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AN EXPLORATORY L:":TUDY: "THE UTILIZATION OF GROUP DAY CARE SERVICES S
- _ AND ITS IMPACT ON MATERNAL EMPLOYMENT" o
! P RN Lo : M : :
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" INTRODUCTION: , - . | .
0. v. - \ ) . . ' ~ - . . ) Pl

. . :
function in the 120 years since the’firgt Center“'"the Nursery for

;East Side to care for poor'ohildren‘yqose mothershhad to work.

6,300 in family day care.

gressive education, and early childhood education movements, {ts initial
o

.Chiidren of Poor Women;" was organized in 1834 on ManKattan's Lower

A Day Care Programs in New York City have grown both in size, and .
4 - ‘ T

‘
-

* B .
. .
v -
o

From these modest beginnings with the sole eméhagis on providing

‘% IS o S
safe physical care, Day Care has devé!oped.é::o a‘major social and "'\,/fﬁ
eduCational‘early'childhood,Serviqe serving average of 36,100

I

chlldren from welfare and non-welfare famllles throughout the City

-

dur%ng,the year 1973.1  of these children, 29 800 Were in group care,

' /. ' ) .

. ‘ -

»

_ under the influence‘of the kindergaften, settlement housg, pro-

-

gnstodial function has evolved into a family foctused professional

- e

child ‘development program. . Y :

Educational enrichment, early childhood socialization; degecfion
’ - ¢ ) R
of physical and emotional problems, health care, parent education, and

supportive counseling are currently the goals and functions of many of
. ; .

tﬁe Day Care Proérams. B .

3 vx. -

The progress of the Centers has been impressive, even though not
A .
all the operating Centers have achieved this level of diverse pfofes- Coa

sional function and too many still offer primarily custodial -care.

A -
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Serving three Interrelated functnons'

-

One observer netes) - ' ' . T

'Wyé hnstory of New York ctty s -day care effort is
. & ¢hfonicle of events. and accomplishments that has
~“ not been duplicated in any other municipality.
, v Rolntucal participation from its citizenry, concern,
n /by its elected and appointed officlals, imagination
-;/¢.and courage.in pioneering for the welfare of young

children are-all factors IniNew York's dynamic skatus .,

. as the leadun%_cuty in the history of Amerlcan day care-
'/( development,' »

Penerally, from the early 1940¢s (the beginnlng of some publlc

flnapcla4 support for Day Care) untll the late 1960' s, policy makersj'
program admunlstrators, and staff have officially viewed Day Care as

/

ot DI ¢
] - As a Child Care Servuce to provnde family stabi||ty

. and unlty for mothers who wanted to and/or had to’

. "* : . ] .
work, These include both working qlass and AFDC .
: B - p “\ .

mothers, ,

//" 2 - As an educdational, sociallg?tfdn; and developmental
> program for normal pre-school children and children’

with special needs,

3 « As a child=care service for over~burdened mothers

’ \- . o .
to relleve family strald and help keep the family

~. ' intact, . .
. . . ,

- ~ . .

Ih a less systematic but similar vein, the Commissioner of the New Yorﬁ_

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

the purpose of Day Care In the following way !




. - , N . - » . N
“in addition to the preventive ge¥vice in relation to applying - , .
for, public assistance, ! am also convinced that Tt (Day Care) .
LT _ does help to maintain scund family relations. «The quality =+ =~ e °
LT within the Centers is J‘thigk responsible. for this, The Day o
S - . . ‘Care program has developed from the contributions of the Nursery -
‘ * School movement, progressive education, and the fields of health = =~ ..
_ " and soclal work, allof which have been concerned with the care, '
." protection, and growth of children, Vhile emphasis is placed
on understanding the child as agZindividual; he Js always seen «
as part of hlS\family group;*! o - :

- : '
« . v 4

-

J "With the Ipportance of the relationship between childrenvané o
: thelr parénts constantly in mind, the Center is seen as supple~- o
menting the home and sharing responsibility for the development '
and care of the chlldrep with the parents.” 2 ' . T

