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AN EXPLORATORY STUDY: "THE UTILIZATION OF. GROUP DAY CAR SERVICES
AND ITS IMPACT ON MATERNAL EMPLOYMENT"

INTRODUCTION:

Day Care Programs in New York City have grown both in size, and

function in the 1310 years since the first Center,. "the Nursery for

Chiidren of Poor WomeW was organized in 1834 on Manhattan's Lower
.

;East Side to care for poor children yose motherdthad to work.

. .

From these modest beginnings with the sole emphasis on providing

safe physical care, Day Care has developed : to a-Major social and

edUcational early childhoodervice serving\an average of 36,100

111

. .

children from welfare and non welfare familips throughout the City

Of these childrdn, 29,800 'Caere in group care,during the year 1973.1

6,300 in family day care.

.

...

Under the influencel-of the kindergartten, setLement hour pro-

gressive echication, and early childhood education movements, As initial

cistodial function has evolved into a family_ focused professional

child'development program.

Educational enrichment, early childhood socialization; detection

rof physiCal and emotional problems, health care, parent education, and

supportive counseling are currently the goals and functions of -many of

the Day Care Programs.

The progress of the Centers has been impressive, even though not

all the operating Centers have achieved this level of diverse pilofes-

sional function and too many still offer primarily custodial care.

---:-.arolo=101moloi1:1111A
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One dbserve

"Tj history of New York City'sday care effort is
- A Chionicle of events. and accomplishments that has

not been duplicated in any other municipalrty.
political participation from Its citizenry, concern.
jby its elected and appointed officials, imagination
and courage,in pioneering for the welfare of young
children areall factors in,New York's dynamic status

as the leading city in the history of American day care.

development." IA

)Generally,. from the early 1940's (the beginning of some public

financial support for Day Care) until the late 1960's, poliCy

ipro/4 graM administrators, and staff have officially viewed Day Care as
/7
II
,-,ervIng three Interrelated functions;:

makers,

4

O

1 - As a Child Care SarOce to provide family stability

and unity for mothers who wanted to and/or had to

Wor,k. These include both working yass and AFDC.

mothers,
1

2 - As an edudational, socialization, and devplopmental

program for normal pre-school children and children'

with special needs.

- As a child -care service for over - burdened, mothers

t.
torelleve family straiii and 'help keep the family

intact,

In a less systematic but similar vein, the Commissioner of the New York

City Department of Welfare in a speech delivered on May 19, 1949 defined

the purpose of Day Care in the following way:"

05
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"In addition to the preventivespvvice in relation to, applying

for public assistance, I am also convinced that rt (Day,Care)

does help to maintain sound family relaticins. The qualify

within the Centers is I thin(( responsible, for this. The Day

Care program has developed from the contributions of the Nursery
School movement, progressive education, and the fields of healLc,

and social work, all.of which have been concerned with the care, '

protection, and growth of children. While emphasis is placed

on understanding the chileas art:individual, he is always seen

as part of hiyamily group."

ti

"With die DppOrtance of the relationship between children
their parents constantly in mind, the Center is seen as supple
menting the home and iharing responsibility forthe development
and care of the children with the parents.." 2

in the late 1960's and early 1970's with the rapid increase inthe

)
AFDC welfare populatIon3,4riSing wel.fare costs and public reLtion to

Welfare and poverty progrpms,*many politicians and policy makers begaln

to demand that all social service progiams together With newly instituted

work training. programs 4 focus Occlusiyely on reducing the welfare rolls.,

An excellent illustration of this is the change in the federal

regulation a governing social services pursuant td the Social Security

Act. The regulations publishedby the Department of Health, Education

and Welfare, Social` and' Rehabilitation Service January 28, 1969 5 that

--"'s/ai-e -till in effect today state:

"The Social Security Act defines the full range of services for

families jpt AFDC categories as follows: services to a family or
any members thereof ,for the purpose of preserving, rehabilitating,
reuniting, or strengthening the family and such other services as

will assist members of the family to attain or retain capability
for the maximumcaelf-supper t and personal independence."

The goals of self-support and preserving; rehabilitating, reuniting

or' strengthening the family' are presented as bo0 valid and equal goals,

separate and distinct even though in practice they are frequently related.

I) 0 0 0 6
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in addition under these 'regulations, senvicesmare available to.

former and potential welfare recipients es well as current recipients

under thegligibility Rules governing bqh these goats.,

4

The'latest In a seOles of propoSeCreguletions governing soc!al

services as amended under.the social security act was published on

October 31,.1973 6 defines its goals (Sect." 221.8 Program Control andL

Coor01. dination) much differently: federal reimbursement can only be \/

claimed for services supporting thd attainment of the following goals:

1 - Self - support goal. To achieve and maintain

the feasible level of employment and economic.

'self - sufficiency. (Note applicable tothe ged

under the adult services' program.)

2 - Self - sufficiency goal: Under this" IV-A, for

recipients of financial assistance and .otherwisc

eligible individuals who are mentally retarded

as determined under` 221.55( d). (3) of this chapter,

and for all eligible individuals under the adult

services program, to achieve and maIntaimpersonk
,

independence and self-determlnatioh.'.

3 - Strengthening family life goal. For all recipients

of financial assistance under the family program,'

to.strengthen,femily life ' providing (1) family
. .

plftning services and (2) such ddWrned family serviceI

,r in.the State plan as are necessary to prevent neglect.

or abuse of a childtglp has been lientified-os likely'

r

taftecome neglected or abused as a result of hoi conditioKs

,,which seriously threaten the child physicllly or emotionally.

1).0 6.9 7



J - 5

it is clear that this proposed change narrows the function of

all social services almost exclusively to t e goa4..1 l/ iof self-support

and self-sufficiency for current recipients nd away from preserving, .

rehabilitating, reuniting and strengthening the family.
*' g

. ..

While item 3 under,secti0.22 .&1'efers to.strengthening t44

,family life goal, it is limited solely to current recipients and is

to be applied exclusively in cases of child abuse and neglect.

Under section-221.9 "definition of ServitesP these goals are

.
stated again as they appty to Day .Care Services.

.

Day Care Services,for Children'-cthts means care, of a child
,

for a portion of the day, but ss than 24'hours, in his

sown. home by a responsible 0 son, or outside his home.by

, a responsible person, or outside his home In a day care

Such care must be for the purpOse of.ent4aing the caretaker's .

relatives to'participate inemployment or training, or because.

of the death, continued absence from the home, or incapacityof
.

the child's mother and the inability' of anti member of such child's
Ir

family to provide adequate and necessary care and supervisionA

for such child.

Day care may also b4 provided, When -appropriate, for eligible

children who are mentally retarded, and to recipients to th©

e:Aent necessary to accomplish the strengthening family life goal.

y. 0003
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The policy, makers .are, clear arid explicit: Their 'prime goer

under these,r egulations is self - sufficiency. Strengthening the famil y.

is 6 Carefully circumscribed goal (against child abuse only) that wad

reluctantly added to the/ regulations only after a long politipal struggle.
:

.

There are other important changes in the proposed October 31, 1973

regulations. These changes severely narrow the eligibility rules and

- restrict.allowable income for present, potential, and former welfare

recipie9ts. The net eflpct Is to support almost exclusively the self,.

sufficiency goald for curent welfare recipients only. In essence,

under these regulations, the sore purpose of day, care is. to get people

6ff the welfare rolls.

We cannot, for the purpose bf this study elaborate on the

legislative, political, and historical process involved in these changes. .

Suffice to say, it required two Congressional bills7 and a massive

public outcry to defeat ILE.W.Is efforts to"implement these r4ula0Pns-

..

am almostiunprecedented action for Congress to take.
ti

It is against this social and political background, thbt the

present,study should be.yiewed. The pressure on all social services

\ supported by federal, state, and city tax revenues' to get their. clients

off tille welfare rolldwas felt long before those new NEW regulations were

proposed. 'Day Care services were no exception: In response to this

pressure, the Day; Care Council of New York submitted a proposal to the

Office of Child Development of N.E.W. wh+cb was approved In.June 1972.

Th or gins proposal utilized an exploratory rather than experimental

design to answetwo broad questions:
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. G .

1 What was the perception of these'women about the

quality and impact of Day Care services upon them;

as working mothers?

2-- What were the employment outcomes of ese AFDC

mothers who had.voluntarily soughtNDayi Care ser-

vices in order to work?

In seeking the answer to the 2nd question, about emplpyment outcomes,.

the Day Care COuncil ofirNeW York was clear that.it did not believe day
u

1

T.

care services wete auffiCient.to overcome the many obstacles to employ-

ment encountered by women on Welfare.

It_long experience, with both workineand AFDC Cothers, had demon-

strated to them that day care is a necessary but not sufficient, variable

in employment outcomes. This position does not minimize the role that

"day care services can, do,, and should play in any well conceived employ-

ment prograM for welfare mothers. It simply states the reality that em-
.

ployment of the welfare population is a complex social problem not readily

subject to simplistic solutions.

The original proposal points out that much of the pending welfare

reform legislation which mandated that women on AFDC seek employment,

assumed that the provision of day care services and vocational training

wpu/d make employment possible for'thisloopulatione.

4) 010
a.w



It goes on to state that:
8

. .

The Study here proposed would provide valuable
background information on the validity of the
4assumptign that such a prOgram will, in fact,
result in a lon'g-term change in tie dependency
status of AFDC recipients. In addition, the
study will give valuable insight into the
success or failutepf the efforts_ Of a large
group of such moters who voluntarily without
official mandates, chose to seek employment and
self- support when qualitf day care service was
available to their children."

t

0, The first.daft of the study design states:

"We believe for both 'pragmatic and philosophical
reasons that employment should not be thesole
purpose of group day care service. PhiloSophically
we believe that the'educationalo'chit8 development,
and relief to over-burdened mothers, services
currently provided by gawp day care centers to
both the,working 'poor and welfare mothers is sound
sociql policy-and can stand on its own merits.
In addition to fulfilling those petal needs, group
day care centers also provide at reasonable- fees
the child care services that free a considerable
number,of working and welfare mothers,to accept and
maintain employment'.

Pragmatically we believe, that a social policy based
upon the assumpticin that the provision of short term
day care and manpower training services, can succeed

. in employing large numbers of welfare mothers under
current labor market conditions isdestined to fail."

The purpose of addressing the question ofemployment outcomes for

this population is to empirically test this intuitive Judgment. It is

also intended to lower the voices of those well intentioned clempions

of day care services, who over state its power as .a social service and

understate the'probtems'of employment in relatiori to women welfare.

0 011 -



4

l

I

The desire 'is to place quality group dsy care services into proper
^

perspective. Its major ftinction is as a family.oriented child development

service for,chil n who lack competent all -day adult supervision, as well

1

.as selected children,with special needs. In thp prdcess of .achieving this.

priMary goal,-adycare also makes 4 possible for many working mothers and

some Women on'yelfare to work and achieve self-support.

.41, /
'

. To summarize, the two research areas that evolved from specifying the

cesearch issues are:

1 - An exploratory study O f-theimpact of group day Care services

on a group of women on welfare who voluntarily enrolled their/

children in group day care in order'to obtain/or maintain employment:

This study is an an alysis of)hese'Women's perception o quality

`
w

ana impact upon them, as mothers and workers, of grou day care

service. It explores the:..following research questions:

X What are the factors involve in these.Women's decision

tcp work?".

B - What are the factors involved in their selection'of group
1

day care services?
r

.

C - What alternatiVe.child care services were available to

them? How did the women perceive these alternatives?
dk,

1

D - To what extent arethe auxiliary services (counseling,

parent education, etc.) provided by day care centers

`utilizedby these women?

i) 0 .0 1 2
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What. dolgld.Esare,engendered by t heir emplOymentl

:t414s? Are these conflicts mitivated,by Day:Cate

Seryice?

'
F'7 Are these women satisfied or dissatiSfied With Day

4

2- A study of the employment outcomes of, this p6pulation.
ti

A What,are the factors associated. with theSe outcomes?

What.are the employment experiences of the study..

population?

s the provision of bey Cate Services suficient to

enable this population to maintain their active par-
,

ticipation,in the labor force? TO:'Worktheir way

off welfare?

D - What, are thee major obstacles these women'encou4ter

seeking and-maintaining employment?

- What As the relative importance of personal attributes

as compared to structural restraints on employment.

0001



To empirically assess-the impact of group day-care on the lives

of-these woman, their perception and utilization of ierviCes, and

employment, outcomes, face-to-face-intensive intervrewa'were'conducteC-,

An interview schedule, combining open. and cleSe ended questions.

was- developed forthis purpose. it was based upon a relatively long, (.

unstructured, non - scheduled questionnaireihat was pilot.teSted on a

cross section Of What we expected 'our study population to be.-

An analyjs of relevantdocuments4 intervieWs with PaSt and.

current administrative staff and corollary fildwork provided additional'

data that was used to develop the final interview schedule. The pilot

study based'upon interviewt.conducted with sixteen women Served-a'.

number of interrelated functions:

- it identified the nature of the problems that

o.
would be:encountered in locating a _highly mobile,

low income. population;

-

it identified the most effective interview

techniques and,strategles;

if revised, refined and closed many of the 'items.

from the original questionnaire.

Upon completion of the pilot study, almost all items were close

ended. Several opeended "questions were retained to elicit spontaneous

responsesin a number of key areas.
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The'validity of the questionnair

investigAtion.

/Varies according to the item under

women's per-The schedule is divided. into several areas:

ceptionof the NewYork City day care pkogram, j b search activities,

employment history and obstacleS and baCkgrOund Characteristics.

ReSpon s to employment history ojuestions were larqtly retrospective

and depended upon the reporting of the woman interviewed. Perceptions

of day care use are a combination of attitudes, expectations and experience.

'Background variables are primarily factUal items and werein part

confirmed by interviewer's observations and pteviously collected data

from day care centers,:

Each item i thequestionnaire was critically assessed by staff and-
/

an independent observer as to its relevance., In addition, all inter-

viewers participated in twointenaive training sessions in which the

research staff examined with'them each schedule item carefully as to

its possible meanings, Und interview techniques strategies, and problems

were discussed.-

Each interviewer was also requested to eneure that each respondent

understood the questions posed to them and if deemed necessary' to. further

explain the information sought.

Another important issue to address deals with the inherent tendency

for respondents to give socially desirable answers. The group of'eighteen

interviewers, all either Black or of Hispanic ancestry, were carefully °

selected on the basis of having extensive firsthand experience with low

income minority group populatiorith.

0 0 0 1 5



We believe that their knowledge df the ghetto communities in which

the women ',lived and their own racial' and ethnic background *ded in es
.

tablishing rapport, and minixtized.tbetenddiacy, to, give the socially

desirable :response.

. ).

Items themselvedKere worded in rositive and negative directions,

to "force" respondents to carefully Consider each item.

A composite picture of the eighteen interviews is presenliod.in Tables

1 and IA. The interviews were started inJune of 1973 and completed three

months later,.

Most interviews were conducted in the home of the respondent (86%),

while a small number took placd in day care centers and on the street '

(Table 1A). Interviews were largely conducted in the presence of others,

often children (Table, 2) , and most respondents were either Black or

Puerto Rican 78% and 17% respectively). (Table 3).

In most cases, interviewers were Matched to respondents according to

racial or Tnic status, however, because of time' restraints this was not

always possible. As Table 4 indicates, twenty-five interviews were con-

ducted by interviewers of "panic ancestry with Black respondents.

o A

Interviews with women who spoke Spanish as a primary language were

conducted in that language with a Spanish translation of the instrument

.Answers were later transferred to an English version of the instrument for

coding purposes.

The above setWprocedures were utilized to create-the Maximum degree

of identification and coMfort for the women interviewed. They appeared

1

001.
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to be effective. Interviewers reported a high degree of cooperation

there were few, refusals.

Each interviewee received a:letter from the D4reotorof the day care

,-10f :

oehter, where_their'childlnu4lbeen registered explaining the purpOse of

the study and requesting.their cooperation..

The letter also advised them that they Would receive $5.00 upon com-

.

pletion of the interview to compensate for their time. A form letter was

deVeItped which each day care center Direttor was e to,- modify while

maintaining the; substance of the study's purpose:4.

The cooperation of the directors of the:23.day care centers involved'

in the study, with few:exceptions, was excellent. Thep.served as Abridge

between the res7ch project and the women we int9rviewed. The women knew

and trusted them;' WithoUt their involVement, the task of Iodating and

interviewing our sample-would have been infinitely more difficultif not

impossible. The day care Directors were also helpful in making suggestions

about revising the initial int;lew schedule.10

Statistical techniques used. vary according to the specific research

i .

.

question at hand. FteqUency distributions including percentagea and Means

E
5

were used extensively in reporting the consumer aspects of day, care and

in describing thethardiceristics of.the'populatiori.

Where more information was sought, two variable table and occasionally

,)

a three variable table was used. In these cases we tested for-statistical

significance with chi' square.

0017
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To explore the relationship between employment and background yariables,

several techniq468 were ,used:. correlation coeffitients with F,-Testa to

`assess statistical significance, analysis of variancelto determine any

significant differences among group-variables, and two and three variable

tableS utilizing chi square-to test for stAisti&al Significance.

Various employment outcomes were predicted on the basis of computing

a set ofsregression equations from the eight independent variables.

'_were also used here to determine 'statistical significance.

F-TestP-.

We have attempted to spare the reader from frequent and highly technical,

interruptions of the text. Wherever possible, we have presented compleX

statistical data and concise elaborations of.certain procedures used in

the appendix so that those who wish have access to all supporting evidefice.

(fp
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Shmplinn

sr /

Samptind procedures attempted to insure tHbt th'e study' group

was representative of the Black and Spanish speaking feMaielopulation

who used day care: services. In order, to seek or COntinueemPloyment.
,

.
In 197211, the Agency forChild Development.of the Human

...4

Resources Administration of New York City estimated that approximately.

.
t.

't 5,840 women using day care programs were In this category.
a

<
.

Initially1 a listing of45 day cpre,centers: located inrflve

4110

A

specific:inner City; low Jiconte arebs was chosen. TheA Centers,

in-Central Brooklyn, the Lowest Side of Manhattan, Harlem, East.

Harlem and the Southeast Bronx, had been operational for a minimum

of five years.
)

. This criteria was used to ensure that the .rosearch.project

would investigate well drganizel programs. The geographic areas :1

0'

were selected because large numbers of minority group welfare recipients

reside there and they are Considered to be representative of the general

welfare population of New York City.

UttIieng a systematic sampling technique, 23. centers were chosen

fortIVN'grouvoral4t0hing-th0 proportlOn for each eeograOtic area.

Each of th(03 centers was visited and a population of 452

women was selected on the basis of the following criteria:

0 0 1 5
tr



- they had been on welfa at the time they

regjstered their child for day care;

they..were minority group members'(81acki!

Puerto Rican or 'of Hispanic extraction);-'

thelr4tated reasonJor wanting day.care

sery es was to look for or to continue

)
employment;

they had entered the day care program in

1969, 1970 or 1974
'7)

Information on these feyr criteria had been obtained froM

day care Center records and together with other informatron, were

coded by reSearch assistants.--

Using a table of randoth:nuthbers,'a stratifia random sample

cfr192 women was floseryliased upon} the year they entered their child'

in the program,

In the first ve of-interWewdiry s, 107 'women:- were locaied,snd

Interviewed or' 56% of the initial Simple of 192.k Df the 85 women

we were -not able to interview, 76 h d moved and.thirefore could hot

be located despite several-efforts find theth, 8 refused to be

interviewed, and one(due to IllnessyWas eliminated at the suggestion

the day care director.

