poverty rate of 127 pércent. The rate rises rapidly for large families. The poverty
rate for families with four children is 84.6 and §2.7 percent for those with five or
more. Children as a group have a poverty rate of 22 percent, and poverty is heavily
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concentrated among children in single-parent-headed households, reflecting the
lower earning potential of such families. Children are a nation’s future, and Amer-
ica does not seem to be planning very well for that future.

Ironically, many governnient policies contribute to the difficulties families, par-
ticularly working families, with children face. Policymakers should heed the ancient
admonition that to do good, first do no harm, and set about examining the vast web
of public policies that have a negative impact on families and on work effort,

TAX POLICY
The federal tax system has had a systemic bias against families and the poor over

the last three decades. Inflation-induced bracket creep has meant that taxes rose
automatically unless adjustments were legislated. These adjustments were cailed
tax cuts, but they would more accurately be viewed as politically necessary reduc-
tions in unlegislated tax increases. Since the tax brackets are narrower-at lower in-
comes, and the personal exemption and standard deduction are a larger proportion
of income, bracket creep disproportionately harmed lower-income taxpayers and
larger families. Indexation of the tax rates, of course, already enacted, will stop this
trend, but cannot make up for ground already lost.

e real value of the personal exemption, for example, is now about half what it
was in 1955, and it has fallen from 14 gercent of median family income to 4 percent.
H.R. 8888, the Tax Reform Act of 1385, by reducing tax rates and increasing the
standard deduction, personal exemptions, and the earned-income tax oredit
amounts, would go a long way to improving the situation for families and the poor,
B:xt éle}e bill is not yet law and at the present time it is unclear how it will fare in

e Senate.

Ideall[z, the tax code should be neutral with respect to a wife’s decision to work or
not work outside the home. In practice, of course, there are many aspects of the tax
code that are “anti-family.” For example, under the present system, two-parent fam-
ilies with only one earning spouse are not eligible for the child-care credit, clear
discrimination against “traditional” families in favor of one-parent households and
two-earner households. A family of four earning $15,000 with a wife workinf outside
the home is eligible for the credit, for example, which could be worth nearlyv $1,300
to them. But a family eadrw only $10,000 with the wife at home is not. In other
words, child care is subsidized by the government only if a spouse leaves the job of
child-rearing to others by working at somet Iﬁxlse.

Another example: the limit on potential contributions of married couples
with a non-eamipng spouse of $2,250, compared to $4,000 for two-earner couples,
strongly implies that the traditional homemaker is not entitled to the same benefits
in planning for old age as the wage-earner. And the declining real value of personal
exemptions referred to earlier has had a decidedly anti-family effect. Since 1960, av-
erage tax rates rose far more rapidly for families with dependents (including one-
parent families) than for couples or sm%les.

Finally, one must bear in mind the close r_elationshig:)cbetween tax policy and wel-
fare polxc{.. Increages in all taxes, but especially the Social Security tax, dis ropor-
tionately burden the working poor and inc, ease the disincentives to work. ;i'}us is
particularly true for large families, because welfare benefits increase with the
number of children while wages do not. Last year, the Chrigtian Science Monitor
described an unskilled Hmong refugee in California and the typical welfare Catch-
22 faced by his family of seven. If he worked too many hours each month, he would
lose welfare eligibility. But to get off welfare entirely and make up the value of his
welfare subsidies, he would have had to earn about 1,000 a month, a virtual impos-
sibility given his skills. Adding a tax burden into the equation amounts to discour-
aging self-sufficiency even further.

WELFARE POLICY

There are two related but distinct public policy problems regarding welfare. One
is improving the earnings of the recipient so that welfare is no longer necessary or
attractive for that recipient. The other is decreasing caseloads andg public ex{)endi-
tures. It is a mistake to agsume that a strategy attacking the first problem will nec-
essarily solve the second in the short term, or vice versa.

The simple view that welfare is an alternative to work is insufficient to under-
stand the dynamics of welfare dependency in the aggregate. Clearly, the willingness
of a ;}>1erson to work is affected by the relationship between his earnings potential
and the level of welfare benefits. But the relationship is not a simple equation. If
leisure has high positive value in and of itself, potential earnings would have to be
higher than welfare to induce someone to work. If work has a hi ,h intrinsic value,
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then clearly some low-income people *vill prefer working to being on welfare even if
they are worse off financially. And ir. practice, of course, most people do not have a
“free” choice between welfere and earned income, because there are both con-
straints on access to each and relative costs imposed by welfare and tax laws.

Thus, rational economic choices are made in the context of a value system and a
legal-administrative system. It ig not insignificant, considering the composition of
the dependent population today, that Aid to Families with Dependent Children was
almost the only welfare program that imposed no work recuirement for decades,
and when it did, applied and enforced thes. requirements very incompletely and
halfheartedly. This feature of AFDC could not help but affect family structure in
the population it served. The potentially damagiug effects of welfare on low-income
families were recognized and discussed in the 1960’s, as even cursory survey of the
literature will demonstrate. For some reason the warnings were ignored. Economist
Elizabeth Durbin, for example, wrote then: *. . . there is clearly some economic ad-
vantage for the group affected by the existence of welfare to maintain fairly loose
ties between men and the wosuen with children. The mothers can obtain a steady, if
low, income from welfare, aud the men have more flexibility to come and go, to
work for not . . . it is not unreasonable to expect more informal relationships where
unwed motherhood is one aualification for the receipt of welfare income.” (Welfare
Income and Employment, 1969.)