. B N v In ;be‘late ISGO'SAandE§aflyv1970's with the rapid increase Tn the
AR ' A:bc wel;aré'popu]étigh3,;;f51ngvwel$é;;'c05ts‘an§‘publié regétlon to '“:1 
‘4 f'* we]faﬁe and‘boverty'§r§§rpms,'many,pollticiansland policy makers begain |
to dém;nd that alivﬁbcial serylce progqams together WitﬁtbeWIQ lnstitpted‘
‘ ' , .wor;; "t:rain-i}\g. programs L focus;'c;xc-ldsiye'ly on‘ reducing ,the\ welfare rolls,. . - ,'

An egcelIent'lTlusfratién of th}s is the cﬁange-tnithe federal
regulatlons‘govérning‘sociaI servfces;pursuant to the Social Security .
B . Act, The regulations“publishedlby'thé bepartment of Health, Education
- _ . ﬁnd Welfare, Social *and Rehabilitation Servige January 28, 1969 5 that

~’*’//afe‘still in effect today state:

r ' "The Social Sccurity Act defines the full range of services for ,
) families ipy AFDC categories as follows: services to a family or
’ ' any members thereof .for the purpose of preserving, rehabilitating,
reuniting, or strengthening Ehe family_and such other sgrvices as
, will assist members of the family to attain or retaln capability
.o ' for the maximum self-suppert and -personal independence,'!

K]

. * ) - % v -
The goals of self-support and preserving, rehabilitating, reuniting
. . ' .» : K . -
or strengthening the family are presented as borh valld and equal goals, v
<o , ' R : ) ‘ * t “/
, ‘ separate and distinct even though In pra‘ctice they are frequently r\elated.

-~
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S . , “In 'aadition under these 'regulations sewices were ava!lable to
former and potential welfare reclplents as well as current reclptents

under the‘E’lIglbIth Rules 90vernlng both these goaTs.h S ‘ ' .

C - ‘\ -

»

S The latest in a seMes of proposed regulatlons governing socjal

J‘ o : services as amende‘dunde& the spclal security act was published on i
\ ] « October 31, 1973 6 defines its goals (Sact.’ ‘221.8 Program Control and'

. Coordinatlon) much dlfferentLy. :federal reimbursement can only be o\

4 -
L N ’ #
claimed for servlces supportlng the attalnment of the following goaIS‘ 'i. .

-~

1 - Self-supbort go‘al‘ To achleve and malritaln“

- L] !

o . Q@ ' ‘ the feaslble level of emplo?ment and econoTic o
U:xgg?ﬁ'ﬁﬁi s self—sufflciency. (Noé applicable to the %ged : .
o | ; . under the adult services program ) .j |

® | 2 - Self-sufficiency goal Under this IV-A, for

reciplents of financial assistance and otherwisc

‘. : " . - ellgfbla indlviduals who are meptal}y retarded o .
| [ as détermlned un¥er 221;55(d)_ (3) of this chapter, . P
and for all eligible individuals under the adult A
R L ' s&rvices program, to achleve and maintaln persanal

.

- - ‘ !ndepen&ence and self- determ!natloh.

‘
. ,' ' 3 - Strenéthenvlng family life goal, For all rec!pieﬁts -
?,:; | of f-;nancjal' a:sslstanég under the family program, °
- to.s't‘re}\gthcnfgmlly life prt;'vldlng ‘(l) famllly. .
. "k . pldnning services and (2) such dTned family 'servlcest
| B . . B ~ ¥ In.the State ;;lan as are neccssary\ to prevent ncglc.ct.
or abuse of a childwilp has been ljentlﬂed "as er\y
A ’ ' to®ecome neglected or abused as a Fasult of ho"e conditior(s /

[MC R ! ' ,which serlously threaten the child physically or emotionally,

SR o7 o ”

o, - . A .
- B S L s . " . -




- - ; \ o | R .y‘. L A

O AT J -5 ' . SRR
. B . ' It is clear that this proposed _-ohange narrows the function of - 7 B ‘
ff call soclaldeervlces almost exolusively to tHe goal/of_self-suoport . ‘

~ and self-sufflcleney for current reclpients' nd away from preservihg, .