!.



* .

-'.To increase our sample size, we returned to our original

popUlation listing:end Wng infordation we had
* . ' ,

an-seyeral distinguttihg chi-acteristIcs .(year

status, ethnicior race,. end If phone available) we:matehed a second

group of 80 women :to those we Could nOt.find:

collected earlier
,

of registration,' welle.

. -

Of this *Op 50 were located and interviewed4:a rate of 61%.
-!?

Of the remaining 32;,CaseS 31 had relocated and one refused to be

interviewed.

hnce information on the entire population is minimal, wetannot

witOeny deg'red:of certainty compare those that were interviewed to

those that were not. However, considering the mobility of this population.

(ItIsestlmated that 15 to 20% of the welfare gopulatiohmove,annuallY)

and the time elapsed since many women had uslad',, care services, these

interview results are not unusual.

the

in any event, the authors believe that the attempts at matching,

rd interviewees" compensated for any major: differences and that

o0r, study sample is representative of.the genorari minority-group female'

. 611.on AFDC who use day care services in order, to continueKto work

or to seek employment.

se,,0

interviewsfor 157 woman were completed:'41% who registered their

child into day care in 1971. 35% in 1970 arid 24% in 1969.

n

'

I



I

Tables 5 to preSents data endifferencet'in background.

variables for tlhe years in which women registered for dayjare.
,

,, .

Except for some.m4nor-dtfferences,-. women cannot be distinguished On:

, .
..

..:

the basis othe Year.in which they-registered.

The only sfgreficant differences that ilit; exist deal with woman's

age .$) ..the time her flist child was horo.. The 1'970 and 1971 cohor't;-

-were more likety'to be younger when their'first child was born.

Although .noptherslgnificant differences existwetan detect

a number of different trends. The 1969 cohort had hi.ghe'Veducption,

though the differences are slight, while the 1970 gr160 was more

native to New YpricC-tty.

90 22
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Profile of the Study Sample Based okh Demographic and Background

Characteristics

This section describes the study populatiqn.

it Presents a brief profile of this group of women, whovoluhtarily.:

obtained group day care services foe employment purposes, by analyzing

in aggregata:form a series of background and demographic variables.

An important characteristiothis:group of women, specifically

regarding day care, concerns the number of children they have. From.'

Table 13 we can'see that 17% of those Interviewed have only one child,

while a smaller group (8%) have: large families that include six,or

'more children. Generally the'aveeage-number of childrip for those

interviewed was three.
_

While ages ranged from the teens to the forties, the mean age

of those interviewed is 33. -Less than 4% of the total group were under

20 years of age; a large number are 30 -39 years of age(37%)., and the

largest percent (in) are over forty (Table14.

Exploring another 'age variable, the women's age at the birth of

her first child, we find than almost 25% were seventeen years or Younger,

while fully 58% were between the ages of 18 and 22 .(Table 15). This

'finding bears upon future employability and points to -a significant pattern:

over 8Q% of the'womenwere engaged in child rearing during the critical

years of early adulthood when educational and vocational,preparation for

the work world are usually developed.

0 0 2 3
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Another variable that is considered important in terms of

its affect upon future employment7is education (Table 16).4 Of our

sample of women, 39% had graduated high school, while an addit anal

% attained, higher education.'

A minority of the women (21%,) had .neype4entered high school

..and 32% hid 'some high school e4erience. A related variable* vocational

training,,preSentS similar findings (Tablaj"

More than half of ourstudygtoup (53 %) had received some form

of vocational, business or technical training and of this group 41%

received it for a substantial period of time.w more than 5 months.

To gat an. approximate sense of class.of origin, We examined these

women's parents occupational status (Tab e 18 and 19). 89% of ,

4

the women had fatherS'with unskilled or farming occupations and 82%

had nothers in such jobs.'it is clear that our group are largely,from

lew socto- economic backgrounds.

dor

By examining city or of origin(Table 20) we see that only

'22% were born in New York City while almost half -were born in Southern

. states.
IN,s(

An added 18% were born in Puerto Rico.'' Although a relativelY

small amount are bor in New York City, others-eret reCeneirivals.

/
Less than 84 of the en ire sample lived in New York City less than

five years, while4over 75% lived in New York City ten years (Table 21).

In looking at hothol4 composition (Table 22), we detect a,

noticeable absence of an extended family network in the great majority

of cases.

' 024
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Only ex reported a grandmother Living with them,aul.less.than

2% had graldfathers. Sisters, brothers, uncles, :Lints and cousins

are alio elatively rare among the households studied.

.ln e ploring their use of public assiSt9oe,r.several.)impertant,

r
' facts emerge. Less than 30% have been receiving welfare grants (either

full or supplementary) continuously fot the past five years -(Table 23).

4
The.majori'ty of women OA) show,a.sporadie relationship with the welfare

system, moving in and Out.

. Some common reasons for applying for welfare in the first place

wore lack of money (33%), poor -health (25%) and demands placed upon

the woman in caring for her children (294) (Table 24). At the `time
.

of interview (May, 1973), 744:-erf-th-r-grotip were still receiving welfare

stipends (Table 25). Of this group, 40% wore receiving supplementary

welfare and 34% full payments. HoWever, 26% of these women who had

voluntarily sought group day care for employment purposes; at the time

of Interview were no longer receiving any public assistance.

-Later on we shall compare this jroup to those still receiving

welfare at time of interview. Before turning"to tRe issue of welfare.

status ehd its relationship to personal and structural variable, we
..

will-in the next seCtiotn present an' analysis of group day care service,

as perceived by the women who used its.

,A 0 2
*
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Summary - Brief.Profile of the Study SariTle" .
.

(
tie/.

.,..../
- . .

The tfpical womaNn in our.sample'was'33.years of age, and had
.,$-.

three children,the first born when she nedf

",.s.
'

..

from c'

less taer-22 yearsr4.

4 1
She hid either grauated :igh shool.

l
r

. .

had attended it for a
..

.

,

t
o

number of years and had also received vocational trainifig that lasted .

4) .

a

5

.

for longer'thaefive Months.

kier place of 4,irth w4 typically either the sou New V6rk

howevers she. was highly likely to be acclAturated to city life

since she spent a good part of her life in it.

''Har.parents if!. employed, were lied and her present
$

=
-house1CiI6 consisted of herself and'children. In regard to welfare,

she has been on-and off the rollsfor the past five years and typkcall,li

first applied because of a lack of funds with which to live. At the

time of interview, she was receiving some form of., welfare, more likely'

supplementary.

v

I
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Perceptions :of the New York City-Day. Care-Pronraffi by the. Study Peouration

The_most generl andperyasive finding concerning ,grotip day; care.

.1s the overwhelmihg acceptance of the..servtce'by the women and

very important role it plays in their 1 Ives. This positive

toward the service is reflected lin the pages that fOrlouras
..4(

ths,subjective interpretations of those interyiewed:*

Women in the, sample foUndoUt.about group day carefrom several

Sources. Table.27 presents data on the sources that were most'commonly

reported. We seelthatfriends and relatives (69%) mitle the dominant:

source, while caseworkers and social'agencies::Were Mentione4mdc

'Tess often.

women

n exploring day care as a service we

this method of caring for their
A

alternalves.

must firt identify why

child as against other

As can be seen from Table28, the.mostiorevalent reasons are

child centered. As reported by women; New York City group day care.

Was chosen becausa of the educational benefits offered and its

superVision.

Otherreasons having to do with its convenience, cost and location

were stated much less often.

In addition. to asking this question in an Open .endqd manner,

respondents were also preSented with specific reasOns:WhY someone

might Choose group day care (Tabe 29).
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The results-proved to be similar and Once-again we find that

reasons @re:primarily child centered:. 88% thoughttheir &itidreh would

learn, '80)kthOUght Ityouldhaye a positive effect generally for their

ChIld, and-.76% of the women.affirmedthat they thetight it would have

a positive effect on their child's social development.''

Although the location of centers wasThn Importantyeason:(77X

agreed that is was) only 354-responded yes to the queStton: Did .you

41.0Ose group day care :because-of the cost?

-The choice of New York City, group day care over' other alternatives

.

19 only 6-choice-J f Other.alternaVveS are avallabie..TabIes 30 and 31

presentSideteOn other available:meant parentshad:te:.carefOr.-theTr-.

child when they first registered for group day care.
o.

HAlthoUgh a Significantproportion (38%) had no other atternatives

available, most of the respondents did. These included the women's

i>

mother (.11%)- ,ether relatives (0%), friendS OM and babyalttera,(18%).
-

Family day care was seen as an alternative ln only a single case.

r,

,A related question was asked of respondentswhe were -still 'using

group.day care at the time,of interview (May 1573): 4lf the day care

center closed tomorrow, could you make other arrangements for taking
.

care of your childANith this question we were more concerned, with

how satisfactory $hese alternative arrangements would be to cabmen

(Table 32)..

'30028
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As beforei the respondent's mother, 'relative, Or friend and

babysittets are the most common arrangements that were reported, A

large group of 374, however, specifically stated that if the center

closed had ncoalternatiVes and could not make any other arrange-

merits,

By excluding the grOup'Of women with ,no alternatives, and

fo8using on those who haVe,some, We can analyze how satiSfaciorY

these,errangements would be,:;e$ compared to group day care (Table

Such an analysis Makes MapifeSt the high regatd most women'

have for the New York Oltir-grOUp day care program Only one

respondent out of the entire gtoup expreSsed the feeling that en

alternative arrangement (with her mother) would be more satisfac4ry

than group day care.

In fact, most othet.wOmen who could make alternative arrange,

merits stated that these would not be as acceptable or as satisfactory

as group day care. Babisitters were seen as the least satisfactory

alternative, white the respondents mother, although not as satisfactory

as group-4-eCare, was seen in some cases as acceptable.

Another quetiori asked of 'the women, to determine theVt perception_:,

of the services- offered.was;-"If you yourself could take care of your

child at home would You still.Want them to go to the day care-cente ?"

Our findings are once again consistent(Table 34). The great

majority of women (9M) would still send their children to day care.

Their reasons are basically those presented earlier: learning takes

place at the centers, it is good Hof - them to be with other children

c)0029



a d their child enjoys it. In a relatively insignificant number of

.cases (iess.than 4%) did the respondent express the desire for,free

time aa'the reason. A small nuMber of women (7%) would prefer. to

care for their children themselves, yet had no'-disdain for the

day care-center itself.- Out of the entire group' of women interViewed,I. -

there was only a single case in which a negative attitude was expressed

toward the group:day care center.

To get the overall assessment Of-the womarios perception of.

her experiencesiwith day cate,.theqollowing question. was asked:

"What is the first and second most important thing that.group day

care hasmeentto you and Your child?"

Consistent with .cur earliei findings, we find that education

(36%); the development of socialskills (18%) and-better care iCr

the,CKild ,(217i,) are: reported and 1),pst important (Tables

c

The expense of the program or effects upon the women herself-

in terms of employment, education or recreation - are seen as

relatively insignificant. The primary concern is with the child,

and the positive effects group day care has-had upon,him.

The data consistently reaffirms the respondents high degree

of satisfaction with New York City group day care. The findings

also show that the basis for this satisfaction is child centered.

However, we now turn to the specific effects, positive or negative,

that parents perceive day care having upon their children.

As presented in Table 37, only 8% of the women interviewed

perceived day care as having no effects upon their child. The

majority of women answer affirmatively when presented with possible

00030



effects day care might -have had on their child. There Was most Consensus
r

around the.issues of social Skills 04%) and the deVelopMent of friepd-
,

(62%): group day care was perceived as helping the child grow

in theSe Day care was a perceived aS alding.In the matureticin
.4

(WA) and indeR dence (48%) orchildren.

ships

A,srnail proPOrtion (13 %)

. k

perceived the program as having a

negative elfect upon their child in that he, demanded more attention'

rt the home.

Group day care centers in serving their clients .perforM several
,.

functions and,meet a variety of,individual and familial needs. Im

order to assess these components of the, day care.prOgram women:- were

asked to rate different aspects/of the service e.g. supervision,

their child's attitude towards day Care, the educational_ impact on

,their child, the concern of the staff, the dependabiliWof the

center, the hour's the service was available, how well It prepared

their.child for school, the'cehter s location, and more' gene(ally how

the child got along with others.

1

Each item was rated on the basis of a four point scale: not

at,all satisfied, not really satisfied, fairly:satisfied and very

satisfied.
,

The parent's ratings of these nine items, shows a remarkably

consistenf'positive attitude towards the service (Table 38). In

relatively few cases (on the average, less than 3%),did women express

any dissatisfaction whatsoever. Between 96% and 98% of our sample

were fairly or very satisfied with. each of the day care service components

they were asked to evaluate.

0 0 3 I



The.Oalority.of women (,60%) also rep reed haVing no'troUbe

getting their thiid the .program-(Table 39). HoWever, a.

Significant group (28%).stated thaheywere placedupon a waiting

list with a mean waiting time of 6,8*manths (Table 40),,The remainder

,of our sample either had relatively little diffiCulty InObtaining
,

.

the .service and Just kept calling the center while just a few

reported that they used some infitience to get th;lr ghild in.

New York City group day.cire centeri in..eddTttOn'to. their'

supervisory and developMental functions, often Provideedditional

supportive services. The respondents were:asked,whether they had

ever received help with several problems from the day-care tenter

staff (Table 41).

There was .a strong tendency to seekhelp with more than one

problem if the woman. sought help at all. in fact, 42% received help

on two or more problems compared to 23% who sought help with a single

problem.

Services that were used by most women and with the greatest

T,!uency,were those. that dealt with child related problems (32 %),

problems with health (43%) and education (21 %).

Help with more personal and employment problems was sought much

less often. Services oriented toward housing and welfare were used

least with only 4% of the group receiving help with them.

ft) 0 0 3 2
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Summary Perceptions of the Day Care Program by the Study Population

Our findings consistently emphasize the strong positive

'attitudes that mothers have towards the day care progi* its

-
services and personnel

The educat4Cinal, supervisory and other chitd related services_

offered are the prtMary reasgils why these centers are chosen-4n the

first place and moreover why women feel the program Is having a

posiilve effect upon their'children.

Although for some women group day care is the only option

they have for child care service many. have access to other

alternatives. The final deCiSion to 'register their children in

group day care was made on the badis of child centered concerns,

It is quite clear that while pressured to work because of

economic circumstances, these women are quite conscientious about

selecting child care services.

How much. the availability of quality day care influenced

"their deCisfon to seek employment or continue to woWcannof'be,

answered by this study.

11A
In one recent study , a major finding was that the women's

concern about the adequacy of child care was a major determinant

in her decision to work.

It seems apparent that the availability of group day care

at ?minimum supported, if it did not help influence their initial.

decision to work.

0033



Day. Care and .Employment

Most researchers and the public at large would probably agree,
t

Secure ancLgainful emAoyment is theYprI"Mary vehicle for societal

integration and social mobility..

From the reform of the Elizabethan Poor laws 1 1 O1 401

our currentiegislation.
12

requiring people on welfbre to .register
,

for work and /or training, there is the belief that with few exceptions,
_

all people whO want to can work.

The popular view is that they.eitherlack motivation,. education,

training or a combination of all three. Unemployment and poverty is

explained in terms of the individuals own predisposition attitudes,.

and abilities.

In thip section, we will explore the experiences of these women

with the "world:of work" and identify some of the obstacles that

confronted them - both personal and structural. in this prOoess, we

< hope to shed further light on the problemsof unemployment and the

soundness of current public policy on- this., issue.

First, we Will examine the women's reasons for going to work

and somef the methods they used to find Jobs. Next, we will present

a general description of the substance of the work world they encountered

occupational status, salary level, and job mobility.

We will then present several significant correlations between

selected background characteristics and a series of measures of

employment outcomes.

09034
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rinaily,)imultiple regression analyses, which examines the

combined'effect of independent variables on employment outcomes,

will be presented. 'Related discussions on the critical Issues of

labor market conditiOns.and_welfare status will fOlfoldi

As presented in the introduction, the focus,of thisStudy is

on women who explicitly identified empl ent as theWprimary reason

'for seeking group day care'Services. Tables 42643 presents 45t.a,on

the reasons why these women decided to look formcrk:

Most (53%) express a need for more money as their primary

impetus for seeking employthent,.while a general desire to work was

an important though much less often cited reason. Ther'e was very

little officiNxternal pressure on these women that led to their

decision to work, with 71% reporting that itN4as their own idea

(Tab i..44);

:

(s

SecurinTgainful,employment is dependent upon many factors.

Jndividual characteristics.play some part in the process of finding
0

work, howeveri access to job opportunities also plays a significant

role.

Different people get jobs in assorted ways. Some may try harder

than others, yet the process of seeking work and the mechanisms used

are highly associated with ones location in the social system:

0
In searching for jobs once their child'had been regtstered,for

day care, our study group also used several strategies. Table 45

presents a. summary of the Specific techniques and frequency with which

they were used by those interviewed, while the data in Table 46.reflects

0 0 0 :3 5
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answers given when interviewers presented, respondentt with-a series

methodt that could be used in Searching for a job and asked if they

had used such a method once their child had been enrolled in day care.

Also, if a specific technique was used, Its frequency was recorded.

A network of friendship And familiaraffilliations provide

the cOntext-:for a primary'method in searching for jobs, however,

newspapers play an even more important role.,

7

To a lesser degree. the state employment Servico.was used,

While:pria.te 'employment agencies and local community programs

were Nee.1 least often.

Regarding frequency, if newspapers were used; they Were used

more often,'while employmedt agencies were only visited Once or twice

If visited at all.

These findings can be partly .explained by the availability of

resources and access to Jed referrals. Newspapers are readily

available, while Erency visits involve whatmay appear as complicated

journeys to out of the way places,

The most interesting finding concerns the total number of

techniques used.' A majority Of.the group of women reported using

four or more sources to findWork (Table 47), while only 26% did

not use any (partly accounted for by already working); and 257. using

between ones and three sources,

4 At times, particular, techniques proved successful, but what

typelf job market did these women enter? is this job market

distinguishable from a promising one based on good wages, continuous

c) ,036
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employment and job 'ecurity.

By an analysis of the aggregate data on the type of,job, salary

level, hours worked, length- of employment, the manner iwwhich jobs

were found, the number of raises and promotions, and finally the

reasons for termination we can attempt to answer this question.

The notion of a "secondary job market" has been developed by

,a number'of social scientists1,3 studying public assistance and -,

employment.,

It is a job market thatiS Characterized by job instability,

low wages, irregular employment, and a lack of employee benefits.

The people employed in it are overwhelmingly low skilled minority

group members and poor whites - the major components of the w fare

population.

The concept of the secondary labor market has parlcular/

relevance for our study population. The employment experiences

Of the women-interviewed share several features In common with the

secondary labor market.

For this reason we will explore later the.veracity of the

Self sufficiency goal of our current public policy
14

for welfare

irecipie

%
For the-time beinb, we will examine this job market through

the experiences of our study. population.

Respondents were asked. to recall their current and past

employment experiences. Since only very few women reported more

than two jobs in their entire employment' history, we will restrict

our analysis to that. J0037



OverWhelmingly, those 'studied had worked or are.working in unskilled

jobs with low salarieS. Tables 48 & 49 presentS:data on the first end

second most recent "jobs' held.