Further, if the labor market offers unskilled men insufficient earnings to compete
witn a mother’s welfare benefits—and this can be the case even in low-benefit
states—then the mother becomes the family’s primary earner, which complicates
the problem of reducing dependency on welfare for two reasons. First, her opportu-
nities in the labor market are usually those of a secondary wage-earner. And since
the welfare department he.. assumed the role of dependable primary provider, men
are encouraged to adopt a secondary role as well, which further loosens their ties to
the labor makret. Hence the increasing prevalence of secondary-earner labor
market characteristics among low-income men, which must unavoidably contribute
to what some have called a lack of “marriageable” men in low-income communities.

Perversely, even though no one would igue that welfare benefits enable anyone
to live in style, and in some states, one can hardly scrape by on welfare at all, in-
creasing benefits can only serve to exacarbate these trends. The underlying prob-
lems does not disappear with increased benefits, because the welfare system must
deal with the resuits of family nonformation or dissolution even as it facilitates
thuse results. The new wave of work-requirement reforms will not change things
ei.her, because they cannot improve work incentives or opportunities for absent ft -
thers, while attempting to transform mothers into primary earncrs. Is this really
our social policy goal? Welfare reform must focus on effects on community and on
family. And whether a father is divorced or never married fo the other, he and his
children are still family. We need a systems approach to welfare policy. Fathers and
poor intact families must be included in the equation.

REGULATORY POLICY

Everyone pay s lip service to fostering self-help among the poor and enabling them
to become independent. But, as Don Anderson, director of the National Association
for the Southern Pour, hes said, “Although this principle is universally recognized,
it is regularly violated, When working with the poor, the temptation to “help” is too
great.” And in the name of protecting the poor, at the behest of unions, social work-
ers, commiunity organizers and many other such spokesmen, government has set up
barriers to many of the poor, particularly poor women, who would like to combine
fanily and paid work within the context of home.

The regulations which were {Jromulgated in the 1940’s to forbid producing certain
goods like women’s apparel, gloves and buttons at home were intended to protect
workers from sweatshop conditions and wages. But conditions and needs have
changed. Enforcement of the ban on “homework” only serves to destroy jobs and
opportunities for women, particularly in rural aress wheze transportation, day care,
and social services pose obstacies to employm:ut. The recent elimination of 85 jobs
in Nosth Carolin - by the Labor Department is a case in point. And opportunities for
homework are bound to expand in the future, as personal computers and word proc-
essors expand home business opportunities. Unions are currently lobbying against
some computer work as well, But forbidding capable women from contracting with
employers for the sale of their merchandise and services does more to protect
unions from competition than it does to protect women. And the ability to integrate
productive labor into the context of home promotes family values.
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Many other barriers to women'’s ability to help their families economically result
from state and local regulations. The federal government, through guidelines at-.
tached to funds, frequently has a hand in this rule-making. For example, although
affordable day care is increasingly important, people who wish to provide day care
in their homes are faced with many obstacles. Occunational licensing and zoning or-
dinances can be problems. Most states limit the number of children who can be
cared for in a home. If the specified limit of children is exceeded, the facility may
become subject to building codes designed for schools, including separate toilet far ili-
ties for boys and girls and accessibility to wheelchairs.

Such extensive regulation hurts working women in two ways It makes child care
more expensive (but not necessarily better or safer) for woraen vwhe work outside the
home. And it limits the opportunities for women who prefer t5 work at home. The
prevision of day care should be largely deregulated and the rzspoasibility for over-
sight shifted to parents, as it is when the child is in the heme.

The creation and successful implementation of enterprise zones in deprissed eco-
nomic areas is proof that excessive taxation and regulation saps & commuuity’s vi-
talitv. When such taxation and regulation is eased, corwmunities find the vapital
and human resources to rebound. Innovative approaches to promoting enterpreneur-
ship among women and unemployed inner<ity youth have also t<own promising
success. In such a climate, the economic viability of families is enhanced.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

Each tax policy, each welfare program, each regulation has a rationale of its own.
And certainly government has an obligation to promote the general welfare of its
citizenry, so the point of criticism is certainly not to sweep all these policies away
entirely. But the “helping hand” of government can sometimes be a heavy hand
indeed. When social and economic trends place increasing stresses on an institution
as fundamental to the continued success of our society as the family, it is time to
step back and look at all the pieces of the system together. Even if it was not in-
tended, the social policies in place today constitute a faraily policy and express our
values toward work and the family. If, then, they do not meet the needs of contem-
porary tamilies—and they obviously do not—we need to give serious thought to re-
designing the system in a more conscious manner.
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