: \\; = A \‘rehahllltetlng, teunltlng and strengthening the‘famlly.

fémlly‘life"goal it is llmlted sole y to current reciplents and is

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

£ . Under section 221 9 "6eflnltlon of Servlcesv theie goals are
N . ¢ » Ny Y
. stated agaln as they apply to Day Care Servlces. '

. . ) .
. o= % h '
. - 4 .
. - FR P . . -
¢ -
' 4 .

o , Day Care Services for Children jgfhle means care of a child

[y

,‘ - e ‘.'./ y ) . .
for a portlon of the day, but g#ess than 24" hours, in his o S

‘ . - own* home _by a responsuble p.' son, oy outside his home.by
* ' " cr o 1

a responsible person, or o tside hls home in a day care . N

/faci”ty, N\

% N i ' ’ ' . .
: . Such care must be for the purpose of- ehahllng the caretaker's
" .

relatives. to’ partlclpate in. employment or tralnlng, or because

of the death, cont!nued absence from the home, or incapacity-of v

the child's mothgr,éndﬂthe Inability of any member of such child's o
.o . P) .

family to provlae‘adequate and neEessary care and sdpervfsion'\\

']

for such child, = . . h | : SR

- =

. Day care may also be provided when -appropriate, for ellélble .
chjldren who are mentally retarded, and to reclplents tp the p
”ﬁcnt neccsgary to accompllsh the strengthening family llfe goal,

. .
4
A .
. s 1
.
. .
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. The policy makers,are,ciear anid QXplicitTf Their3prime'g6a[

N

under these.reguiations is self-sufficﬁency.

.

(e

Strengthening the family'

¥

>

is 8 carefully circumscribed goal (against child abuse only) that was .

)

reluctantly added to the regulations oniy after a iong politlpal struggie.}

A}

fhere are-other important changes in the prososed October 3i

1

1973

regulations, These changes severely narrow the eligibility rules and

.restrict. allowable income for present, potentfal, and former wel fare

. recipients. The net efﬁpct Is to support almost exclusively the selfh

sufficiency goals for curtent welfare. recipients only. In essence,

. 1) T, . .

under these regulatiens, the sole purpose of day, care is to éet people

» .

| Y 2

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

off the welfare rolls,
. TN

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

7‘ L : ¥

Suffice to say, It required two Congressional bills’ and a massive

public outcry to defeat H.E.W.'s efforts to implement these rkgulatﬁbns-

an-almost\unpcecedented action for COngress to take,
, . .

It Is against this social and political background that the

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

-

-\ supported- by federal, state, and city tax revenues' to get thelr.clients
off tlle welfare rol1s was felt long before these new HEW regulations were

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

-~

preSSure, the Day, Care Councﬁl of New York submitted a proposal to the

0ffice of Child Development of H,E.W. which was approyed fn dune 1972,

> ’ v '
Thqforigingf/;roposai utilized an exploratory rather 'than experimental

.

design to answeg@two broad questions:

10609 o S




1 -~ What was the perception of these women about the

quality and impact of Day Care services upon them,

3‘ as working mothers?

)
) Z - What were the employment outcomes o;tgiese AFDC
mothers who had’voluntarily soughtha% Care ser-
vices in order to work? , ‘ \

¢ : . : . .

In séeking the answer to the 2nd'question,‘about employment outcomes,

the Day Care Council oﬁ&mfw‘York was clear that ;it did not believe day
) T ' : .
: . \ : X

care sexrwvices weke sufficient' to overcome the many obstacles to employ- /.

.
-

ment encountered by women on welfare.

i v

~ 3 ‘ \ . . . . .
) '. . ) .) B i .
Itg.long éxperience, with both.workind'and AFDC frothers, had demon~-

strateéélo them that day care is a necesséry but not sufflc1ent varlable

»

in employment outcomes. Thas 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.

. subject to simplistic soll@tions. - ~

It simply states the reality that em-

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

N .
- - e

The origlnal proposar polnts out that much of the pending welfare
reform L$gxslat1on which mandated that women on AFDC seek employment,

assumed that the provision of day care services and vocational training

would make.employment poseible'for'this‘population;~




;3f day care services, who over state Its power as a social service and

L4

-8 -

I

. I 8 . .
It goes on to state that: , . ‘ . .,

A

RV

UThe Study.here proposed would praovide valueble ) o,
background Information on the validity of the - :
.assumption that such a program will, in fact,
. result it a long-term change in the dependency . -
- : status of AFDC recipients. In addition, the 3 _ R
" study‘wil) give valuabfe insight imto the - o
success or failure of the efforts of a large : :
- group of such mothers who voluntarnlx without \ :
- official mandates, chose to seck employment and
- self~support when quality day care service was’
o avaflable to their children,' - :

-

ot | . . ’
‘.