49% of the women interviewed tepOrt en:unskilled job as their most

l'eiib131Derielice, 21% reported semi-skilled jobs, only 13% reported

.. ,

tka1e4j0t; and 2% were in Professional cate4prie,..
,, ,..

ti

low skilled occupational levels are emphasized "in looking at the
. ,

sedOndliiitt recent job. 'Here, 67% held unskilled 'jobs. This data excludes,

those thatlhad never attained employment an51 is therefOre baSed on'a smaller

sample of women.

Highly related to lOw status jobs ate very loW:wagbs in relation to cost of

living..f.actort for the Nets York metropolitan area.
14A (Tables 001)

. 4

In regard to'the first most recent job, 83% of all those interviewed earned

less than l30 dollars per week in gross pay. This includes a group of 19%

who earned lets than 60 dollars per week and 56% who earned less than.

100 dollars.a

Again, -these low wages are accentuated by examining the second most,

recent job. Almost the entire group of women (96%) earned less than 130 dollars

per week in gross pay before taxes and other payroll deductions, whilea very
4

large population (79%) earned less than one hundred:,

These salaries are not. so much a refleCtion of part time work as low wages

, (Tables 52 & 53). In fact, for those who report a first most,recent job, 82%

worked full time, while 78% did so in their second most recent. Part time

employment occurs much. less often: 18% for the first job and 22% for the

second.

0.9033



The length ofemployment varies for the women studied. For

this variable the ehtire'group is reduced. to those who have been

terminated from their first most recent Job (Table 54).

There is a reduction:In the number of cases since _those who

-t
reported never working are excluded. Although 16% have held their

first most recent J01:(foriess than 8 Months, 27% have worked at

the same Job for over three: years and the majority of.th'esi
. ,

employed (58%) between 9 months and 3 years.

Earlier we presented

t9

a set of findings Qn the sources women

i-7.
used in searching for work. We will now explore those which prove

tobe most Successful;(tables 55.6. 56).
.10

For the first most recent job, 57% report that it was found
r.

through friends or relatives, While 38% of the groUp found their

second most recent job in this manner.

,Newspapers, direct apPliCation'to companies and the use of the

state employment service were also dsed,,yet to a lesser extent.

4
Oay care centers themselves were rarely used as a source for obtaining

TobS.

This findings differ from our previous measure of sources used.

It appears-that. although newspapers are used more frequently in

searching for employment, connections through friends and/or relatives

prove to be much more successful..

I
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0ncea job is secured, mobility within the position,ln terms

raises orpromotions are.good indicators of, occupational success.

.Tables 57't 58-and TableS:59 & 60 presents data.on raises and promotions

.forthe women IntervieWed:

35% did not receive any raises on their first most recent Job

and 63% of those Working did not receive any on the second. Promotions.

were apparently much, legsr,vailablo and were.granted sparingly. .85%

of those working did not re ve any on their first Job and almost

the entireArpuil.95% did not on the second,

Excluding those that had not been terminated from their first-

most recent Job and this reducing our sample further, we can examine

some of the major reasons for leaving a Job (Tables 61 & 62.:

. .

From Npmen's reports, the major'reasons for termination were

personat problems nd getting laid off. Personaliproblems as a*

category was ap all inclusive rather than specific categOry, and

therefore cennbt be used. These reasons range from personal%

predilections for the type of.employment to health prOblems.

tj

Respondents vary a great deal in relation.to their work histories,

At the time of interview, 5C% reported that they wore employed (Table 63).

Of the grbup of 78 women that remain and are not working, 18% are

looking for work, 21% attend school, 10% are in vocational training

programs, 25% are working taking cart of their children, 6 %arc pregnant,

and 19% are not working for miscellanebus reasons.
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To get a more dontntious:MeaSure of employment,one that

reflects its historical dimension, it was measured in three

different ways.

a

Since people entered day care on different dates, a ptandar4ized

period before and after the point at which day care uSe begins is

required

Also, we must somehow control for the fact that more exposure

to the labor market leadsto a greater.likelihdod Of finding work.

Therefore,, we limited, the employment listories to three years before

,tt;e use of day came, and two.yeara after starting: ft. The'cutoff date

,
for recording employment and day care center use was May 1973 (time

of interview).

Those who began to use'day care centers after' May 1971 have
.

less than two years exposure to the labor Market. However, this Ans,

not materially affect the results since it was discovered that most

of those who did work found their jobs within one year after first

sending their children to day care centers.

In exploring the work history prior to beginning day care use,

Table 64 shows thit fully 35% Of oursample had never worked, while'

an additional IO% did not Work-in the three years'Oreceding day care

use, for a total of 45LOniy -13% othe sample had been working

continuously ,(100%'of the time) in the'3 years prior to day care; and

42% workdd>some.

`30041



As:Table 65 shows, once-day care begins, there are

changes in the employment htltory of the total'group.

reduction film he previous 45% wfio have never worked or had not

worked in the past three years to 25% of the sample, i.e. an additional
.

1.6% have entered the labor force,to some extent. These additional

16Vare distributed throughout Table'66.

Some who had never worked befOrt, Or tn:the three years before

day, care, had either worked continuously or somewhat ter day care .

use was begun.

This shift is accentuated for those:working continuously.; titre*

we see a:jump from 15%.befOrp day Cpre'Use to 26% following it. Those.

Working continuously have doubted, feo'ill a group of 20 to./one of 1O.

These findings point to an all too apparent positive effect of

day care use, however, we must be extremely cautious against assigning:

too much significance to them. .'

We do not have a control group of women who did not use New

k City group day care and therefore cannot attribute theSe changes'
- -

solely or even. substantiallyto the impact of group day care Service;

Other factors that have not been measured can possibly account

00'2
for these changes.

For the present, all we can-do is speculate is to the changes

that occurred among the group of women interviewed. It is clear that

employment Increased and'becaMe more continuous. More than.likely,

day care is partly responsible, however other factors located in the

labor market, personal characteristics, and personality of the women
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The above findings are partially abridged in Table 67;

.

we can see that the effect of previouswork experienceis-conststent

with findings from other studieS6

The Woman most iikOY to work are those:Who-Wad worked before.:

However, an important finding is that of the women, who had not worked

within'three years before 'tending their children.to day care centers,

54% found employment afier starting day care.. Those that had,worked

prior to sending their children to day care were-more likely to he

working afterWards. 81%,of th6se who had worked before had worked

after starting day care.



Summary"

Hest women decided to go to work becauSe they needed to make

more money. 'However, the job market. theY entered:frequently paid

little more than.public assistance.

Jobs were primarily low status with low wages. The wages were

I not the result of part time emRloyment. Women,were by and large working

full time on jobs they secured through connections of friends or relatives.

The largest propertion of"women were employed for a peri d of

between nine months and 3 years during which time promotions wire

etmot non - existent with raises a more:frequent occurence4

What in effect-has:been described in the previous paragraphs

is with t4e exception of seasonal employment, a picture of, the

secondary labor market,and its impact on a specific population.

At the time of interview, 50% of the group was working, white

of those not working, most were caring for their children or in

'school.

An analysis of employment hittori before and after day care

shows.a large Increase In the number of women employed, however,

because of the lack of a control group, these findings cannot be

specifically attributed to the effects of day care.

(4) 0 0 4 4



4%
.Obstaclet to Employment

Most people who work encounter problems, from the point at

which they filstbegin to look, for ajob well past their first

pay check.

The problems that our population experienced are more

severe tlian the general population owing to their status- as women,

minority group members, and being :poor.

Our measures of problems faced by.the study population is

based upon theirperception. Each was asked what they thoubht

the most difficutt problem was in regard' to employment. Over 3107,

did not answer this question (due to no employment experience),

however,an analysis of those who did answer reveals severe."( patterns.

The predominant problem (234 thought it the most difficult)

mentioned was child care (Table 68). Given the previously presented

strong positive feelihgs'for the group day care program, this

finding seems confradictory. However, a closer analysis of the data

shows that these findings are quite consistent.

By reporting that child care is a problem; women are not

reacting to any dissatisfaction with day care centers, but instead

with the lack of such care for other children not in the program.

When a brief profile of our study population was presented

earlier, it showed that the great majority of womenhad.more then

one'child. Most women, however, had the opportunity to enroll only

bne child In the center,(Tables 68& 69) leaving other children

DO U 4'5
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unsupervised and-unattended while their mother sought employment

or worked.

ThereforealthoUgh women have chfldren attending day care

centers, it is not enough. Their child care problems still

exist and are in this sense an obstacle to employment.

The issue of salary was mentioned as the next most difficult

.

problem by 18% of the women interviewed and their lack of experience

and training-by an additional 13%. Discrimination, health:and prObii

.

with co-workers were least mentioned.

4

Since a woo n may have more than one problem, interviewers
*

presented a list f thtrteenproblems to each respondent and asked

if thiS was a d fftcuity she ,encountered atAgork. Similar findings

to those above (Table 69).

'Wages as a problem was agreed with by 34%, while 27% identified '-

child care as a problem. Lack of experience, difficulty in-obtaining

a.job, transportation and health were also considered important, though

less so;.

A relatively insignificant amount of the sample, 8%, expressed

difficulty with co-workers and an even smaller number with unions.

The latter finding is probably due to the low number of unio'h jobs

that were actually available to the respondents.

Restricting our, focus to those that were unemployed, we asked

why they thought they were having trouble finding employment (Table 70).

Of this group who answered, most felt that jobs were scarce while a

lack of training and education-Was often cited.

049046
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Another question explored the reasons why some women were

not lofting for work at the time of Interview. Chtld care. proved

to be the dominant reason, while health and contfnUed education

were also significant. (Table- 70a)

1

Despite these obstacles, motivationmasappartntly high in

light of the number of job search atteMpts that were .made and

the finding that most women when directly asked if they would still

'work if day care 'was not available said they woild(Table 71).,

P4
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Conflicts About Warki'nq

The .generally pervasive positive feeling towards day-care

`services detcribed in an earlier section appears' to :eXert,ah

'influence upon any canlicts the Women may haVe had between their

maternal and their work roles.

The sample group was asked if they thought that their

children lose out in any way when they are working (Table 72).

60% reported they felt that their 1.1t1dren did not lote out in

.pny way as a result af theif absence from the'hOme. An additional.

12% felt that If their, children did lose out In any way, it was

minor. Less than one-fourth of those Interviewed expretsed regret

over the loss to their child as a result of their employment.

In explaringis issue further, the women were questioned

as to the ways in which they perceived some loss to their child,

(Table 73). For those perceiving a sense of loss, 25% felt it

was in the areas of attention and love, while to-ia tester extent

supervision was mentioned.

(
In order to determine if thit variability in perception of

loss was substantially related to the woman's employment experiences,

these twa variables were cross tabulated. Table 74 shows that a

substantial relationship 'exists.

Those women who felt -that their child would lose out a great

deal were much more likely not to have worked at all than women who

stated that their children would not lose out at all.

00043
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For those who worked continuously (100% of the time after

registering theirchhtd for day care), we see the complement of

this relationship. Those who felt that their children would not

lose out at all were signiMcently more likely tohaVe worked

continuously than those who stated that their child loses out very

much.
.17

If

The reader should be cautious aboUt interpreting these

findings. The variables are related in a statistically significant

manner, however, Ihere is no justification to impute causality or

In which direction itt takes'place.

We cannot. determine if the woman's perception ofthe effect

of working upon'her child causedAher not to work as often as others

;or if the inability to secure continuous employment engendered such

a perception.

We-alSo cannot determine which variable occurred earlier in

time: the perception or the employment experience. Longitudinal

data would be required to answer these important research questions.

4 9



Relationshi Between Individual' Beck round Variables and

4 Employment Outcomes

Success.in employment by whatever reasonable criteria for

the welfare and working class population is freqbently associated

with, but not explained by background 4baracteristics (i.e. age,
-

sex, race, education, etc.) and work experience.

Measures of some of these background characteristids were

collected for each worhan: 1) age as of last birthday; 2) number

of years of education; 3) the perceht of time. New York City group

day care was used from when the child was registered to the time.

Of interview; 4).the ethnicity or race of the respondent, comparing.

Blacks and all others (predominately Puerto Ricans); 5) lf the

woman had received vocational training or not and for whateriod

of time; 6) the percent of time employed of the three years before

day care wasused-and 7) the number of people the woman supports.
. t

MeaeureS were also taken of the woman's-Age at which her

first child was born, years lived in New York City and placce of

birth.

Another, determinant of success, quite different and distinct

from any personal characteristics of the population is the relative

condition -of the labor market.

15
As Ryan has pointed out, the great bulk of the low income

problem reflected in an unemployment rate of more than one or two

percent can only be analyzed in terms of the state of the economy

and the consequent availability of jobs .."
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FUrther by, presenting a number.of salient facts he shows

the impact of labor market condition's on employment.

In 1940 there were 8 million people unemployed, however,

1942-this Aigure decreased to a little more than one milliOn.

That Ts, seven million people went from being jobless to receiving

a weekly paycheck in a relatively short period of time, two Years.

Ryan argues that wasn't a sudden development in the

abilities of these people that made them employed, tho situation

had changed. ',Jobs weredreatedsby the demands of the war economy

and millions who hadbeen earlier labelled as "untrained" and

"unmotivated" were put to work.

In orderrto determine What changes in the labor market

situation had occurred during the years 1969, 1970, and 1971 and

how they effected the employment success of those interviewed,

a measure of-labor market conditions was developed. for the study

by Mr. Sam Ehrenhalt, Associate Regional Director, Bureau oftabor

Statistics.

A full explanation of the statistical sources and methods

. used to develop this measure is contained in the appendix.

In essente, a scale to provide an indicator of relative labor

marketzonditions and prospects for employment was developed for the

34 occupations held by the sample population for the years 1968, 1969,

1970 and 1971.
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Utilizing a variety of data, factors that made for job

demand were given a weight of 1/3 and current Job prospectS

(based upon occupational trends) Were given the remaining 2/3.

The scale uses a range from 1 throu0 10. The lower numbers

reflect-rapid employment inCreases.and gOod"job, prospects and the

higher numbers sharp employment declines and poor Job prospects.

The background variables' and measure of labor market conditions

were correlated among themselves and with our measures of employment
6

outcome e.g.:

=. percent of time employed after day care;-

2 - 'number of months to first job;

employment status at time of interview;

- welfare status at time of interview;

5 - gross pay;

number oUhours worked per week,

From Table 75 we can see that statiseically significant

. correlations despite some minor variations consistently emerge with

three independent variables: education, the percent of time employed

in the three years prior to using day care and labor market.

In looking at the percent of time worked after day, care, we

seethat significant correlations exist with education(.36), the

percent of time worked before day care (.40) and labor market (-.25).
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These findings indicate that those who had higher educations,

.

orthoSe who had workedlore prior to day care, or those whoselabor

market conditions were more favorable were more likely to be employed'

for a larger percentage, of time after day care had begun4

The same pattern exists with 'regard to the number of months

respondents' took to find a job. 'Education ( -.44), percent time

employed,before day care ( .40) and labor market condittons.(,21)

are once again the only independent variables-that signIfiCantly

correlate with thts measure, hoWeVer, they are different in

stren§th from. the percent of time'employed after day care,

Both education and prior employment exhibit stronger correlations;

while laborMarket is-slightly weaker. fe'
A third measure of employment success, the status of-employment

at time of interview, also follows this pattern, yet in this case:

both education (-.27) and the percent of time worked before ( -.21)

exhibit weaker correlations, while labor market shows the highest

correlation (-.35).

In identifying variables associated with the gross pay and

number of hours worked of the respondent, a slightly different

constellation of variables appears:

\ Ethnicity (.20), education (.33), vocational training (.22)

and t e percent of time worked, in the three years before day care

( 25 ) are all independently related to gross Woman that are

Black, or have higher levels of education, or have received vocational

training, or have worked a good deal before day care receive higher

salaries. Labor market conditions shows no relationship to this outcome

measure, 0053
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The number of hours worked ts comparable, however, although /

ethnicity (.18)-,-edUcation (.35), percent of time work before

day care (.26) are again related, the number of people supported

is related (.18) instead of vocational training.

The last measure of employment outcomes, welfare status,at

time of Inter w, was examined through three 4ifferent statistical

techniques: corre Lion coefficiehts as above, f-tests, and cl'osi

tabulations.

Signlficant correlatioh coefficients were found between welfare

status and education (-.30), and the number of people the respondent

supported (.19).

As we would expect, this variable also correlated significantly,

with other outcome criteria: employment status at time of Interview

(.63), number of hours worked -.30) and gross pal (-:24). !

Those women with more education or who supported lest people

were less likely to be receiving welfare money at the time of interview.

As expected, if women were unemployed, worked less hours or made less

money they would more likely be receiving welfare.

By categorizing women On our welfare status variable into

three groups e.g. on fUll welfare, supplementary welfare or no welfare,

we examined some mean differences in relation to other variables.
.

As would be expected, those that were receiving no welfare

payments of the time of interview were supporting the least number of

people (Table 75A). (mean w .2.9) .

4



-ThoSe that aresupplementarymelfare,support more people

than064erACetvingfull-paymenta: 3,8 and 3.9 respectively.

The,Alfferen-a-betweenthese two grOups i s not appreciable. -There,

is a statistically significant d

that rece4ves, no payments.

ifference.when compared to t

In'examinIng'education, signi'fic'ant differences alSo appear

among the three grOupa -(Table 76). 'Those Who were not any longer

welfare had-an average of 11.6 years cif education (almost:Jgraduating.

high school), while the supplementary and full payment groups are

-tower (10.6 and 9.8).

The threeArOups do not significantly differ in pact to

several-Variables: agel (Tebre'77percent of day care use (Table 78)''

and the percent of time.wOrke in the three years before day care.

Those that were completely ff Welfare had a mean age of 32.4,(Table 79)

the supplementary we group of 33.7 and.the full payment group 32.3.

Differences-between amount of time child used day care is

unimportant. All three groups use day care approximately 78% of the

time Trom enrollment to the time of interview.

The variable 'percent of time worked before day care is not

statistically significant, howcvcr, it shOws a slight difference

between the groups and again reflects the unexpected characteristics

of the supplementary welfare group.
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Thoe that were not receiving welfare had worked anaerage

of 30% of the time in the three years before' day care, while those

:getting full peyments only worked an average' Of 18%.

The supplementary welfare group of women on the average

Worked more than the.nO welfare group,(31%)= i.e. those who at-

time ofjntervitW had worked their way off welfare.

What we begin to observe in relation to the welfare status

variable is a non-linear relationship. Earlier we had reported on

the/basis of correlation coefficients' that certain background

variables were related to welfare status.

This is indeed true, however, the relationshiaries a

to the welfare category which we examine. We Wouleexpect tha

increments in the percent of time worked before day care shoUld be

related to welfare status,(60,ne to full) however, this does not Occur
t

In regard to this variable, the supplementary welfare group

closely resembles the no welfare group, something we will explore

further, later on.

Several.crosstalitlations were computed for welfare status and

other background variables. Ethnicity shows no significant association

,(Table 80), however, there is'a noticeable trend. 28% of the Black

women'intervrewed were not receiving welfare, while only 20% of other

ethnic groupi (largely Puerto Rican) were not.

P4



The opposite trend appears when we look at those receiving

full payments: 31% of "the Black women receive them compared to

43 %Q of the .Puerto Rican women. 'Puerto Ricans were less likely then

Blacks to be offIwelfare at time of

No appreciable difference exist

group -.41% of the Blacks, receive -suc1 ayments contrasted with 37X

of the Puerto Rican women.,

for the supplementary welfare-

n independentty analyzing the r=t1 onship between vocational.

A

training and-place of birth with welfare status, we find nO Statistically

significant differences.

of trends,

However, we can observe slight indications

JD.

Those with some training are a i i tfia more 1 i keiy to -e off

welfare,(Table 81) mhile thosborn.in Heil York City are least likely

to be on at time of Interview '(6 %).; thote born in Puerto Rico more
/

likely (69%), and thostifrom the South; most likeIy(79%) (Table 82).

Exploring the intercorrelations among the background variables,

(Table 75) several obvious and a few not so obvious findings become

manifeSt. Education is a variable highly related with many others.

Significant, positive correlations exist with ethnicity (.26),

vocational training (.37) and percent of time workedbefore

Significant negative correlations can be foUnd between education

and the number of people supported (-.22), and age (-.32).

These findings suggest that Black women in our study population-

had more education than others; those who had more education were more

likely to have vocational training and were also.more likely to have

00057'



worked more-before day care was used. 'Also, we can state that those

with _higher educations suppOrted,less.peopple and were younger.

-
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-Summary

' Using several, statistical techniqueS; .backgrOundNariableS

were related 6) the six measures of employment outcomes. Also a

structural meaSure, labor market conditions. was introduced and*. t

correlated with these same variables.

The analysis showed:that education, the percent of time
,

employed in the three years before using day care and labor market

conditions were -significantly related to a number' of employment

criteria', although they vary as to strength,

The amount of time that,e child received day care service

was not significantly related to any measure of the mother's

employment success.

Variables such as education and the number of people the

.respondent supported were related to welfare status.

ivid:n3 Lhe women into three categories of welfare status,

we were able to identify the distindttve character of the supplementary

group: they had worked more in the three years before day care than

those not receiving any money fioM welfare and also there is no

,

difference between, racial or ethnic groups for this category.

independent or background variables are highly related with

each other. For example, those with-more education are more likely,

to be Black, havemore vocational training, have worked more before:

day care, support less people and are younger.
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4.

These resultS point toan average successful worker as one

who ha :lore.e'ducation, h6s worked more in the past'Snd who had

entered a labor market In a year in which conditions had been-

%
faVorab)e for her employment.

The first two characteristics deal with individual attributes,

while the thti7d reflects conditions beyond the scope of individual's

control.

[G.
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Relationship Between.tackground and:Labor Market Variables, Taken

Together, and Employment Outcomes - Regression Analysis.

The eight background and labor market variables (:-and in

the case of welfare, eleven), acting together, show a significant

effect on the employMent outcomes of the. woMen:who'used day care

for employment purposes.

So far, we have reported their individual effects, but have

not given an assessment of their combined. effeCt.en employment.

This combined effect can be measured by a multiple.dorrelation

coefficient,

To compute the multiple Correlation between each of the,

six measures of employment success and the background variables

with labor market conditiOns, Six ?:e regression analyses were

done utilizing the total group of women interviewed (Tables 83 through

88).

A multiple regression analysis is the computation of an

-equation which presents the relationship between a-dependenevariable:

and several independeht variables (in this case there are eight and

16
in the case of welfare status we use eleven).

For the employment outcome variable, percent of time worked for

the entire period after receiving day care service, the eight predicator

variables (Table 83) taken together explains 3070 of the toal variance.

39061
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Three variables, however account for 29% of 's

education, labbrIl'aerket potential- and the percent of tame employed

in the three years before,day care. They are thus, identified as

the cruclaUvariabtet and are therefore the best predictors of

the percent of time employed,

.

Those with,the greatest 1abOr market potential, the highest

education and who had worked for the largest percent before day

care would be expected to work the largest percent of time,

Similar findiys emerge in looking at the number of months

to the first job as the dependent variable (Table 84)., All

0
eight independent variables, taken together, explain 35% of the \.

variance.

.Four variables, labor market conditions, education, percent

of time employed befOre and vocational training (the statistically

si2nificant variables) explain 3370:alone.

These four variables were important in accounting for the

length of time.it took a respondent to locate a job once her ch,l4-bir

had entered day care.

Those with higher education, a favorable labor market,previous
A

vocational training,"and employment experience prior to day care

could obtain employment more quickly than others. All four variables

are relatively important, however, education appears, to be the most

A.

significant.

L)004 2



A third dependent variable or measure of employment outcome,

is the respondent's employment status at the time of interview.

As can be seen from Table 85, labomararket potential is the best

predictor, while education also contributeS a substantial amount.

Totally, these two variables account for Most of the 22% of

Variance explained. Unexpectedly, the percent of time employed in

the three years prior to day care is not a significant predictor of

employment status.

Despite the fact that this variable independently (alone) exhibited

a significant correlation with employment status, when we examin the

Joint influence of all-variables, its predictive power wanes. This

-
effect ts-6-fddUlt,of "collinearity"amongstthe independent variables

Involved.

If twa or more variables that are highly associated with each

otherom entered ;nee a regression equation, the unique variance

attributable to each will be small compared to the common variance

they explain.

4

If one of these variables is entered first into the equation,
6----

0112"rbf the Common variance is assigned to it. When the second

variable is.entered, it will appreciably dimish the unique effect

of the first.

In this Case, the percent of time employed before day care is

highly associated with education. Note that the percent of time

employed before day care has been entered into thy, equation first.

J 0 0 6 3



Its unique vatance'on employment status t s .038 and is

assessed'as significant.'

When the next variable, vocational training, is entered

the variance attributed uniquely.' to the percent of time employed

before day. care does not change very much. The reason is thpt

almost all of the variance explained by vocational training Is

different variance than that variance explained by the percent of

time employed before day care.

This can be seen by the low zero order correlation coefficient

between, these two variable (.06).

By contrast, when education is entered into the regression

equation, the unique .variance attributed to the percent of time-

employed before-day care drops from .038 to .022. This means that,

a good deal of the variance that had been attributed to the percent

of time employed before day care alone is sharedowith education.

The respondent's gross..-pay on her first most recent Job is

predicted best by the percent of time employed before day care and

education, which together account for 12% out of a total of 19%

explained variance (Table 86).

Once again, wo see the effects of collinearity among the

independent variables. Two variables, ethnicity. and vocational

trainind had exhibited high zero order correlations, however, these

are shared with education.

0 0 4
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When they are entered into the equation their unique

variance is minimal and not significant. We areleffwitKtbe

ooncluSion that a woman would receive a better. salary if she had

more past employment experience and more years of education.

.The best predictors of thennumbers of hours worked exhibits

a similar pattern (Table 87). The percent of time employed before

daycare and education are relatively important, however, so too

`is labor market conditions, all of which together explain 15VOf

the total variance. All eight variables jointly accounted for

This suggests that a poor labor'market potential, small

number of years of education and a scanty previous employment

record result tn women working, shorter number of hours Awing

a work weeks

The final regression equatidn was based upon welfare status.

In this instance, we included three additional predictor variables

which had previously been used as outcome measure: gross pay, hours

worked per week and employment status (Table 88).

In this equation, a.single variable, employment status, proves

to be the strongest and only real predictor of welfare status. It

accounts for'.31% of the variance explained. This finding can be

considered an extreme example of collinearity.

Earlier we had stated that salary, hours worked, number of

people supported and edudatIon were all, highly and significantly

related to-welfare status, yeti they are also related to employment

status.

000;5



The unique variance attributable to these variables: is

actually shared with.eq, loyment status which exhibits the highest

zero order correlation with welfare status. if this variable had

not been entered into the regression equation, our resultimould

most probably have been consistent with findings Oesented earner.

4
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Theeight independent variables - seven background.variables

and labor torketcondition taken together reveal a significant

effect on the employment outcomes asmeatured by .anassortment

of methodsASee SuMmary Tables 89 67 90). a.

From an analysis of the six measures of employMent outcomes,

the percent of. ttme employed after day care-and the months to first

Job proved td be btst Predicted.by the jndtpendent variables.

In regard to the other measures : of employment outcomes:'"

employment status, gross pay and hours worked, the independent

variables had less predictive power.

td°4
By including employment status as a predictor vart.able1

in the regression equatioin for welfare status,, we found that most

of the variance was explained by this variable.

Three variables appear as the best pmerall predictors of

employment outcomes; education, the percent of time employed

before day care and labor market conditions. They. vary in

strength however,.according to the outcome measure used.

It is apparent that because of a high degree of association

among the independent-variables, some variables mentioned earlier

as producing significant zero order correlations, are poor predictors

of employment outcome since most of their variance ~is common

variance shared with variables thatilad greater predictive power

(especially education).
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There are, differences among the indeppndent variableS In

terms of their predictive strength according to the'dppendent

variable uses!.

A

For the percent of time employed after day care and the

number of months (Unemployed)cto the first Job, they are education,

percent or time employed in the three years before day care and

labor market conditions.

In looking at employment statey, we found'some differences:

labor market conditions and education aee the only significant

predictors.,

.Gross pay and hours worked had two variables in common as

good predictors: education and the percent of timetorked before

day care. Labor market conditions is also a significant predictor

variable of hours worked.

Each one of our regression equations has attained a level of

statistical significance, however, Odor closer examination, we can

see that the,predictive power, in and of itself remains relatively

weak.
o

The dependent variables we were most able to explain - percent

of time employed after day care and months unemployed to first Job

still had approximately a total of 67% unexplained variance, i.e.

less than 33% of the variance in actual extent of employment outcomes

may be pr:edicted from all the background variables and labor market

conditions taken Jointly.- a relatively small amount upon which to

base policy decisions. s,

A

1.
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J.

There would seem to be several possible explanations for

this finding. The most likely is in terms of the scope of our

background measurements.

Perhaps, other more important variables were unintentionally

thiat ccMd potentially explain more variance in our

measures of employment outcomes.

Second; it may be argued that a woman's background is not as

important in achieving emplrent success as many have posited.

In order to test this hypothesis, extensive background

measures would be required which were not available within the

scope 4 the pretent study.7

Still, a third possiMORlanation could relate to the type

of people that were recruited into day care pi-1;gram.

Explanations of the importance of background variables generally

point to the role of these variables in developing, or maintaining

motivation.

tt may be that women who voluntarily sought day care ffr employment

purposes are "self selected" for high levels of motivation, whereby

an inability. to sustain or find employment derives from factors-unrelated

(or weakly related) to the woman's background. The inability to become

..successfully employed may have to do with other, more structural factors.

This possible explanation takes us to a fourth and final one.

Seven of the independent variables were measiKet-of ascribed or

achieved statuses of the:women interviewed. Only a single structural

measure, labor market conditions was collected. In several cases,it

0001130_,.,



proved to have signi'hcant predictive strength, yet may not be

adequate. it.vas derived from broad national and local labor market
7

trends, however, it-may not have been specific enough to.the-locale,

We did not measure how city wide employment trends effect

more localized ghetto areas that are geographically located.within
6

-a few square miles of a larger metropolitan region.

How are these trends diffused down to the -local level. Are

they exacerbated or minimized, and if so in what direction and for

what types of jobs?

,

A second point In regard to structural measures must admit

that the present study collected only one.,

Others, may also exert important influences on employment

. outcomes, issues such as discrimination in employment, transportation

facilities, end union'restrictions were not addressed.

Eor these reeso , In the context of this study, these ideas

remain at the level of speCblation and cannot be adequately addressed.

,

7 0
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Welfare Status and. Employment

The relationship between welfare status and employment requires further

elaboration.

To examine this complex phenomenon, we analyzed the relationship'

between welfare status and employment status at the time of interview

(Table 92). We see that those who are working are not likely to be re-

ceiving welfare money'. As expected, the complementary relationship can

be found for those receiving full payments: those not working are much

more likely to be receiving welfare than those who are.

In examining supplementary payments,, we find that women who are

working are much more likely to be receiving such payments than those

who are not working. Fifty percent of those working receive such payment

as,c red to 27% of those not working.

The third column of the table presents data on the percent that are

working fox each welfare status category. ee that'a large majority

(85%) of those off welfare are working. This, leaves 15% who are not

employed and not- receiving any publi assistance.

By examining those receiving full payments,'we see that only 8% are
h

working,also an expected finding.

The surprising finding occurs in the supplementary category, where

the majority of women are working (684). Before interpre what this ,0

could mean, we will explore ;his relationship further.

0 1



Tab$e 93 presents data on welfare status at the time of

interview by( the entire work history after starting day care.

We have expanded our employment history variable to include employment

status at time of interview) Here, we findthat those who worked

continuously and were working at the-time of interview are less likely

to be off welfare than those whomorked,sporadically after day care

and were working at interview time.

For the supplementary group, the opposite 1s true. Women who
p

worked continuously were more likelyto be on supplementary welfare

_than those who worked somewhat.

The pattern that emerges suggests that wOrlang continuously

is no guarantee against keeping off welfare.

in the early sections of the report we emphasized the

Characteristics of the secondary labor market - seasonal employment,.

low. status, infrequetyt promotiorib,- and low wages.

What we seem to find in our data is that welfare, particularly

supplementary welfare, is closely wedded toothis secondary labor 0
4

market.

A large number of women 'fin our sample seem caught lit this

dead-end loW wage Vaborsmarket, Their inability to get off welfare

does not result so much from theirpersonal attributes nor their

inability to find empToyMent. Their problems and apparently their

n 'ed for welfare stems from the 100 wages they receive. Fully 56%

of the women who had employment 110 weekly gross s

than 100 dollars.

Fr 1) 0'1 2
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We also have data to address the following question:- Is

the need for supplementary welfare a result of part time employment?

Are women just not working hard enough or for long ,enough hours?

The answer is no.

As can be seen from the three variables, presented in Table

very few of those who worked. continuously were employed on a part

time basis. All women except for two from this group were employed

a

on .a full time basis. Furthermore, controlling for employment

experience after day care (i.e. looking exclusively under the third

column, worked continuously) we can see that 26 people who had been

working continuously since they began day care were still receiving

supplementary welfare at time of interview. Low and unliveable

wages, not the inability to find a job, nor working part time, nor

a lack of motivation provides the main obstacle to women working

their way off.welfare.

To investigate what the activities were of"wpmen who)were not

working and how they related to welfare status, these two variables

were cross tabulated (Table 95).

Note that two tables are presented, one fercentaged by column

totals, the other by row.

Of those women not receiving any welfare, Ter. are working, 5%

are looking for work, 5% are in school and 7% are caring for theirN.
children.

U00 g? 3
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The supplementary group also, has a majority (albeit a

smaller ono) employed (63%), While school (10%), and caring for

:their children (igpere the other significant activities.

Note that this variable shows that the supplementary group

does not greatly differ from those who are not receiving payme

at all. However; those rtaiving full payments differ substantially.

Only_6% working, while 34% are in school, 21% are carig for

their children and 19% are looking for work.

$
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An in-depth analysts of our welfare status variable revealed

a number of important findings.
-

:It is not possible to clearly, distinguish between women who

receive supplementary welfare or no welfare at all. on the baSis of

their employment status. A crucial determining factor is the wages

they receive for their work.

The majority of women receiving supplementary welfare are

working at full time jobs. Moreover,, even women who have worked

continuously are not more likely to work their way off welfare.

In fact, we found those working contiguously are more

likely to be on supplementary' payments than those who have worked

sporadically. Employment becomes a poor indicator of a women's

welfare status when we compare the supplementary category to the

welfare category,

Low wages is the primary obstacle, since the majority of

womeObterviewed have gross salaries of less than 100 dollars

0

per week.

Those woman not working are most likely to be either

furthering their education, caring for their children or looking

for work.
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Additional.Comments,About Labor Marl$et Conditions and Employment Outcomes..

In Order to explore more fully 41e impact of labor market

conditions study populai.ion and its relationship'to

employment outcomes, the Variable categorized al women into one

of three groups: those with good labor market co ditions, fair

conditions and poor ones.

We then cross tabulated this newly reconstructed variable

with employment history after day care and employment status at

time or interview.

A-third variable, months unemployed to first job after day

care, was also analyzed for the three groups using an F-Test. Our

intent was to uncover any significant differences between these

groups in regard to the variables mentioned-. Table 96 presents our

findings.

From Table 96 we can see that those with poor labor market

conditions are much less likely to,have worked continuously than

those with'good conditions (15% and LQ% respectively), while from those

with fair conditions in the labor market, 26% worked continuously, .4

A complimentary,finding emerges for those who did not work

at all after they started day care; 6% of those with good labor

market conditions as compared to 43% of those with a poor labor

market did not work. For those that worked some, fair and poor

labor market conditions were about equally important.. The women

with good labor market conditions were more likely to have worked

some.

i
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Employment status at. time of interview shows a similar

pattern when cross tabulated with our categorized measure of labor

market conditions (Table 97). Those with good labor'market conditiOns

are significantly mOre'likely to be employed at time of interview,

i.e. good labor market (7T %), fair (51 %), poor (28%).

By once again grouping all women interviewed in terms of labor

mbhket scores, and then using an F-Test to determine any significant

. differences between the groups in relation to months unemployed to

first Job, we can accentuate the importance of this variable (Table 98). .

Those with fair labor market conditions waited an average of

12.5 months for their-first job afterlstarting 'day care, those with

poor conditions waited an average of 15 months, while those with

favorable conditions only waited an average of 6.7 months.

The importance of labor market conditions is clear. On the

averAse, people with poor labor market condtions waited more than

twice as long for a job than those with fair or good conditions'.

Before interpreting these results. and the relative importance

of labor market conditions`, we now turn to Table 99 which presents

a three way analysis of variance of labor market conditions by

employment.status two years after starting day care by yeast- began

day care.

Here, we can see that the labor market score varies significantly

in'relation to the year in which the woman started day care and

the employment status' of that woman. ir



-76-

Those that enter day care later and thbrefore are looking

for a Job later (1970 aid 1971) experienced more severe labor

. market conditions than those who entered earlier (1969). This

pattern probably reflects t e job increases in New York City

made in'1968 and 1969 fOltowe by sharp job losses 6 1570 and

P 1971.

As the labor market conditions .became worse.for the

population in general, its impact is felt more severely on the

less educat Y minority group member.

Our study population's employment experiences are strongly

influenced by the worsening labor market.
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Conctusions and Im licattonsand Recommendations`

Having presented our findings, we can now see how the evidence

fits with the research issues posed by.the study.

The first issue set forth in.the introduction to this study

was: What was the perception of these women abouttthe quality and

impact of day care services upon them, as working mothers?,

The data conclusively supports the fact that the women were

extremely satisfied with the quality and dependabtlity of the day

care, service in relation to their children and to themselVes as

mothers and working Women.

4

Specifically the findings indicated that:

... Group daycare provides a well supervised

child care and early chiliiiioqd developmeot

service which also offer other-social services

i.e. health care and help with personal; and

child related problems.

2 - Day care has a positiveefiect upon their children

The mother's perceptions are that: their child learnt,

develops social skills, matures, makes friends more

easily, becomes more independent, and s well taken

care of Til)oth physically and emotionally.

The women report that if they were not employed

and were thus able to take care of their children,

they would still want their children to attend

day care centers.

9
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y care Was chosen over other child care

alternatives that were available to them

at the time.

c
It was clear that the cost of the pro ram

was not a crucial factor 17rdeciding t use

it, and that most decisions to use day care

were based'upon child centered concerns.

- Most women felt that their children do not

lose out as a result of their working. While

-we cannot ascribe causality to day-care for

this effect, it seems apparent that their

positive respOnse to the service, at 0

mimimum suppprts both their initial decision

to work and their lack of conflict or concern

about their maternal role.