¢ The first.draft of 339 study design stat;,es:9
e believe for both pragmatic and philosophical
reasons that employment should not be the sole
purpose of group day care service, Ph11050ph|cally
. 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 mothers is sound .
P socigl policy-and can stand on its own merits, . ' y
In addition to fulfilling these social needs, group '
day care centers also provide at reasongble fees
the child care services that free a considerable
number, of working and wel fare mothers.to accept and
* . maintaln employment, . ‘
) Pragmatfcally we believe, that a social policy based : )
) ~ upon the assumptiqn that the provisfon of short term
S - day care and manpower tralning services, can succeed
" . In employing large numbers of welfare mothers under
N . current labor market conditions issdestined to fail."

The purpose of addressing the question of'employmént outcomes ‘for

this population is to empirically test this intuitive judgment, It Is L
L . , £ 4 o
dlso Intended to lower the voices of those well intentioned cQamp}ons R

understate the ‘probTems ‘of emp!oyment‘in relation to women on welfare,

- . - ' 4

>
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v ' . R o v
The desire is to place quality group day care services into propex

perspective. Its major finction is as a family_oriented child developmeng

service for childr¢n who. lack competent all-day adult supervision, as well

[ -

as selected children with special needs. In the,process of achiev;ng this .

prlmary goal da y care also makes f; possible for many working mothers and

some women on' welfare to work and achieve self-gsupport. : -A -

' o e 7 L
' ) L . :

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

v

. B i . . .
. ! i -
. . . . ’
. <research ispues are: ' : , .
. r 2
v i s .
’ ~

1 - An exploratory stuay of the impact of group day care services

.. .

‘on a group of, women on welfare who voluntarily enrolled thair"’r

o .. M . ~

{ 'jl

-

.

-

children in group day care in order to obtainfor maintain.employmentl

I
.

This stndy is an .analysis oflghesé‘Women?s éercebtion off” quality
. ) \ . ’ . 7’ . :
» and ‘impact upon them, as motbens and workers, of group day care

gervice. It explores the following resedtch questions:

"4
+

.

- % ~ Wwhat are the factors involved in these.Women's decision

-

\ . ) v . hd . * .. -

. ’ tq work?

’ o . ’

gy B —’What are the factors involvedvin thoir selection of group

day care services?

- . ‘ L)
-

. . ’ -
. C - What alternative, child r£are services were available to .

;‘f . .
them? How did the womén perceive theee alternatives?

;"‘ : ) ‘ X \ , ) »

‘. . P . ”
> D - To what eksent are” the auxiliary-services (counseling,

.

parent edugation, etc.) provided By day care .centers

'utilized-by.these women? . * .
, . ‘ .~ L4 \ ' . ’ 4
, I oo UPi2 L ~ .

b

d




* Al
R : ’status? Are these conflicts mltrgated by Day Care
« ¥ . . . . .» | - Ll . . - [N
s .,-- B R 3 .S‘erya.ce?*\_. N .
. . --o_ - - . . g
. ~ v . . ' LA I
R : * F'~ Are these women satisfied or dissatisfied with Day
- . . . . B /-- ) N o : B b .. ~
¢ N Care Sdrwices? - T
2~ A study of the employment out8omes of,thiegpépﬁlaﬁionra :
| A - What .are tﬁevfactors‘aSSociated_with these outcomes? . .- »
, ./é. LB - What axre the employmént experiencesyof the study ®
: L - populatlon? 3 . .
. T C - Is the provision of bay'care,Services sufficient to :
: . . . ¥ .
o 3" enable this population to malntain their aetive par- S
v g - K ‘ticipation«in the’labor ‘force? To work thelr way
. - A . N Lo ‘ .l - o . h"‘.
v > .« . off welfare? , .
D - What.are the' major obstacles these women” encounter: in.
. B ' . > .
i . . ) . “
D seeking and. maintaining employment? e
Z.." f N . : ’ o i o . T ‘ . o
b ‘E - What.ls the relatlve 1mportance of . personal attributeS" E
L ‘ - .
- as compared to structural restraints on employment.
R e ' S . e
1 )
4 N ¢
. , 00043 /
» A . .
. t - - .

E - What conflicts are engendered by thelr employmeng}.'
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" number of interrelated functions-

ended,

R ) A
responses -in a number of key areas,

To'ehniricaliy,aasessfthe dmpact‘of7grou§«day*cané’onf%hei1fvea )

' . -

- of these women, the|r percept?on and uttlJzat:on of servnces, and

. .‘.

. emp]oyment outcomes, face-to~face |ntenssve lntervnews were conducted., e

- . . . . . . . .

An interview-schedule, combining openfanducioae’en&ed'questfons

“was. developed for thlS purpose.- 1t was based upon a relatuvely}long, L

unstructured non-scheduled questlonnalre‘!hat was pilot tested on a

cross section of what ‘we expected our study populatson to be.~'

An analygjs of reievant documents, nntervuews wnth past and p‘

".current admln:stratlve staff and corollary fteldwork provnded additlonal

.

data that was used to develop the. flnal interv:ew schedule._ The pllot<.

study based~upon fntervnews conducted wnth 5|xteen women. Servcd a

-
LR

R SN

‘lz- it |dent|fied the nature of the problems that

would be encountered in locating a hlghly moblle,

- low lncome.populatlon; ',.

L . [ :
s . . . : . . . ens

it tdent;fled the most effect:ve tnterv:ew

technuques and strateg:es, “l_ 'f ‘ o . .
if_revTSed; refined and closed many of the ‘items «
" from the original questfonnaire.

y B . .
1 ' -
. . ~

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

.

Several open, ended questions were reta?ned to elicit spontaneous

W
KU

-~

p0L4




B W\__:r\ b

- The " valldlty of the questlonnalr varles accordlng to the item under

&

.-anestlgétlon. The schedule lS lelded lnto several areas- women s per—i f

-
[y

,:'ceptlon of the New York Clty day care program, job search actmv;tles,[,_-f5-

' employment hlstory and obstacles, and background characterlstlcs.

. . LT N . o . e . - N 23

‘Re5pons§:-to»employment history questions were largely retrospective

;and depended upon the reportlng of the woman 1nterv1ewed._.Perceptions
: "\.,.

'Tof day care use ‘are a comblnatlon of attltudes, expectatlons and experlence.‘

. 3 - . . ! . o

) L ».‘1 o L N

"Background varlables are pr1marlly factual 1tems and were, ln part '
P

..confirmed by 1nterv1ewer s obServatlons and prev1ously collected data

-

:fromrday care centersi T v e v

~Each 1tem in thequestlonnarrewas crltlcally assessed by staff and o~

an lndependent observer as to its relévance In addltlon, all lnter-
R .

viewers partlcxpated in two 1ntensxve tralnlng seSSLQns in which the’

' research staff examlned Wlth theém each Schedule ltem carefully as to

ltS possible meanings, and lnterv1ew technlques, strategles, and problems

5 L.~

were'discussed.'

Each interviewer was also requested to eﬁ@ure that each respondent'-

understood the questlons posed to them and if deemed necessary to further

hd *

'.explaln the'lnformatlon_sought._

Another important iSsue to address deals with the inherent tendency
~ for respondents to give socially desirable answers. The group of '‘eighteen

interVLewers, all either Black or of Hlspanlc ancestry, were carefully °

selected on the basis of haVlng extensive flrsthand expermence with low

i

~income minority group populat;ons.

20015 o .
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¢

- A v

~ months later. .

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

.coding purposes.

-

We believe that their knowledge of the ghetto communitzes in,which

the women lived and their own racial and ethnic backgroundlaided in es-

* N

.’(‘ K . . ) I v ' N
desmrable response. \\\) a - : "v - C . f*_-f A
= : Zo o ;f,v S ) e '

. R - LY N : o A B o |

. Items themselveé wexe worded in poSitive and negative directions,

to. "force" respondents to carefully consmder each,item. ";'J; :« « &
A composite picture of the eighteep interviews is presen,ed in Tables

r .
1 and 1A, The interviews were started in June of l973 and completed three.

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

o ) C oy

while a small number took placé in day care centers and on the street ? ol
o ,‘_;_.".