There is no question, but that day care as perceived by these

women is a most desirable and effective child development and social

service which permit`s them to pursue their elpyment, educational

and training goals with a minimum of concern about the well being of

their children's welfare, safety, and personal

In this respect it seems to-fulfill most adequately its

Intended legislative purposes of strengthening the family as well as

assisting women to attain or retain capabil ty for the aximum self-
,

support and personal independence possible.
.

AY-
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The second research issue was to ascertain the employment outcomes

and welfare status of the study population. The major findings are as

follows:

4

- Women expended a deal of effort seeking

.employment, 50% were employed at the time of
0

interview and there
A
was a 16% increase of women

in the wore force after they had registered at

day care centers.

Although more women worked continuously, we

cannot attribute this result to the effects of

day care, since we lecke comparison group which

did not receive this service.

2 - The major problems encountered by those who had

some employment history we0 e..wages, health, job
1,

expeHence, education and child care. The last

problem, child care was reported most often,

Women had more children than were registered in

day care and for this reason they often were not

entirely free to pursue employment, despite their

satisfaction'. with the service. Other children required

supervision and therefore 'created an obstacle to employment,

3 -The women's decision to work was voluntary and

based upon their need for-more money. Despfe

fuil\pme em loyment their wages were low, (83%

made less the $130 per week gross and 56% made

less than $100). 'Raises were occasional and

. promotioni a!most non-existent.

0 0 '3
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4 Employmen outcomes by and large-correlated

with the worican'S education, percent of time-

employed in the three years before day care

and labor market conditions.. The regression

equations which ,examined the joint'effect of

background variables on employment outcomes

were with minor variations, consistent with

these findings.

4

The findings show significant correlation between

a number of background and structural variables.

However, they account for only 18-35% of the

,variation depending upon the specific dependent

,variable, indicating that other background and

structural variables ( see page6'66-6$) were

not accounted for In oyr study.

5 - Of the 'total group, 26% were able to get off

welfare, 40% received supplementary welfare

payments and 34% remained on welfare.

In general, we appear to have &group of women

who want to work, search diligently to find jobs

and frequently are relatively successful in

finding and maintaining full time continuous

employment, and yet are unable to get off the

welfare rolls.

A



findings, we examined the labor market conditions:in relation to

attempt to shed her light on the meaning of these

welfare status and employment outcomes, and discovered the fotlowing:

WoMen receiving4001*eMentary welfare-and those"
. .

off welfare are quite similar on most background

variables on the basis of their employment Status:

Both the supplementary and no welfare group worked.

almost continuous4y and'fo a long period of time
fI

in the 3 years prior, to an

care service.

after receiving day

2 - Actually, women'on supplementary welfare workeda

longer period of'time and.more continuously then

those who got off the welfare rolls - an unexpected

finding, "since logic might predict exactly the opposite

effect.

Whatr/e actually found j the discusiion above was

that a more important variable in determining welfare

status then background characteristics was"the wages

women receive.
;it

it appears that those women receiving supplementary welfare

tr. are mired in .a secondary labor market, and that their

welfare payments subsidize wages that are barely

sufficient for.existenc Thewomen in the secondary

labor market apparently,have very little opportunity to

,work their limy off welfare,

0 0 0 8 3
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Our-.finding was that even when women worked continuously

before.and after receiving daycare service, they IN-e

§t111 very.likely to be. op supplementary welfare.2

Our conclusion is lob is no guarantee of .etting

off the welfare rolls.

Low wages, not the inability to find a job, nor,

working part-time, nor a lack of Motivationis the

main obstacle to women working their way off welfare.

3 - We also found that labor market conditions,exert an

'important impact on employment outcomes. 'Women on

the basis of their occupptions and the year they

entered the labor force, were assigned a poor, fair .

and good labor market conditions category. Those

with fair labor market conditions were less likely

to work continuously than those with good conditions,

while those with extremely poor labor market conditions

Were not successful in finding employment and/or drOpped

out of the labor market altogether."

In examining this variable, we found a linear, relationship
O1

exists between the different labor market condition. categories.

A very revealing finding was that)those women with poor

labor market conditiops waited about twice as long for

their Jobs once they began looking for employment than

those with fair or good labor market conditions. ,Again,

this relationship-is *ThisAata clear) indicates

that labor market and economic conditions at ,

0 0,,8 '4 S.
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specific points in time, exerts an important a

perhaps determining impact on these wo en's,employment

outcomes.

Our purpose in pursuing t e estion of employment outcomes

and welfare status was to examine the validity of the basic
16-

assumption behindrecent.legislative and administrative proposals,

namely that the provision of care services and vocational

fining would make eWoym nt and economic.self-sufficiency

possible for women on welfare.

Our position as stated in the initial research outline was .

that quality day care is` a necessary, but riot sufficient variable

.0/ in employment outcomes. -Ve4further state in tkis proposal that:

"We believe for both pragmatic, and philosophica
reasons that employment should not be the sole
purpose of group day care service. Phflbsophically
we believe that the educational, child development,
and relief to over-burdened mothers, services
currently provided by group.day care centers to,
both, the working poor and welfare M6thers is sound.
social policy and can stand on its own merits. In

addition to fulfilling these social needs, group
day care centers also provide at reasonable fees
the child care services that free a considerable
number of working and,welfare mothers to accept and
maintain enjoyment.

Pragmatically we believe,,that a social policy based
upon the assumption that the provision of short term
day care and manpower training services can Succeed
in employing large numbers of welfare mothers under
current labor market conditions is destined to fail."

: ff1, 41
c7 5
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The finding of the emploYment section .of this study as summarized in

the preceding section would fully support this. position - if our study popu-

lation was representative of New York. City's welfare populationand/or that

of the United States.

We know this is not the case and that our population.is highly selectiVe

in.that the women were either working or seeking employment, and had access

to an important service, quality group day care.

In addition to this, we know that educationally the women are above

the average for New York Orty...
174 Since the overwhelming majority of

employment studieS identify these three variables (motivation, access to-

day care, and education) as significant variables in relation to employment

and welfare status outcomes, we can safely assume that we have an optimum

group. In effect., if this optimum group "can't make it", how can a less'

well equipped population succeed in working their-away off the welfare rolls.

It is this factor coupled with our findings that lead us to our

conclusion that the current policies and programs' that espouse self-sufficiency

goals (employment and no welfare payments) as conditions for receiving income

maintenance and social services are ill conceived, and run counter to both

our empirical and research knowledge.
q

At a minimum they cannot succeed and at imaxiMum they rei force a
w

sense of degradation and a sense of defeat.

The futility of this policy under existing labor.market conditiOns is

reinforced further when we examine the work of others who have studied, these

and related research issues. We find that there-19.i congruence'between our
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research findings and.these other studies.

We will only present selected findings from a few studies in this

section. A more detailed review of the literature and related references

are in the appendix.

Carter
18 reports'at some point in their lives, 80% of the women on

the AFDC rolls were employed full time, 50% had been employed for. five

-J

years or more, and 50% after having given birth. These findings are

also supported by Burnside and Cox19 and a third study by Rein and Wishno%.

Women receiving AFDC grants do work and are ihotivated to continued working.

L
The study y Rein and Wishnovn reports that there are few long term

AFDC cases. The usual pattern is one of work and welfare combined, i.e.,

periods of time ,on and off welfare complemented by periods if time in and

it of a secondary labor market.

Goodwin
21 reports that the work ethic of welfare clients, the working

poor and that of lower middle class blacks is similar - they all exhibit

a high degree of motivation to.work and subscribe to the work ethic. The

studies by Cox, Carter,and Burnside emphasize the barrier presented by

the secondary labor market to minority group women in securing and maintaining

gainful employment and eventually working their way off the welfare rolls.
4
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A
lot

There acre other studies by Opton, Klausner, Fine and

Thompson, Mil s and Macek22 which support the fact that women

On welfare desire employment, do indeedwork ina. welfare - work

pattern, and that labor market conditions and a secondary labor

market are important inflOences if not potential determinants of

employment outcomes and welfare status.

While they identify a variety of background characteristics

(all relatively similar to each other within each study and with

our background characteristics) that.correlated with employment

outcomes, the correlations while significant and imprtantNqre

not causally impressive. Much greater stress is given to

structural-factors as potential determinants of employment outcomes

and welfare status.

23
Reiff in her recent article examining the factors that

help determine a woman's decision in relation'to work or welfare

and the related-Outcomes ggests that we have identified the major,

variables
24

involved in is process. .However, she also suggests

25"e'"

that while we haveg ;the discrete variables' for very large country-

wide welfare population, we do not understand how they operate together

with particular discrete populations. She concludes that additional

studies toiards this end be undertaken for this purpose.

Ours was such a discrete population.

'.;1 0 8
,00
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The use of a selective optimum study population such,as ours severely

4
limits our ability to generalize to other welfare populations. However,

it does, with the support of other research studies,enable us to draw

some 1.oica4 conclusions, well-grounded in data that are pertinent to day care,

employment and'welfare status policy issues.

As indicated earlier, it seems clear to us that our present policiet

mandating employment and eventual self-sufficiency as conditions fOr

receiving wtlfare and social services under present labor market conditions are

programmed for failure.

At the risk of repeating suggestions that already have been made by

other_researchers, we would make the following recommendations:

1 - In order for day care to free women to pursue their personal

goals for employment, training or strengthening of family ties,

there is a need to provide, after school as wellVab pre school

day care services for all children who require it.

2 - Since wages are the prime determinant of welfare status,twhat

we require'ars jobs that pay a tying wage: Merely registering

lfare clients for employment, coupled with v ational training

d comriensatory education prbgrams will inevitably fail unless

there is an increase in quantitative rewards that employment offers.

9. 4 .

3 - A carefully designed public employment prograM could effectively

work against the vagaries of the secondary labor, market, provide

opportunities for advancement, pay (living wage, and be used

for socially desirable purposes.
to

1.) 00 8 9
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Until we are able to constructively addKess even 1 part the real

factors and not the symptoms involved in welfare dependenci, the provis32pn

of a decent minimum grant and a constructive attitude which. does not

blame the victims for the sodial%problems beyond.their control would be '

faiealthier one for our.total society as well as thgse responsible for pro-
.

posing

4

ocial welfare legislation.

pf
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FOOTNOTES

-- "People on Public assistance ", New York State Department of Social
Services, Publication No. 1016 (4/74) Part V, Page 3.

1B - Di11., John - "A Comparative Study of Early-School Achievement
of Day Care:Graduates" - unpublished study - Day Cate Council of New

- 410York - April, 1973.

For additional material on-the history of the daycare movement in New
York, City see -Tleiss, B. "The Relationship of the Mayor's Committee
on War Time Care of Children to Day Care in New York City" - unpublished

- .didctoral dissertation, New York UniVersity School of Education, 1962.

2 - Remarks by CommiSsioner Hilliard, New York City Department of 'ocial
Services - May 19, 1949 in a speech-delivered at the Lenox Hill Neighbor-
heod,ASsociation at: the first annual meeting of the Day Care Council of
New York.

Frances Fox Piveh, Richat# A. Cloward - "Regulating
Pantheon Books.

Poor' , pg. 183,

From December 1960 to February 1969 some 800,000 families were Wed
to the A.F.D.C. rolls (throughout the United States), an increase of
1CY.; in just eight years gnd'two months.

Search: A Report from the Urban Institute- Volume 3;-Number 4,
*July - August 1973.

Yet, the number of families receiving Aid to Families,with'Dependent_
Children (AFDC) tripled in the past decade, more than doubled from
1967 to 1970, and soared 36 percent in 1970. alone. By the end of
1971 nearly three million families were on the rolls'- ail,during
a time of almost continuous national prosperity.

4
.

,
The causes for the--rising. AFDC caseload seem to lie riot so much in .

welfare cheatinglor in fathers deserting, as many have been assuming.
Rather, the causes stem from complex social, economic, and legislative
factors, Mrs. Boland\cinds. .

.
. _

The 1967 Social Security AmendLnts conditioned welfare benefits on

...

the wil

1
ingness to work and established the current Work Incentive. '..

Program (W.L.N.).

When this program produced extremely poor. results. (due to resistance .and

a lack of jobS) the legislation was.aMtnded in. 'December, 1971 (Talmadge

Amendment) and all welfa46 recipients with few exceptions were required
.

toregister for work or training.
4A

The Long Amendments to the H.R.1 Bill defeated in 1972 'would have re-
quired all able bodied Welfare recipients to work at johs provided by
the government if no work was available to them, in private industry.

There,was a'clear implication that much of this proposed w,--;:f4

be menial, at minimum wages and with no chance for advancem.,,nt.
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As Dr. Bradley R. Schiller states in his afile "Welfare Reform:
A Synthesis of search n the WIN Program", United Stat Department
of Labor, Contract # 51-24-72-09 - "Senator Longs Bill d recent
wre demonstrations are predicted in large part on th premise
that poor people must be forced to work."

r.
5 - Federal Register, January 28,.1969, volume 34, number 184 page 1354. -

This quotation is from section 406D of the original social security
act, A ,

6 - Federal Register, October 31, 1973, volume 38, number 2G9, sections
221.8 and 221.9.

- On July 1, 1973, Congress,passed P.L. 9366 returning a more restrictive
set of regulations (more than the October 31, 1973 regulations) to the
Department of H.E.W. for reconsideration and revision - a most unusual
and unprecedented. action for Congress to take.

.

ei
It also reminded the Department of H.E.W. of the original family
strengthening and support purposes Of the-Social Sefarity Act and
suggested that the Department had exceeded its legislative authority
by changing the intent oftthe Social Security Act.

'On January 3, 19'Z4, President Nixon signed into law H .R. 1331 which
included orovision suspending the October 31, 1973 regulation.?
until Decemb r 1974.

This 1;i11 rest red the more liberal-regulations of January 31, 1969
as the rules go erning the goals, eligibility, and financial arrangements
under the social security amendments.

8 - The study "Dependency Status of
submitted to the Office Of Child Avelopmen
Zducation and Welfare early in 1972 andwas
June 28, 1972.t

thers Using Day Care" was
Department of Health,

approved.as modified on

- Outline for doctoral dissertation by Dan Morris "Group Day Care and
Maternal Employment. An Exploratory Study of A.F.D.C.-Mothers,
Who Voluntarily Sought and Obtained Group Day Care Services for.
ment Purposes and the Factors Associated With Their Selection 44
Utilization of Group Day Care Serivces, Their ParticipatiOn.int,_
ForCe and Their Short and Long Term Employment Outdomes." Submitted
the Columb;a University School of SociAl Work.

10 - While the day care directors w re Most cooperative,'Some were not in
accord with the focus of tht s udy. These directorb felt-Ehat tlaa
sample should have included no only women on AFDC, but p. rebresentative

.sample df non-wplfard mothers, since they4fomprise approximately 57%-
of the day care populatiOn in N w York City.

44?
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While-budgetary considerations precluded this, in retrospect, it is

an important omission. Their inclusion in the sample would have

allowed us to answer the research questions for the overwhelming

proportion of the group day care population - a much more complete

and accurate picture of the effect of group day care on the two

research issues.

It would also have avoided any poSsible raisin. erpretation by less

careful readers (despite our long introducto remarks in this

subject) that day care serivces are intended to service only women

on welfare.

11 - Mimeographed publication by'Agency for Child Development of New YorR

City, 1972-- "Data on Families Served in Agency for Child Development'

Group Day Care and Family Day Care Programs."

11A- Fine, Ronald E. - "A.F.D.C. Employment and Referral Guidelines" -

Institute for Interdisciplinary Studies, Minneapolis, Minnesota,

June 1972.

/
12 - See footnote 4.

13 - "Patterns of Work and Welfare in A.F.D.C." - Mildred Rein and Barbara

Wishnov; Welfare in Review: November - December, 1971,- vol. 9

no. 6,"pp. 7 - 12.

Friedlander, Stanley; Strategic Factors in Urban Unemployment:

'Department of Labor, Contract 4 81-34-68-44.

Feldman, Perry H. and Gordon, Davidland Michael, Reich,,Edited by

Dr. Dooringer, Peter B.; Low Income Labor Markets,and Urban Manpowdr

Programs: thipartment of Labor, Contract #91-23-68-06 (1969)

'14 - "The Employment Potential o i.F.D.C. Mothers: Some Questions and

Some Answers," GeneVieve W. Carter; Welfare in Review:, July.- August,

1968, vol. 6- no. 4, pp. 1-11.

See introduction to this report pp. 3-9 and footnote 4.

14A -1;4cent price survey data for the area clearly show that tho cost of

maintaining even a modprate living standard for an employed mother

and one child in October 1973 was $183.11. per week, while the cost

( for an employed mother with 2 children was $232.46 pdr week: Annual

Price Survey - Family Budget Costs. The COmmunj,ty Council of Greater
A

New York, February 1974, p.19.

15 - Ryan, William "Blaming the Victim", page 36, Random House, 1971.

'()0013
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16 - Regression Analysis - by employing a given variable as an indicator of
success (dependent variable), ve would -have an equation:

Estimated Grade .= (Vara) + b2 (Var2) + b3 (Ver3) + b4 (Ver4) +
b5 (Var5) + b6 (Var6) + b7 (Var7) + b8 (Var8) + C do

where Varl Var8 are the seven background variables and labor
market potential (eight independent variables) and C a constant.

1

The regression analysis yieldsiValues of bi, b2, b8 and C so as
to make the resultant equation yield,the best possible predictor
of that

b
measure of employment success.

The correlation between one's actual score on the'employment variable
and that. yielded by the equation,is.-the "multiple correlation"between
the independent variables, taken together, wih,emploympnt success.

The square of this number, like the square of a simple correlation
coefficient, indicates the 'degree to which the actual grade may be
predicted by the eight variables taken together*in.the regression
equation.

To illustrate, the actual equation which was calculated as the best
predictor of the percent of time employed after day care was: (Table 83).

i .

Esttimated percent of timeemployed after day care =
-0.222 (Labor Market) + -0.169 .(percent day care use total).
+ 0.030 (number of people supported) + -0.104 (vocational
training) + 0.313 (education) +-0.044 (age) + 0.027 (ethnicity) ti

+0.030 .

(where Vari through-Va.-9 are the independent variables).

The correlation between the equation derived estimate o the percent
of time employed after day care and the actual percent- t-i 29.6.

This correlation is naturally higher than any of the individual
correlations appearing in Table 75, as discussed earlier. In fact,
the unique predictive strength of all the seven background char cter-
istics and labor market variable are operating here"'' in an additive '-'

fashion.

The multiple correlation squared is .296, indicating that only about
30 of the variance the percent of time employed after day care
may be accounted for bythe woman's background and labor market
conditions. -

17 - The education,figures used to compare the study populaV6h toNe0(
York City's welfare..population were supplied by the New York City
Department of Socill Services.Office of Policy Research. They are
based upon a sample of approximately 1,600 cases used in the National
A.F.DAC. Study of 1971.
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The table below shows
*
the comparative educational background betWeen

the 2 populations.
College

Oade School Some H.S. and/or

Only J.H.S. H.S. Grads. Advanced Unreported

Study Pop.-, 6%

A.F.D.C. Pop. 14%
in N.Y.C.

16% 32% 39% 7% 0

10% 30% 19% 3% 23%

If all cases in the N.Y.C. - A.F.D.C. had reported their ea
level it is clear that the study Population has achieved..
higher level. than N.Y.C.'s A.F.D.C. population. However, w-

of this population not reporting this information' we can only suggest
that it is'probably'so. 4

18 - "The Employment Potential of A.F.D.C. Mothers: Some dfuestions and

Some Answers, "-Genevieve W. Carter; Welfare in Review: July 'August,

1968, vol. 6 - no. 4, pp. 1-11:

19 - ,"The Employment Potential of A.F.D.C. Mothers in Six States,'" Betty
Burnside; Welfare in, Review: July - August,1971, vol. 9 - no. 4,

pp. 16 -20.

"Changes in A.F.D.C.: 1969 -

March - April, 1972, vol. 10

"The Employment of Mothers as
Welfare in Review :' November

1971",Betty Burnside; Welfare in Review:
- no. 2, pp. 28 - 32.

a Means of Family Support,",Irone Cox;
- December, 1970, vol. 8 - no. 6, pp. 9-17.

20 - "Patter-11Si of Work and Welfare in A.F.D..C.",,Mildred Rein and Barbara
Wishnov; Welfare in Review: November - December, 1971, vol. 9 - no. 6

pp. 7 - 12.

21 - Goodwin, Leonard "Do the Poor Want to Work" - Brookings InstitKion,
Washington,D.0 1972.

22 -Opton, solward ref" :Vectors Associated with Empl

Mother e- Wrilht7tIlStitute, Berkeley,California

nt Among Welfare
B 201109)1971

Klausneramuel z. "The Work. incentive Program: Making Adults-

Economicallli'lhdependent" - University of Pennsylvienia, Philadelphia,
Pa, U.S.. Department of Labor Contract 0 51-40-69-01.

Fine,Renald E., "A.F.D.C. Employment and Reborn.% Guidelines" -

Institute for I.nterdisciplinary Studies, Minneap is, Minnesota,

JUne 1972, Department of H.E.W. Contract OSRS 69-

a Thompson, David L., Miles, Guy, H., Macek, Albert \, north Star ,-

Research and Deveionment Institute Series "The Characteristics b2

tip A.F .C. Population that Affect the Outcome of WIN" .-- '

Minneap lis, Minn. July 1972, Department of Labdr,Contract c751-25-69-06
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23 - Rein, Mildred, "Determinants of-the Work-Welfare Choice in A.F.D.C.".-
Social Service Review, December, 1972.

24 - Rein,Mildred - IBID OP. CIT. - "This essay examines three areas whj,ch.
may'determine whether mothers receiving Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) will choose work, welfare, or work and welfare.
'These are labor-force determinants (work history and education and
skill); monetary determinants (welfare-benefit levels, and income
disregards)'; and cultural determinants (male-female conflict, sub-
culture, and the meaning of income). Statistical surveys, empirical
studios, and theoretical formulations are used-to ascot. in the
impact of each area on the work-wel.fare Ohoice Implica ions for
welfare reform are drawn from tle data"

25 - Rein, Mildred - 'BID OP. CIT. -."Although the perspectives reviewed
here may be valid, in their description of.the variables that impinge
on theAFDC and potential AFDC population, they arc only ,partial '
explanations of thb choices regarding work-welfare options. They
arc: single, discrete influence? that can be abstracted for analytic
purpose:,, but they do not in reality have the'khd.of direct, dibtinct
effect that the logic of the analysis %oems to Zven if
all possible factors were consideretil at the ...2me time :1-some kind
Of oeriel or weighted Progression, it would.not be clear how they
combined and interacted in a single individual to effect arelevant
decision. That Could be clarified only by a study of .110 individu4.
What can be attempted.hereare some broad tentative outlines that
relate the pieces to each other in a coherent fashion."
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D-A7 CARE CQ-7d NCI-L : L WYgRic IN L.

114 East 32nd.Street ZU 5 7017 ,1-York,. N.Y. 10016

Instructions'

o

you knov, I'm helping the pay Care Coui-,cil of New- York to do

a study of now peoPae,who used or are using day care in order t

Work have made aut-sinCe their children have been,usSng the day,.

Care programs- ;We ye been asking Women like yourself; who Led

the k
D-ay -Care Cent-Aer,questionss

concerning:. Wha bay Care has meant to yoU and your-chill? i-what

It 1-Pas been like for yo.3..z to work? A d how things haVe worked out
4

for you in general? .

Your answers: tb these questions will be strictly confidential.anc4

secret and.We would never give out any infaimation about Any
, .

siniile-indiVidualanswers. We would never use anybody's name
.

n teporting what we learnfrom your experience or anyone elsets.

As a matter of fact, your;name will not appear on this questionnaire,

instead We are assigning you a.number.

Wnat we7learn from your experiences should be very helpful tors

in .our attempt to pr.ova. e such services in the fUtul.e..

'0 0 9 7



'Day Care/ Quest:Loris.

-./
like tc begii, by 'asking. you some questions -about group day

care. .
Zome.questions on how -good you think it is, ow it

affected you as a. mother,. and some questions on expe iences you might
'have .had.-

4

(1), 'Zhen.diL Your child (children) start attending'a, group day care''
center?

Are any of your.childre still attending a' group day care center?

Child

Child 11

Child III

Child IV

Began
,

Ended
(month,year) (month,year)

Still
Attendingq

(2) How did you. first fird out about group day care?
.....-

.4.. prommy caseworker
. -i-

2. From a friend or relat.l.ve
Y *

3 ..rom a social agency (Specify)-

From a community group (Speqify)

\5. discovered it myself

(3) Group day care centers provide a number of other services in .
.e.dditionto caring'-for.children. would like to find out

tif you used pily of these other sery ceS- and if so, how often?

.Dii,d *uever,Use groUp.day are for help with.:

i.

YES NO
Counselling with regarding to your child?

2. Counselling for. your own per proble"Ms?,

. C.ounselling foryour own problems with e;c1-,
11:7

4. Health. serVices " r ,our children

H OFTEN



5!"

5. Finding special r ozz-ams to help you with
your children's special problems?

6. Pro:)lems you may have had with housing?

7. 'roblems you may have had with welfare?

8. Problems you may have had with your
child's education?

4
)

(interviewer: Start with the first service and go through .each
one asking the respondent' if the service was used
and how often) .

YES NO 'HOW OFTEN?$

1

::ow, we wou d like 'to find 'out what you thought of th'grodp
day care se. ce that you received? I'm going to .read to you

a number of things that day care centers do or you and your
child and we want you to tell us the degree to which you were
satisfierd Tifith each particular aspect. In 'Sther words, how
satisfied were you -- very satisfied, fairly satigfied, not
really satisfied, not Sat' at all.

Not

1, s ion

over 'my child S

2. How my child feels
about day care

s5_
Very. Fairly Not Really Satisfiec

Satisfied Satisfied Seeisfied, At All

3 The things my child
learned

. The 'concern of the
day care staff for...,
the well bein' of
My child and

.k....
.44

5. :The dependability
of group day .care

6. Tne hours which the
center 'eas open

7. The way thq, day car c'
center prel3ared My .

chid for schgol.

8. '::ne;f's. the day :care'.

center was located

C.

I J 9 0 9 9
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,

0

t
p c

en you t1 enr,.11ed your cil'O. in group day dare ivere
Lherq other may you could have taken care of your children?
...f so,. what were they?. .- - tYIS NO..

1. .1 have nothing ~else ,

7---

.
...----

2. :.;othe\r
,

J. Other relative

vei ( p.. " fri,end

5. Baby Sitter

. Family Day Care ,

7.: Older. ,children

8.

11.1...8

Interviewer: Rea' each possible choice and evoke a .
!,..

.t. '.,. . yes or no answer. Then ask if there are
any other possible alternativs) .

(6) W:IT. did you choose group day care instead 'of any of the'

other ways to take care of your child ( children) ?
cc

.0, ,

, . ' its NO
a. ,,.; as Group Day ,Care your only alternative?.

t

*c. D';.',d you chooserGroupfDay Care because you
had heard that it would be good for yoilr

child?

c. Did you choose Group Day Care because
it etas ter eniy?

d. Did you Day Care because
of the cost?

#

e. Did you choose. Group, Day Care because
you wanted your child to be with other
children'?

f. Did you choose GroUp Day Care because
3 you wanted your child to learn?

11.

you have any -,:iro*LY3,o.:7; in gettinif, your clf..16 .;ito till.

g.roup day care cent.er?

1. No. Just applied and got in

N

'J.!) 1 0

.41



0

2, ye but I kept oncall.-1:3g until I get in.

3. Ye, but 1 used some influence to get in
(friends, :relatives, or community -leaders)

4.- Yes, I was. put ,on a waiting list,,

(If (4) ''they.: 'How.leng did. you have
to wait? .(in weeks)

.

(8) }For. tl-oSe currently using day care). \

a

a.

If the Day Care Center closed tomorrow .could

you make other .Arrahgemeltsfor taking care of
yo .r children? 'What would they 'be?

(Interviewer': Assess. the respondents interpretation et.
7 alternativrrangoments after probing,
Determine ifIt'4eywould- be as satisfactory
as gre4:iday.care,- not as 'satisfactory or
more s'atfsfactery)

7'b

2. 'Yes, Othe/4
relative

3. Yes,neigh-
bar' or
friend

4. !te:,, baby' '

sittr

.day care

6. Ye3, older
child

;Bur)

a

As Not as, More
Satisfactory, Satisfactory Satisfactory None



(9)- :f you had your choice to stay home; would ypu still want
. your child to go to a-day.cara center?

e
.,.. YES1,77-) 2. N0

1. Good to be with other children
.

.
,

-2. 1-aaxes 0

3...y child really likes, it

4. It would give me some free time

5. Other
(spec:Iffy)

(10) In what ways, if .any, do xoU think that day care has affectedyour child?

1. 1t has no effect

2. .ake friends mor,e easily.

3, Has.d4veloped many Social skills

4. 7iesthitlgs op own
`

5. ::ore grown up

-
o. ,Demands more attent-ion from. me now

4,

S'fhe (he) now asks many, more questions

a. Other '(specify)

.

J

(11) Do you feel.that your children lose out in any way. when yon;work?

" r

2. .....,.,

3. Jame degree

4. Yery much

0i 0 2

S.



(if respondent states 2-14, then ask)

1 In what ways do you feel that they lbse out when you ;re working?

1 Their supervision. (safety)
Iv

2.Education (watch that they do homework,
educational stimulation)

3. Attention and Love

4. Discipline (bad friends, get in trouble)

YES NO

P*1

(To Interviewer: 'Ask respondent each of the above four ways,
then ask if there are any others that they
c'an.think of) .

N.

(12) Golng to work is not easy fora mother with children. Finding
a good Job is tough and then 'mere 1sN.a home and your children
to take care of. What was the most important-reason in your
decision to leave welare and go ,to work.

1. :7eeded mere money

G. Bored at home

3,:atter,of pride, wanted to go to work

4. Ashamed bf being on welfare

Se an example for my children

6. : -as forced to'

going to wo..4k your,i .ry or did someone put pressure on

to s,,t a job?\

.. Own idea

2.e7P,re3 5:,,ure

nre:n,:,red)

,

Whc, was thnt *--o- o- agency that put pressure on you?

t) 0 I 0 3.



(1k) We know that mothers want th_ir children to be well taken
care of when they go off to Mork, yet would yo still
have tried.5to. get a 'job if- g oup day care was of available?

Yes

2. No

3. Not sure

44'
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I 'would n4',,,, like ',.'o as you some qi'pstions about ybur own personal

work exper-Avnes .7,7 some clug;stions Aabout the job that you have now,

if you are :csrkink,, and othqr questtons abotit past jobs

I.

Work HIStory

(1) Are yvioi,..w rkktz,*

1. ''DES.. 2. NO .(If1 y!Np", include Sec* ,ion A
end of work. experienc e)

\

(If not 'wO1-k 4g*ow) What are you.doing?
'

I. I am -IOOAir4 for work

0.7,1 gbi,ng o school

3. I am in ..4. vc dational-training
program-:.\

4. 1-. am tak4ng *re of ;Ay
etilren

. I' am pregnant

6. -Other (specify

II

( 2 )" Ape IT ou' looking

1. Yes

2. .No

Or a job?
t

.11.10

.4

(If/yes) Why do you think you're have trouble finding a jol?

.1. It ' z hard ,to flnd a job

2. z don't have ar.7 .raining

3. I don't have enp4gh education

4. There is discrimination

a

5. Other (speoify)c i

(I: no) Why are o-vj i. not looking for works?? ,

1. I donk need a Job because I
=

have -enough income
A

ED'

Y



f.

b

,

2. I am physically handicapped

. 3. I am in poor\health

4. I have no one ,to care fOr

5. 1y children need me at
hot'e and a sitter cannot
really "take my place

6. I. am enrolled in school

7. I am taking. a vacation from
work

. The.-4obs I could get don't
pay flough,

9. I,am:too old )

g-

10. I are not 'trained for any' good
jobs that areavailable

. 11..I dOnit have'pnough education
to get a good 'job -

Other

-,.i

(To interviewer:

(speci4"y).

If respondent is woz4king now start w1'71-

job and work" backwards asking the

questions ( - ) for allAobs
thei child startbd day care as well as the
two..most recent jobs' before day care was begun:
If not working nog, start- with most recent jab,
expa'riencea aat _Work. backwards to the same point.

Use
extra sheets lot, each additidnal job).

What vsit of work did-(do) you do on this job? (Probe for full
description)

k,;0) you havo LP;1(:7

40



ho :; many hours did (do) you-work per; Week?
time or on y`. for a -certain number of. hours?

.
- -

For abou how long did you have this 3obq

.:oar did you fLnd out about this job?

.. Day care personnel

2. Friends.

, Newspaper

4. Employment agency where you pay

Just went td com .ptniet and asked
t

about jobs'

o. State employment service,

7. Family told me

8. Sign in windovk

9. Church and community leaders

Was 11, fu3.1

.4

1

From other social agency
(specify

Other (specify

Can yaw please try tto remember tHe Year and month when you. first
started wbrking on this job?

if ,;ob is over) When did you stop working on this job?
and year)

or.

fr.

you get any raises? nOd

a.

you any promotions? How many? .

0 7 r
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016.;ny yc.a .lave this 7job? .

get fired
2. oot 1 id off

4

I.

3. zoo. ...red of it and quit .

14. 1 had to tkui for personal
reas ons

5: : qu-it
z.4

ecause I zot ailbetteob.
quit, to go to school

7. 0,6ner (speeify)

fp

Abo...zt c6:1 :ntrch money .bef.o.r.c.,, taxes and dedu.ctions did you earn on..tnis job per week.
1: less: than

49-149

$"140

3. 5ti-59%
A

.

4. 63-69

f;. 70-79

6. ,d,0-890

.,T: 90-99

4

9. 1:o-1191

13. 12o-129

11. 133-139

12. 143-1149

13. 150-159

'14: 163-169

L5. A7c -189

16, :93 plus
A

.44

A
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Now, d like 'to ask you about some of the problems y QU might.
11avk 'had on this jo)o. Did you have any problerrit with .--

)- YES NO

le. The pay

Lack 'of experience

Getting the job' in the first
pia.ce

. Getting to work

5. You health

Supervisors

Co-workers

Discrimination

The type o -work...,

10. The hours of work'

11. The union

12. Security on the job

\w13. faking care of your children

t.

(interviewer: Now ask this set of questions for next most recent
job and so on until you reach the job prior to
the onset of day -care)

1 0 9



Bael,:grOui-ld Information

:?;,ow to knish up, I would like to ask .some qUeStIps about your
own background and experien.ces,

How .old are you as or your last birthday?,

Where were you born.?

04

(P* hone rot born in mainland-
CiO%-',Old were you when you moved t:b -the

1-

How :long have you lived in New York City?

1. Le:Ss than one-year

2. Over one year .7- less than

3.

4.

5.

3 - 5 Years

6 10 Years

Over ten 'years

6 . 1,11 my :life

Now,we would..y.liK.e,:,tzy ask -you about the edation and training' that
you have received.

What is the highest grade In school that you completed?

4

Have you over received any vocational, business or technical training':
since leaving school? If so for how long?

O. No

1. Yes,- less than two months

2 Yes, months' 4

3.. Yes, 5-8 months.

4. YeS, 9 months to a year

for mono than a..yelar 41.



also interested in th house in which you grew up

work did you father do?you were growing up what_ sort o

rowing up sort ' work 'did you mother'do?

ow many ohildren Indluding'yoUrself.were inNthe'household.in
Which you grew up?

n regard to your own
children you have.

family, we would like

ow old were,you.When the first one.WasgbOrn?

aqW are your children taken care of dUring the: d
Number

1. In group day care

2. In other. type of day-care

In school

4. By myself

5. By relatives Or friends

o. vu.ner (specify)

Are there any other people living i
any:grandmOthers brothers, etc.

Brothers?

SSters?

ath,-r?

arandmother?

arandfather?

your household.

Number

For example,

0



Cousins?

Aunt t?

Friehds?

Totally, how manydep endents do you have?'.'
Z.

It is important for us to know ebout ybur expeienks with welfare.

In thd last fiveyears about liow Much time have you been on welfare?
Would you Saj all the time, most of the tiq.e,.8ome of the time,
or only. a samall amount of time ?.

1. All of the time

24 Xost of trip ,time

3. Some of the time

4. Hardly at all or
aunt of time

a small

,
,

bat' would u say 'is the most iMportant reason that you have
-had to go on welfare?

1. Husband refused to provide suppoftl

Husband lost his job

3. I became ill

4. I became pregnant

5. I had to care for my.children

I had to case for a,sick person

.L lost my job

8. Other (specify)

Do yoU still get money from welfare?

'1) 0112



Wnat kina-of_pay.ments are you

1:

Supplementary.

ettl.r;g; full or supplementary?

'FOR 1,NTERVIEWER DNLY

(To be completed following interview)

Language interVieW'waS cc:inducted: in

All English

2. Y.ostly:T;nglish
,

3:.'MoStly Spanien,

14. All k)ari:ish+:

-

2. Was there anydne else present auring the interview?
wbom?

here ,w6s inf.erview conduc.'&

. Sex'of/ nterviewer

5. Race or ethni:pity of respondent

6, Race or etbnicity of interviewer

A

7. Time .interview,began

8. Time interview ended

jOi13



Ad.d4tiottal Emn-o7ment/c

A'
What sor.t of job did you have before this job? (Probe for full

?
14

I
i

HD.i.,a you have. a title?

When did you stop workihg on this job? (Month and year)

Please ;try reMember when yoU began to work on this job
r

liow-many hours did you '`work per week? Was it full time ,nor only

for a cextain number of hourS?
.4 '

low:did you get this job?.

:1. daytare personnel

.2. frrends

nw-=4prer-

.1.1.-eniplOYment agency.where4you pay

5. just'went'to companies and asked
r

a.

6tate employment service

7. family told me-

sign in window ti.

4;

9.:schuiCh and community '1* aders

LOS. from Other social age cy (613 cify

11. other (specify

)1/4

about jobs

Did you have anything lined 'up when you left?

About how much money were you earning on, this job?

Did y t.Cget any raises? How many?

Did you get any proinotions? How many?

0 11
11ko t.:1)i-s lob?

0



Did you have any .particular problemi,on this job? How severe,

Were they? Hew long 'did it last?

5.