(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 l7% respectively). (Table 3) Lo v., ~

in most cases, interviewers were matched to respondents according to’

.

racial or ethnic status, however, because of time restraints this Was not
always possible. As Table 4 indicates, twenty-five interviews were con-

ducted by interviewers of Hispanic ancestry with Black respondents.
~ o . “ ’

‘Interviews with women who spoke Spanish‘as a primary language were

conducted in that language with a Spanish translation of the instrument.

R ;

/

+

- The above set oé proceduresvwere utilizéd to create-the maximum degree
of identification and,comfort for the women interxviewed. They appeared

[ } ¢, . -

. s geeds.
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S . s

b L . . . > : i " oo 2 ] L

to be effective. ';ntervieWersfreported.a high'degree'of'cooperation
there were fewfrefusals;;i - o .

-

L3
.

i e

' Each interviewee recerved a,letter from the Director of the day care, -

1 S : S

center where their child M- been registered explaining the purpose of *'?4:
‘. g ‘ ) .

the study and requesting their cooperation. .
DT

The- letter also advised ‘them that they Would receive $5 00 upon com-'fr

1 4

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

developed which each day care center Director was Efye to- modify while : ,t;;f ,ﬁnt“

maintaining the»substance of the: study s purpose.

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

im the study, with few. eXceptions, ‘was eXcellent Theyaserved as a bridge

between the rese7<ch project and the women we intgrvieWed. The wcmen knew

and trusted them;‘ Without their involVement, the task of locating and
. ¢

interviewing -our sample would havé’ been infinitely more difficult, Af not

-

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

.

.about revising'the initial inte231ew sche'dule.Jjo ‘y, ' v . __"'

e

' J
question at hand. Frequency distributions including percentages and means

" ‘significance with chi square.

5

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

in describing the‘chardcteristics of.the population. Lo,

" Where more information yas sought, two variable tahleséand occasionally

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

99017 S
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“ statistical techniques used. vary according to the specific research S 'f:’w
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To explore th.e relationship between employment. and background yariables, .

- -

Cox several techniq‘es were used~ correlation coefficients with F—Tests to

4

,,fasses—s s»tatistical Significance, analysis of variance to determine any

N Signif;r.cant differences among group variables, and two and three variable B

ta.bles utilizing cha. square to test for statistibal signifioance.

5 Various employment outcomes were predicted on the basis of computmg o ‘; -
;_': a Set of! regression equations f:rom the eight independent variables. F-vTestsl_‘ s
“.were also use_d here to.determine st‘a.t'istical s‘ignificance.
B A 2 We have attempted to spare the reader from frequent and highly technical e '
"f.- - ,ﬁ'» - interruptions of the text. Wherever‘possible, we -‘have presented complex o
e statistical data and concise_ elaborations of certain procedures used in
» ‘ . the” appendix"so that those who wish have access to all sunporting evide'i'icel.
;o @ Y
.v‘ l‘ir. - ' v
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. stmaling . ' I

Sampllng procedures attempted to lnsure that the study group

~

was representative of the Black.and Spanlsh speaking female populatlonfi

who used day care. servlces ln order to seek or contlnue emﬁloyment.
- ‘ * - _.

~ | . In 1972", the Agency fbr'Chlld'Development-of the Human

L A ‘ : L o L
Resources Administration of New York City estimated that approximately
_ . v

Y 3,840 women'uslng day care:programs were in thls,category.

N ‘%i lnitially,.a 1isting qf?QS day eﬁre,centersjlecéted in'flve
specific. inner c¢lity, low Jriconte areﬁs'was chosen, Thede Centers,
ln"Central Brooklyn, the Lowea/ﬁgstwglde ovaanhattan, Harlem, East

Harlem and the Southeast Bronx, had been operational for a minimum
of five years, . ) - l o |
- ‘ S \vf',_

. This criterfa was used to ensure that'thelresearch-project
would |nvestlgate well organlzé‘ programs. The geographlc greas ;’

were selected because large numbers of minority group welfare reclplents

reslde there and they are consldered to be representatlve of the general

welfare populatlon of New York City,
s

.- Utlllzlng'a systenetlelsampllng technique, 23 centers were chosen

for tn?s’groupiﬁelnﬁelningkthefproportlan for each gquraﬁllc area.~-

*

Each of. the 23 centers was visited and a populatlon of 452 :

women was selected on the basls of the followlng criteria:

00019
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.o
. ¢
)

T W reg]stered their ch!ld for day care; . -

Y AR 7;/~;ﬂ1;’_
1.- they had been on welfq'p at the time they_
2

;' oo

e

1'2 Q"they were minorlty group members (B!ack

,Puerto Rican or of Hfspantc extractson),

-
L~
-

3 1—thelélstated reasonrfor wanting dey care

: serv,”es_was to look for or to cantinue

~

T employment. -

.5 -

- they had entered the day care program in .

l 69, 0 19715 —.
969 197 or 75 -

- lnformation on these fpur crlter!a had been obtained‘from

day care oenter records and together with other lnformatfon were -

x ) '

'coded by reéearch asslstants. ;w'. R o o,

be located despite several -efforts

of the dayaoare direotor.

Using a table of random numbers, a stratlfled random sample

of<192 women was chosen/based uponrthe year they entered thelr ¢child”

in the_program. /»v ' dkj,

P
t

In the firstlyéée of" nntervlews, 107 women Were loca%ed and
e
lnterviewcd or 56% of the Fﬂthal aample of 192.; 0f the 85 women

.‘we were not able to lnterv!ew, 76 hz: moved and . therefore could\hot

‘o_find them, 8 refused to be

LR

| interviewed, and one(due to tllness)f@as eliminated at the suggestion
. - - i -

000




"group of 80 women to those we couid not find.

- B v V - ) v . )
™ To inCreaéé our-sample size, we returnedito odfﬂoriginaif
population iusting and using inforMbtion we had collected eariier

Wy —

6n ,everai distinguig‘dng'charaqteristics (year of registration,-weifare

_status ethnicit? or race, and If phone avaiiabie) we matched a second ;f_ ;.

r

of this group 50 were iocated and intgrviewed a rate of 61%.

-

'Of the remalning Sthases, 31 had reiocated and one refused to be

v “:

interviewed o e : li.v ( ! | .

S’hce information on the entire popuiation is minimal we cannot

with'any degree of certainty compare those that were’ interviewed to

Ay .

those that were not., However, considering the mobiiity of this popuiationz

’ y}“(it Ts estimated that 15 to 20% of the weifarc gopuiatioh move annually)

"“S‘v

"and the time elapsed since many women had used' are servicos, these

v
:‘A\

AN

interview results are not unusuai. ,

~In any event, the authors believe that the attempts at matching,
)

the ”Qgrﬁi%d.interviewees” compenSated for ‘any major differences and that

. ouER study sampie is represcntativo of»the generai minority group femaie

L 3
."an on AFDC who use day care services In order. to continue to work
: A 2 : ,
or to seek employment, ° . : ' !

: 7 6h: A
Interviews for 157 women were compieted hi% who (egisterod thelr

child into day caro in i971. 35% In 1970 an Zh% In 1969. '

39021




) . o Tables 5 to 12 presents data on differences ‘In background
varrables for ﬂhe years in which womcn reg!stered for- daxmgare.

b

‘s ! | Except for some nrﬁnqr dlfferences, women cannot be distingunshed on

the basis of‘ the year In whtch they registered .
. The only sfg\If‘Icant diff‘erences that 80 exlst deel with woman's’
- [ age at the time her flrst chtld was born, . The 1‘970 and 1971 cohorts .

_-were more likely to be younger when theh’ first child was born, { \

Although 'nd.other‘éignlficant differéﬁces exist, we ‘-ean detect
.. 2 number of different trends.: The 1969 cohcrt had highef education,
though the differences are slight, while the 1970 gﬂéup was more

B 'native to New Yprlg\ ctty.

P
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»

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

.
- -
R
- 20 - ’ T ’ )
- - . . S . v
. .. . . . ' -

f . E - . ) v

1:&
Characterlstlcs

Profll of the Study Sample Based on Demogy aohlc and Background

L

v

in aggregate form a series of background and demographlc varlables. RS
'i'- An-lmpontant characteristlc ofthis group of women; speciflically .~ .

while a smaller group (87) have large famllies that Include six, or'