(To Interviewer: tlicit as many possible answers without probes;'

then probe- getting the job,pay, lack-of experience or training,

finding a'place to live, getting to work, family, supervisors,'

co-workers, .racism problem's r6lated to the compqny-1 the routine

and boredpm, layoffs, job security, union, discriminati.on,

favoritism-,-- any others.) 4

(After probing have them rank 'DI' to worst problem and so on.)-

'00/15



Aly

Household !lot., ors Emolo7ed.

of work does he (she) do? (Probe for a description)

2. How long :Ras he (she) been working at that job?

3. Does' he (she) work full time or only for a certain number of
hoUrS per week?

4. About how much does he (she) earn in a week?

5. Did he (she) have any jobs befsre that one ?' (Probe for a
brief descriptibn of work, history in last five liears).'

a

0,1

6. In th'e.41hst fiVe years, would you say that theca work/hg
most,of the time or not working most of the time?
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'APP,ZNDIX IV - LITERATURE SEARCH
. .

. 17 Emoloyment: and Employability -7> .-

We reviewed six studied (see Appendix ;74-A) in this ;category: and

:Nile eaell utilized different techniques and different sources of

data, there was general :agreement on u oilewing:

a) A,F.D.C. NothersDo. Work:
. .

The total percentage employed at any one time is usually

14-15% (85 full tiMe, 6% part td.W. Cp.xter points Out that 80%

one time held full time employment, 50% were eMployed:five

years or More and 545 worked after giving birth:: Similar, statistics

are supplied by ,Burnside and Cox. Rein an Wisbnov (see Appendix 2:1-C.)

:410 report a75 of A.F.D.C. mothers have worked at some time.

b). The 'im act of the Jabor market on employability arid

, .

-:-..71Ovment is considerable: Levinson defined employability as

having two primary components. _1 --Employment' potential,--Di,fined
AP

arbitrarily as education (high school), amount of previous employment,

and skill level of former jot. -2-7 Empl4Yment barriersfrom a list

of 12, the primary ones identified by Levinson are children under

eight years of age; iti5w-care unavailable or of poor quality, and

, .

...,--/

illness. Utilizing the 1961; 67, and 68 national studies on the

v
.

characteristics of A.F.D.C. client, he suggests that the employment ..

%
potential (based upon his ,definition) has risen- for the A.F.D.C.

.population from 25% (1961) to 44% in 1968, but that the barrlers

411
. .

remain the same.
p

Cox ,Carter and Burnside would agree with nevinson'F.1

0 2



1
tification of barriers to employment and the definition of employ-;

4

ment p wential.' However, 'as... will bedescribed shorty, they place

.much grea er emphasis'on the ldg'or market,available f.o minority

graup xo..ates as a major barrier(-toJemploymer4:

BirkowA itz and Warren caSt;'doubt on, the whole question of

determining employ.aility definitions based upon persona) charac-

teristics or attributes'in light of the labor market demands for

specific skills, low wage :insufficient te match welfare grants,
./

lack of adequate chi, .d care provisions', and discriminatory hiring

practices. Carter makes a strong case that the irregular marginal

labor market which confronts mothers and 'not persdrial

attributes is, the majo-r-brito empleyment. She supports her

case by identifying the,low wage-occupations'in which former A.F.D,.0

were employed, how similar A.F.D.0 mothers
mothers/am-to the group wheiurrently occupy these positions, and

that the case bturn -over (she refers to this as musical chairs)

ilviicate a back and forth movement between 5, seasonal, low paying:.

irregular labor market arid waif are status.

Carter also points out thatat Vhe_Minimum wage, a single

woman with two children must earn 1-1/3 times her salary to go

over the poverty lino. She sr.ggests that this fact alone would)

raise .real doubts about any large number. of women working themselves

off welfare.

Cox broadens the problem of employment and low wages to

all wome :. by pointing out tlytt t'ne median wage for & single woman

is just at the poverty line $2,295. If women, Who are Ahite,

better. educated, and more skilled than welfare mothers face a

major problem; in sulYporting themselves, Cox questions the I'ea.sibility



A

o., thu current A-.F.D.O. population working thetselveS off:welfaroH,

/ She suggests thut'the succ4Ss profile- tor
"

aAworkIng

met her be -7 middle ated, to ehildrenundert6',- hif4h schoolgradiiktp

, 4-: .

or .come col.lege,. work full time t.F., a,,prpfessionalitechnicianor.
i .- .

white Collar worker, beUhlte,, and be,married

., .

4 ,
- I v

c) ThC,fre are personal, personality, and background cha-,a-
,_____.

al.

sticz-that are a .ociated bmployability: None of these?

s ,

f.'suriveys'suggest caus llity for any onp varAh47or sets o varl'as.,e

c.".
they weight the eWect of one or several variables acting

toc.-zeher- All studies with varying emphilsis or phrasing list the

fellowing as factors aoociated With emploympt: high school

education, length ofvorevlous work experience, skill. level of" :'4

L

previous emp.loymentfewor and older children,` greater self confidence,

and motivation. ,They all acknowledge that. some variables can beL

artifact* (i.e., Axis: the skills of a high school education rIced9d'

to OO the ob or .s4-his requirement a preference or screening /.

device of some emp oyOrs?) They also point out thaw all variables

interact with labor market conditions. A tight labor market forces

employers to lower,work q.aalifications permitting leocl qualified
I

people to_ obtair6lobs and vice versa. They also agree that .'despite

the present inadequate st,ate.of our welfare and social policies,

and economic conaitions, these and .other personal, background

and'personalityfaotors in some.combination do affect the employ-

mJr,t-and umployaLility rot;,o-rJ.

d) 'There am :E2ortant oar:lanai service d

cbstac:es to emo.o7i:pent: Again with minor shadings in 4;'nazlz,
)-

0 ) 0 1 2 2



the obstacles or barriers to ermloyment identified in the

tudies-are:* young Children (under 6),ilack of

illness, unplanned prevnancies motivation

.

ebnfliCt.between maternal and work role

74pd transportation,

Aoain these variables:are not ,weighted

appear. Most frequently are younger -children lack of; .day-care
k 4 1

illness,and sel- f-confidence, The structural 6bStac16S

merit not listed here are the irregular (dual marginal, secondary)

are`= labor market, and discrimination. The service obstables

training prograMssocial services::, day care, and:placeMent services
4

These are not weighted 'out as indicated earlier Carter, Cox;
,

Warren and Berkowitz and Levinson Speak about the importance. of

the struAural obStacles-lorimarily the latormarket. This is

also true for all five studies referred to undei item c: "Welfare

and the Labor Market" as well as the fiVe.in depth studies to be

described later in this section.

2. Characteristics of A.F.D. -C. Mothers

We found three studies (see Appendix Z1-13) on this subject

each of which analyzed one or several'of the larger studies:

"Findings of the A.F.D.C. Study 1961, 67, 68, 71", published by

the U.S. Department of Health, Eaucation and Welfare, S.R.S.

All the findings are sithilar, so we will quote'the findings from

the recent study by Betty Burnside. 1. A 56,6%., increase in N

A.F.D.C. 'olls from 1969-71. 2. Continued movement of A.F.D.C.

.

Families to urban centers.- 75% of the A.F.D.C-: oopption in
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1971 lived in urban ce ,teas 3. Feer black families - 45.2% 1969.

43.3% 1971. it Median time, on A.F.D.C. shorter; 1969 23 nopthe

1971 20 months. 5 More first time applicants 59 . 7% 1969 ;

65 . A, 19.,72 6 Fewe'r long term:A.F.D.O. families (5 ;years or

Mere) 22. 8% .1969; 17:.7%-1971. 7. Drop in number of children

in .singie''arent families '. 3% 1.971 2;7% .s, A.F.D.C. mothers'

are ..youn:ger ( under 25. .ye ars ) 1°69 211. 2% 2971 2.8.8 9 . ProPortio

children. under six years - ,19-69 1971: lo. Work]

d.train1ng statistics -- a) 25% mother% are working, looking for work, or in

training; b) mothers working. Lill ttme 1969, 7.54; 1971, 8.34; c) mothers

working part time -- 1969 6%; 1971, 6,5%; d)23'% mothers had never wotted in

1971; e) referral to WINS Program 13.1% 1969; 17.6% 1971; f) In WINS Program

6.2% in 1969; 8.8% 19/1; ) 81.3% A.F.D.C. families headed by women 1971.

These modest changes in characteristics of A.F,D.c.

families would seem to have little impact upon the employability

ti

potential ,of this 134tiation. -Ian the positive stde we,4see less
,

long term families; shorte median `time on A.F.D.C. rolls,

and smaller families., -On the negative side we haye .younger

mothers,. more younger children, and less work' experience.

The relative changes are not large enough tb. change the

c!aSic problems aasotiated with the employment of A.F.D.C. mothers:

The Statistics .support the view that mothers do Work,

.i.e., median time on welfare; work and training statistics,

percentage of long term A.F.DI.C. mothers.

r
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Welfare and the Labor Market

There are five completed Studies and ane:study in 'process

(see Appendix this area: -Me one study in process was

included to indicate' the rise ;in interest in thissubj e ct

the study edited by. Peter B. boerintrergthe.researchers

found .that the major problem of participants (males) in a

progii:was:not 'edupatien or-training, bUt

-frequent turn --over 'in ;their lo'w paying dead-end jabs-

manpower

The .men
". .

had good but could -net-break into., good paying Union poSitions-.

The researchers hypotheSiied that there- is a. stable , preferred

primary labor 'market fox non-ghetto people,na 6,:se0oh.dary,

unstable low wage dead-end 'labor market f or the ghetto labCr force,

Employment stability is related to the'primary preferred labor

market, They recommend greater emphasis

placement, and training t enable ghetto

for the preferred labor 'market.

issue -of, discriti,nation.

They do

Rein and V shnov support this thesis

rear et Tat' welfare mothers

on job development, job

residentS to qualify

not 'dead.with the

of the secondary labor

tuggesting (as did Carter) that

'is used by welfare recipients to supplement the poor

instability of this market. In a fashion similar to

point to the few long term A.F.D.C. cases, the'short

welfare-
',

wages and

Carter they

period on

welfare (median 20 months), the frequent number of separate periodS-

of time people are on assistance, and cite two, studies done in
r

the 1950's ato show the consistency of the pattern over time and
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the lar o Pe centa.e of math

:conclude that-A.F.D.C. mothers are constantly in and out

secondary

wrth'full

this

marginal labor. market and use welfare .in conjunction

time and part time employment to.mainta4n thbtrigelves

They suggest, as have Carter, Cox W4.4n

and Berkowitz and other's.to be cited; in subsequent sections that

giventt4S'labOr tarliethe level of A.F.D.C. paymeni; plus

tood stamp's .and Medicaid ,- We trill emtinue to witness a movement

fro:. ;lark to welfare and vice- versa until A.F..D.C. mothers can

be helped uo.-move intothe.prima,.y labor Market or 'public employment

programs.

Dr.- Ferman and Dr. iviialer describe the same unstable

and low paying jobs especially for black women, who earn consider-

ablif less than. their male. counterpart's and less: than white females.

Their conclu.siOns are similar. to Doeringer, Carter and Rein and

.WishnoV.

Dr. Harrison's study of terrghetto areas also supports-the-
.

Oual labor Market theory, stating-that educatidnfor blacks

unless an a college level-has ilittle meaning n terms of earnings

.or job stability. He indielLs that white high school graduates

earn three times the.amount!pfblack high school graduates from

ghetto areas. His .recommendations parallelthose.ot the other

studies including a suggestion'forthe industrial developmont:,

of ghetto areas.to.veate a pritary labor market there.
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-..Financial-incentIceS and Weltare,
/.1

major studes in thi:i area, (See :Appendix aI-P)_.
at:

. Haus. his st'udY,'PAPPorts 17,he.flanoi41.incentiveS. of
, .

the 1967 welfa'e amendments, but statistically, shows ,that:,OnIT:a

small percenta e, .under present labor
t
market .conditions; can earn:

their way off welfare, even-When working full:time. He sullgests

allowing women to keep a portidn of their earnings without
1

reducin their welfare payments is an incentive to work, but that

the,factors of poor skills, a marginal labOr Market, illness, and..

41/1.1ng children nave a much greater

Appel in his ,study on ,tie work incentive, program. Michigan

oonaludeS that the oppOrtunity-tp.earn money at a low welfare tax

rate, encouraged more people to go on, Welfare, greater employment'

and income for A.Y,D;.C. mothers, and additional costs to tine

:tax paypr. He suggestS thlt this is inevitable (like a SPEEWMLAND

system) under present labor market conditions (low baying marginal

ork) and where the incentives are greatest at the very lowest aild

highest earning levels thus encouraging part time employment.

The study (ei.:e Appendix III) and Carter suggests that

where income disregard 1r,0hanisms (similar to the tax incentive

but operative where;; states provide Only-.a portion of the legislated

grant) are in effect,i;:ore women work to make up the ifference in

their grant,

! T:r. Depth. St ie (See Appendix III

a) Dr. Godwin in his-study IDO the Poor Want to Work". seeks

0



to answer the-question, do the poor really want to Work or do

they reject this form of-acti -'qty, preferring welfare or other,vays

getting "money?

,Litiiizing a sa 1pie of 11060
4

compared the work orientation

long term and,thort term welfare mOtherS

WOTkin class black and white families. Dr. Goodwin cOncludeS,th

and children with

'the work ethic of welfare alients the working boor, 'and lower-

middle claSs blacks are quite similar in attitudes-, goals, beliefs,

and-intention. There is no real ,aulture of poverty, only significant

degrees of difference in self - confidence, attitude toward welfar.,..'

and work related activity shaped bypaSt life and workexperiencps.

Differences between the work orientation 'of the poor and those Of

the non-poor seem explainable by different environmental factors and

experience.

Goodwin points out that even people who have failed in the

work world and who lack self - confidence- still subscribe to .the

wdek ethic. He observes that the lack of confidence expressed

bNower middle class black men, women, and their children who

have achieved-economic independence, is an expression of their fear-

that they will s1 de back into poverty. White lower class people

who have achieved far less economic success than this group
,

expressed more confidence. Gin themselves. Dr. Goodwin also points

out that those, peoole who had failed in the work world, shifted

their iPws on welfare: 'As their efforts-to se'ek jobs anc:/or

't AYAins diminished, they ratedwelfare as a more acceptable

alternative to-work.

J ;?, 8



Dr: GoodWin cencltdeS that Welfare client8 do not need

to)ialie their ettItvd;as. towards work changed; but need real oppOr

tUnities toexperience success that will.: bUild their confidence
,". . .

and that of'their -il4rep.. His findings strOnglysUggest'that

massive efforts t7ox!.te women into a WINS program with little

job potential will onlricreate loss of confidence for welfare.

mothers and their chilr'enand recommends that Me initiate large

public-service employment programs. He further-. suggests that

income maintenance plans ''Under present laborggriglions will not

affect negatively the work attitude of 'welfare recipients or their

children. On the final page he states, "Appropriate policies

.

would enable more poor people to experience success. .While success

TcannoL, be guaranteed the probability of its attainment for-larger.

numbers of the poor'thight be increased in two Ways The first is

to lesSen thesk of. failure by removing discriminatory barriers,

So that for example more. poor people become eligible for better

jobs;: the s=econd to reduce the cost of failure when it occurs,,

of providing a..gUaranteed income at least a small margin above,

the poverty level. Poor families should-1)e given enough economid

spourity and low -risk opportunity to rise in status according to

their desire and ability, without being overwhelmed by failUre .

induced by inequities in the social system."

At.
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'Opton,'Edward R. - "Factors Associated with Employment Among Welfare Mother&

Dr. Opton initially wanted:to do a comparative bdtweenthree groups

of A.F.D.C. mothers:a) 75 woven who had formerly been onwelfare Tbut who were

fit now employed and economically independent; ,b) 75 mothers who were A.F.D.C. re-

4
cipients, working part time, .but receiving supplementary welfare payments

c) mothers:who.had tried to obtain employment bUt wereUnetployed.::,
- '

examining,the similarities and differen6es between theSe'groups he hoped to'Ond

patterns which would rye him plausible explanations as to what factors were'ossociat d'

with successful employment and what. pol-icies were needed to make-employment pOsSible

for A.F.D.C. mothers. He hoped to answer the question "how empToyable are A.F.D.C.

mothers ?" Would more education,training, job placement services, financial in-

centives, child:care, casework services or moral preachment result in more employ

rent or are A.F.D.C. mothers,caught some culture of poverty? Or is unemployment

of A.F.D.C. mothers inevitable or a pr6 to the stru4Liure of a technological

capitalist society?

Dr. Opton found that he could not do his study because in reviewing a thousand

cases from the Welfare rolls he found only a handful of A.F.D.C. mothers who had

worked their way off the welfare rolls. In a sense he considered this the most

significant finding of his study even though he could not carry out his original
ti

design. ' Forhim it raised the.question as to the viability of the entire WINS

prbgrom. Instead of doing the original study Dr. Opton studied 75 women who

currently were on A.F.D.C. rolls or who had been recent recipients of A.F.D.C.

in Richmond County, California. His sample consisted of 77% Black and 23% White

in this category and did not include any Spanish speaking recipients. Pe con-

ducted an in-depth'intervIew with each one of the 75 A.F.D.C. mothers witll respect

to their employment history and n number of factors that could causally be (1,

related to employment.



-3esed upon- Or. Opton's study it appeared that the Most 1Mpertagt facters

4eterminingemploymCent were race migration- from the south, be i n ,a young meth r,

and being a deserted mother. He also found that the factors of the number of

children in the family, education, and health, Often-cited as barriers to

employment, were not nearly as strong as the factors juSt: mentioned'. In

D ,'Opton also found that those A.F,D.C..Mothers whose parents had

been employed in semi-skilled or skille bs were- much more successful in 9b;»-

worked but unskilled,octaming employment than,mothers whose. parents

cupatiOns, He Olsofdtscovered that mothers who had come from large

did not do as well as mothers who came from smaller families.*

fail

In analyzing his findings, Dr, Upton talked very candidly about the problem

of establishing even a semblance of causality. He said that he had to speak

hedgingly of associations and' relationships.
The phrase "seemed to be associated

with" appeared frequently in his study. He also indicated that some variables

might not reallj be 'what they appeared to be on the surface. Examples of this

are a) early pre ancy woUld appear to be related to a mother's not completing-

high school and not having work experience or being able to develop her vocational

skills rather than the pregnancy per se; b A.F.D.C. methers whose mothers had

not been employect and had remained at home seemed to score
very high on successful

employment. In analyzing this further Or. Upton discovered that these women

came from families where the father was working and had been employed in a semi-

skilled or skilled position. The. real variable was not that the mother was at

home but that the father had been employed in a relatively good position. He

further underscored this point by indicating that A.F.D.C. mothers whose mothers

had remained at home and whose fathers were unskilled workers not score

highon. employment.



Opton also reported on the difficulty of interviewingmelfare mothers

who were fearfut that they were'being investigated by the Welfare Department

or that this might be a.talesman who was going to sell them some :phony iteM.

received 75.refusals to be intervieWed. He also reported on his problm of '

-determining outcome criteria. How do you measure employment success? 7 is a

tother with one child who is. earning $175 a month more or less successful- than

the mother who has a family of 5 and is earning $175 a month? Dr., Opton resolved

this problem.'by-setting up three categories for employment, namely, currently

employed, ever employed and total time the mother had worked.

Dr. Opton also made some important observation's about how people conducted

their search for jobs, lt was interesting to note the very low esteem that the

WINS and the United States Employment Service were held in by these mothers,
.

Only 1% of the mothers reported attempting to use the United States EmplOyment

Service as a means of obtaining employment.

Dr. Opton also made some very interesting and important'comments about the

factors associated with a welfare mother's decision to work. He suggested, based'

upon his interiie0s, that many women were ashamedsof assuming the unerployed

status as opposed to being viewed as a mother, most mothers did not understand

the incalculable welfare tax on earnings and did not take-advantage of the

incentives and many mowers, as reported in the North Star Study, felt the strong

insecurity of going into the labor market and giving up their welfare payments.

They were concerned that once of welfare it would be difficult to get back on

again and if they succeeded there might be a lapse of two or three weeks in

which thee would be no income available to themselves or their families. These

three concerns of the welfare mothers were offset by a fourth factor: the financial,

social and psychological benefits of -some. Almost all of the A.F.D.C.

moars in Opton's study. said they wanted to work and 72% had In f"'ect worked.
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he remaining 28% were mainly women who had had affirstchIld befere.they were

old enough to Work,- andlohose children were still.infants.

Opton also documented the fact that welfare mothers, even when employe,.
.

are in the marginal irregular job market. The women he interviewed were either
ir

.

domestic workefs

. .

low wage service employees, low skilled prodOctiOn lineipMployeeS

file clerks,"etc. He makes-the point that these are low paying,-Tnsecure and

deadend positions 'which offer little hope of success in terms of: steady em-

pioyment,or working.one's Way off the ,welfare rolls. He then quotes Abraham.

r.

MaSIowtnd jeanne Knutson `who argue that there is a- natural hierachy'of human
,

Motives, (ldhen needs for material-secUrity are unmet, these needs doMinate the

. .

emotional and motivational life; wheh-they are satisfied, at "least at a
.4

level other "higher' needs emerge, develop and,direct humap,mptivatiOn. Opton

then makes his own quote about these theories by saying "one might sum this

theory up in, a phrase: 'bread:firSt, beautiful ideals later.'",

flls:recommen.dations are broad inscope namely, 1) eliMinatien of discrimination

in employmentto allow A.F.D.C, mothers an opportunity to get into the primary..

.

-,job market; 2). national standards "of welfare payments to Peduce migration;

3) gov&rnment fiscal and monetary policy to encourage a full economy which pro-

vides jobs supplemented by direct government employment; 4) effective sex_

education programs for young girls coupled with effective birth control information

to avoid early pregnancies; 5) better education which will keep mothers in school,

. .

..

and- prepare them for the labor market; 6) welfare policies which do hot discriminate

against-the intact family but encourages fathers to remain with families.
)

0
.

Des 'to the small sample involved in thisstudy, 1 believe the technique of

in-depth interv=iews paid rich dividends - in identifying'important variables and

-.providing deep insight intothe concerns, fears, and obstacles A.F.D.C. mothers face

7pg and maintaining. employment.
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Klausner, SaMuel Z. - !!The Work Incentive Program: Making Adults
A

Economically'independne University of Pennsylvania - Ph4ladelphia,

June 1972' Dep't. of Labor Contract,514.0-6901.

The eurpose'of this study was not to evbluate the effectiveness of the

WINS program but to discover somt of its scicrai and,porsonali consequences and

to specify social, psycholOgica4 and cultural:. mechanisms 'involved, in the

tiensition from welfare. to ,the world of work,

The study was" based upon,0 sample of 600 head ofji0fisehald mothers

selected from the following categories

1. Welfare mothers totally dependent on welfare.

2. Working mothers

3. Welfare mothers partly dependent 6n welfare,:l.e. worked part

4,.WINS participants and non -WINS elioibles who didn't pa-rtidipate

the WINS program.

44e researchers compared these four Categories of mother on empl

history, background and family characteristics, attitudes towards welfare and

work, and attitudes towards the family. The researchers discovered the following.

"Our hurIch is that A.F.D.C. mothers, like you and me work when it is to

their advantage, and do not work when work would be disadvantageous, e.g.

employment w111 be sought when, it appears that gains, financial, social and

familial outweight losses . . . The factors tbbt4create employment opportuni-

ties are the same for welfare mothers as for the general population, but the

balance tends towards a disadvantageous labor market position'for the former."

).

(Chapter V - pg.2)

2. None of the 12 predictor variables i.e. (marital status, - and age

of children, availability of day,:care, desire for smaller families,, better

educated, stigma about welfare, good health, friends not on welfare, score high

on 1^ etc.) showed correlations of astounding magnitude or seemed to provide

the key to the employment problems of A.F.D.C. mothers.

0 I 3 4
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3, At any point in time, those preferring a small family (one criteria for

a modernizing versus a traditional mother), not having children under sN, hnd

being of good health are more likely to work.

4. The best-predictor of participation and success in the work force is

the mother t-s reported intention to work or not work. (i.e. Motivatioh or work

-6-- orientation.)

5. Measures of welfare stigma do ge6i-19 as preclictOrS.

6. PotentiaTearnius is apoe'r predictor of works orce activity. There is

no evidence that the welfare motherts calculation of sheer economic gain and

loss has anything to.do with'her employment. Whether this means that she is
7'.

immune to narrowly conceived economic considerations, pr whether the question

was too abstract for her to Cer validly is unknown"p report also suggests

that WINS training is only .partially effective because, such problems as health,

child care, and transportation cause drop -outs and failures. Another obstacle

to success was the fact tflat neither training allowances, nor the subsequent

earnings of the family head provided an income sufficient to remove thillir:y

frol welfare dependency. WINS as an agent for fostering individual andiltbcPb1

change, as 'a transitional socal structure between welfare and work was judged,

for a, wide variety of reasons' (poor administration, inadequate training, and

Cie labor, market) to be inadequatie.

The study concludes by suggesting that a training program and job

placement service alone can neither substitute for an exOnding job market in.

maximizing opportunities, nor can it contribute to the re-establishment of

complete families -- both Of which would go far in achieving the fundamental

goal of reducing welfare rollS by aiding those families to become economically

self-sustaining.

Its recommendations are brood and addressed primarily to:

1. Expanding job opportunities.

2. Improving the functioning of the WINS program.'
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3. Pros:tiding better: voca

_4..S,up0,arting-the..Hmode?n

tional training and education,

4zing women (does not see homemaker5as-!

central or sole role) to broaden social relationships, contact
.

witK:the, world 'of work, and to exparOhtr education.- This:

0

would include helping traditionalists (women who view role

solely or primarily as harremakers) in transition to modernizing'

)..

role (via expanded social contacts).

4
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Fin-e Ronald, E. "A.T.D.C., EMploYment and Referral Guidelines."

institute for Interdisciplinary :studies-. 'Minneapolis, Minn. Dept.

Cbntraci, June 1972, S.R.S. 69-59.

The study's .major pui-pose was to deVelbp.a setof referral guidelines

that could be us'eLd to select candidates fer employment training programs who

have the greatest potential to succeed. The ,underlying aSsOmptibn of the k-

studyis that there are not suffiCient resources to train-everyone,.and that

same scientific selection process would make for a more efficient utilization

Of resources.

A sample of 3500 A.F.D.D households'.(single parent ferle) in nine

counties (3 small urban and 6 rural). from Florida,, Michigan., and Minnesota

was selected for the study. The ',case rlaeds.Of A.F.D+ mothers Whose cases

opened or-reopened were analyzed for employment history and // predictor,

variables i.e. (age of mother, age of children, family size, race; health;

..pregnanCy; educationi prewnce of other adults; welfare history prior to

intake; motivation, pressure tb work, and knowledge of alternatives). All

of the informatiOn was obtained from case records and-case workers were asked

to rate the welfare mother's Motivation to work.- None of the clients were

interviewed. Regression equations were developed for all nine counties,for

three dependant variables: earntngs, employment status, and case status.

The study found that the most effective predictors of successful em-

ployment outcome were: previous employment history; earning at intake; and

high school education. it also found that motivation and labor market conditions

were important factors in determining outcome and that the availability of day

care service is necessary if women are'to seek and maintain employment.

In terms of the cost benefit gains of the WINS program to taxpayers and

to Clients, the study reports no economic gain to either. The study also

cuestions the validity and utility of developing referral guidelines for a
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program which turrentlyjs unable o achieve any measurable degree

placing trainees on jobs.
,

%. -.

The Gesea chert recommend that the WINS program be improved by:
,

1. Using: ocational training models that have been successful and emphasize

g'kills that are i -demand.
. e .

*
2. Place increased emphasis on job placement, i.e. matching clients and

-'4lobs and findingjobs..

3. ProVide subtidized day care, for women, 'tom assistance with daycare .

is a virt01 necessity if Women are to be.employed."

4,The selaction.pi-beessshould-utilize the following criteria --

once theWIN3.proeram has .been.'JmOroved;

A).Does- the client wish to work.

B) Does she'have a good. chance.tossucceed i.e. good. work,history,
.

high school graduate

C.)..Atiler expected earnings, would employment be economically worthwhile-

forfor this client and the taxpayer

These selection criteria orguidelines are predicated on the assumption
AP

"theft the goal of. the WINS program is to minimize taxpayer's cost and to maximize

the welfare clientes economic returns. Frankly, I find the econometric Model.

somewhat antiseptic and too theoretical. j.

It is difficult to envisien, under present social and.economic,conditions

how these recommendatiop$ could be implemented. Both the selection criteria

and recommendations improve the program, undetscore the conundrum of training

people for a labor market that cannot al5sorb or suppott low skilled new entrants

at aliving wage.

E. :Miles, Guy H. Dr. and Thompson, David L. "Characteristics of the A.F.D.C.-

Population that Affect the Outcomes of WINS" - North Star Research and Derlopment

Institute - Minneapolii, Minn. Dept. Labor Contract, 51-25-69-06, July 1972

The study was in actuality three studies:

T. LC:4 Fami1ies. im-lications for the WINS Program"
ni) 0 1 3



2t "Self Actuated Work $ehavTor Among LOW InComo People"

3. "Factors Affecting the Stability of the Low-Income Family"

The study compared the individual attit, des, behaviors, values, and other

characteristics of women who were participating in the WINS program with women

Who were Working at low wage jobs and iiiomen_who were on welfaXt. A sample of

some 2,000 women in the WINS-,program,wies compared toe,total of.3,000 women in

the other two categories. The women were interviewed three times (at 6 month

Intervals), The findings. indicated that attitudes towardS work and welfare

had little relationship to the work status of women in all three categories.

On the other hand, the findings indicated that the womants degree of self-

confidence was an important determinant of employment outcome. This finding

would support those of Goodwin, o would add however, that self-confidence

was in turn engendered by successful employment. The study also indicated that

a woman's attitude and concern about the adequacy of child care available was

a very important determinant of her willingness to seek employment.

TheZtudy also suggested that employment did increase the woman's sense

of self-respect and improved her Image within the family.

The-researchers formulated five general principles, based upon their

findings, that affect the stability of low income

,F
1, -The incentive that gets low income people to work is experience

with work.

2. The deterrent that keeps low income people (welfare'recipients)

from working is t

amrservice.-

3. Some low income (deTre recipients) people simply cannot hold jobs.

4. People who work feel better pSycholOgically and physically than

people who do not work.

1r fear of losing Welfare income, benefits,

5. The employment of the parent in a single7parent household doer; not-

negatively affect the children,

0 913 9



The study teddmmends that welfare 'recipients be:exposed to the world

of worki but in situations ih which they can experience success,. Sp they can

build their self Confidence 7-- a prime determinant in lOng term eMployment

outcomes.

In Vjetw of the current job market and the very 1En14succets tate of the

current WINS program, this very- logical and constructive recommendation (also

suripOrted bi-Goodwins .study)` iinpossible to implement..

1 :
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Labor Market Conditions.

Scale
Prepared by: Mr.. Samuel Ehrenh4lti

r , Regior6f 'Dieector
. .....Cureu of Labor Statistics:-'

In order to provide, an indicator of relative lab r market

conditions and prospects for some 34occupations held by the 150-odd

day care mothers' in the sample, a scale wa developed using primarily

.t."

the statistics available from the authbritative Federal-State cooperative

program of Current Employment Statistic's for the years 1967-1971, which

provides comprehensive monthly and annual statistic for all of the

sectors of the New York City economy. Overall, nonfarm payroll jobs in

New York City.increased by 1.6. Percent in 1968, and 2,0 percent in 1969'

and then declined by 1.4 percent in 1970 and 3.6 percent in 1971.

The employment change data were supplemented by estimatesoof

I

occupational replacement demand prepared by the New York State Department

410 of Labor for the period 1968-80, coy6ring the estimated labor force
-,

attrition because of death, retirement, and withdrawal from the labor

forte for other reasons. These factors making for jot; demand were

given a weight of0one-;third.and.current jpb prospects as .indicated by

industry employment changes, the remaining two-thirds.

The Current EmployMett Statistics system series were selected

I.

for use because of their role as the primary source of valid, compre-

hensive information on current and historical employment changes for

the Nation, states, metropolitan areas, and New York City, and because '

of the almost complete lack of any similar body of relevant data on

current occupational job trends or occupational job vacancies. The only

ongoing, survey covering some 45 cross-industry occupational groups, the

annual Area Wage'Survey for New York City conducted by the Bureau of

.
.

Labor Statistics, does not provide Valid year-to-year changes in

(P.
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c;ccupational employment, while the Job Openits LaboT(Turnocier Statistics

(JOLTS) program conducted by the New York State Department of Labor in

cooperation with the Bureau of Lab.or Statistics and the Manpower Administr'a-

.

Von-does not yet yield valid information on trends in-job vacancies by

occupation.

As specified by the requirements of the project the scale

developed'uses a range from CO through (10) with the lower numbers (1)

and (2) reflecting rapid employment increases and very goed-job prospectSki
4

(3) and (4) moderate or slower employment increases and good:job-prospects,

(5) and (6) stable or unchanged employment and fair job prospects, (7) ,and

-(8) slow or moderate employment declines and somewhat negative job
0

prospects, and (9) nd (10) sharp employment declines and quite poor job

prospects. For eac occupation a separate factor was developed for each

of the years 1968;1969, 1976,, and 1971. The factors are intended...to be

_comparable both as among years and among occupations.

For eael occupation repeeff, the effiployment changes were based

on trends in the most appropriate industry group, generally a 2 -digit

Standard Industrialassification group, .selected,folloOing a study of

occupational structure patterns of various'industries. For example, the

indexes, for waitresses, barmaids, and other restaurant workers, were

based on employment changes tn the New York City restaurant industry

(SIC group 58) for the years involved, since that industry emplcys3 more

than half of all food service workers.-

For many cross-industry occupations which are not concentrated

in any, one, or several industries, it was often possible V reference to

A
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cit

the original questionnaires, to identify the industry of attachment of

the specific workers involved. th the,41atively few situations where

this wqs nut feasible' or otherwise unsuitable, a determination of the

most appropriate industry group was made after an examination of availabTe 1

. data on the.labor market for the occupation. In a few'casesthe overall 1

employment Changes-An the New York City economy Were used, supplemented

by estimates of replacement demand arising from labor force attrition.
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.LABOR MARKET CONDITIONS SCALE

Occupation

Beautician

Waitress

C-

1968

Fattory worker, unskilled

Factory worker, skilled

Domestic

Cashier.

. Clerk key punch

Filing clerk

Typist

Secretary stenographer

Executive secretary

Receptionist

Switchboard operator

Shipping clerk

School cross guard

Sales clerk (local store)

1 1

School teacher. i 4

1

1969

3

1.1

1970 1971

g.)

I

e

(.9



Teacher aid'
teacher

Assistant head start or. day care
IndUstry cleaning or chamber maid

Social worker -para-professional

RN or PN

Nurse's aid

Bar maid

.Restaurant 'Worker counter work

Restaurant worker cook

Superintendent

Assistant dietician

Interviewer

Banking teller.

Manager

Baby sitter

Bookkeeper

Clerical medical

IF

9 4 5
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FliFIQUENCY DISTRIBUTION.

Table*. : IA .

-it
WHERE. WAS INTERVIEW CONDUCTED?

1
Hoke Day Care Ceniter Street Other U known Total

Percent 86%* 2% 2% 6 100%

Number 135 3 3 7 9 157

Table 2

OTHERS PRESENT DURING INTERVIEW

No ye s Unknown

Percent 31% 63% 6%

Number 48 99 10 15

Tot al

100%

9

Table 3
ETHNICITY OR ,RACE OF RESPOND

Black Latin- e ri c an Other Unknown Tot al

Percent 78% 7% 1% 3% 99%

Number 122 27 . 2 5 156

)1At

Table 4

ETHNICITY.,OR RACE. OF INTERVIEWER.

Black Latin= American Unknown Total

Percent 62% 35% 3% 100%

Number 97 55 5 157
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NUMBER SOURCES USED TO LOOK FOR .A JOB

Percent.

None 26%

1

2

3

4%

13%

8%

19%

5 10%

6 ko%

7 4%

8 3%

9 3%

A

la. 1%

Total 100%

Number 1t6.

,)1) 18 3
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Table 68

0-BSTACLES'TO EMPLOYMENT
/

Toughest Problem (Open Ended)

NUMBER PERCENT

-Pay 18 18%

ExperiOlcf 13 13%

Getting;: the Job 6 6%,

TranSportation 5
.

5%

Health -4 41%

>
T.

Supervision 7 7%

Coworkers 2 2%

DiscritinAtion 5 . 5%

:

Type of Work 6 6%

Hours 7 7%

Job Security
)

5 , 5%

Child.Care 22. 22%

Other '1 1%

'TOTAL 101.. 100

J0192'
41%
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Tattle' y0 .

WHY..TROUBLE'FINDING JOB

Reasri

Jobs Are Scars.ei
/

No. Training

No EdUcation

Discrimination

Other

TOTAL',

Number.

11

Prcsnt.

149%

26%

17%

4%

104

t.

Table 71

WHY NOT LOOKING FOR WORK

Reason N_ irmb'er

t

Enough Morley 2

Health .14

Child Care 16

In School or
Training 15

Othqr 8

TOTAL 55

4

k) 5
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Salary

Hpurs.

Employment Status

Labor Market

Table' 90 .7

SUMMARY REGRESSION RESULTS .

WELFARg STATUS

-.24** .06'

-:30***

.763*** .31

.00

Percent Day Care Use - .r.92 .00

Number People SuPpLted'.19* .01

Percent Work. Before
Day Care

'Vocational Training

Education

Age:

Ethnicity

o

.14

.02.

09

. 61***,

..08

. 06

. 00

-.12. .-Ol

-.30**4

-.01

= .45

.67'

11/144 D.F.

F = 10.58

P< .001

. 00

.00

0 18

0,4
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TERIOD AND EXCLUDING NON - WORKERS

MONIES UNEMPLOYED
TO FIRST JOB TO
Z-YRS..AFTER DAY CA

STD.
r AR2 BETA,

.24*, .06* .22*.

-.03 .00 .08

-.06 .01 -.05

-.44* .20* -.39*

.01 .00 : .19*

.11* -.38*.

.0-9 .00 .04.

-.06 .00 .op

MONTHS UNEMPLOYED
TO-FIRST JOB
'.(EXCLUDE NON-WORKERS)

STD.
W. BETA

-.03- .00 .-.00

.09 .01 .16

-.14 :02 -.22

_.35*** .14***-

-.02 .00 .14

-.28** .07** -.33**

.02 .01 .18

J, .04 .01 .06

R2 = .ia.

A = .62
F = 11-.20 with 8

and 147 d-f.
P4. .001

R2 =
R =
F =

0

.26
,.51
4.23 with 8
and 95 d.f.

P4.001
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