" more children. General1y the average number of chlld¢7n for those

of those lnterviewed Is 33, Less than L% of the total group were under B ' v{k

This sect*on descrrbes the study populatiqn, .
lt presents a brlef profile of this group of women, who voluhtaril ™ fi’l'ﬂ7

obtalned group day cdre servlces for employment purposes, hy analyzlng ,

regardlng day care, concerns the number of - chlldren they have, From

Table 13 we can’ see that 17% of those lntervlewed have only one Chlld

|nterv1ewed was three. :

. N -
.- . ) -

uh:le ages ranged from the teens to the fortles. the mean age

Vargest percent (4l%) are over forty (Tableld), f v *

] Exglorlng anotherlage'varlahje, the women's age at the hirth of

her flrst child, we find that almost 25% were seventeen‘years or younger;
while fully 58% were betwesn the ages-of 18 and 22 ‘(Table 15). This
finding beare upon future employabllltyland points to;a significant pattern:
over 80% of the'womenﬂwere'engaged In chiid rearlng durlng the critical “
years of early adulthodd when educational and vocatlonal,preparatlon for .

the work world are usually developed, ' | .

t } N

10023 e




’ ' . ) . :.‘J .. :
Another variable that Is consrdered important in terms of
v P ,
its effect upon future employment‘ﬁs education (Table 16) Of our
',fsample of women, 3% had graduated hlgh school while an add1t§ona] f ‘ﬂb'_"v_'Vf*u
7% attained hlgher education. - » | ' S
Lfﬁsf P _ S, v
A , S T U
. f',:" A m'l'norlty of the women (1%) had n'e_yy*“ventered high school =
l _.and 32% had Some high school experience. A're ted variable, vocatuonal
training, presents slmilar findlngs (Tablg_L?T _ . . fil S
"3 ) : J . o ‘ . = _»

- . B ;

More than half of'our»studygroup (53%) had received some form :

of vocatlonal, business or technical training and of this group hl%
L]

~received it for a substantlal period of time - more than 5 nonths.
. _ ¢ ]
To get an approximate sense of class of orlgln, we examlned these o

women'' s parents occupatlona! status (Tag\e 18 and 19), 89% of

‘ _
" the women had’ fathers wlth unskll!ed or farmlng occupations and 82%

had mothers in such jobs. it l1s clear that our group are largely. from

°

low socio=-economic backgroundS. N v oy -

i L4 . ‘v i ‘ '
By examining city or cqtntry of origin(Table 20) we see that only
22} were born in New York CFty'wh}le almost half-were born In Southern
. states, "\‘; .
> N :
An added 18% were born In Puerto Rlco.‘ Although a relatlvely
small amount are boqs\;n New York City, others are not recent’zrrivals.
Less than 8% of the entire sample 1ived In New York City less than o

f?ve years, whtle-over 75% lived in New York City ten years_(Table 21){

ln looking at raﬁgghold composition (Tabic 22), we detect a

not!ceable absence of an extended family network ln the great majority

of cases.

39024




2% had graqdfathers. Sisters, brothers, uncles, sunts and cousins ’

" The. maJoraty of women (53%) show a sporadlc relatlonshlp with the welfare

'system, moving In and out, . » . _ ‘f.

.. the woman ln caring for her children (29%) (Table 2h), At thevtlme

’””wlll ln the next sectldh present an enalysls of group day care service,

“as perceived by the women who used Its,

Only GA reported a grandmother llvlng with them ang/less~than,

-

‘ e v

are also.'eletlvely rare among the households studied

S ln e.plorlng thelr use. of publlc asslstepce, several :mportant
v (4
fdcts emerge. Less<¢han 30% have been recelvlng welfare grants (either.

full or supplementary) contlnuously foc the past flve years (Table 23),

L 4
X

-

. Some common reasons for applylng for welfare in the first place .
—d

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

of lntervlew (May, l973) 7hﬁref-the-group were still recelvlng welfare
stlpends'(Table 25)n Of thls group, Loy, were recelvlng supplementary
welfare and 344 full payments. Ho;;ver, 26% of these women who had l
voluntarily 50ught group day care for employment purposes; at the tlme

of interview were no longer recelving any.public asslsténce.

-Later on we shall compare this group to those still recelviné

welfare at time of Interview, Before turning ‘to tHe issue of welfare

status and its relatlonshlp to personal and structural varlables, ‘we

}.7 x .

., . S ' U"O 0 0‘2 5




e ., Summary - Brief Profile of the _V_Study'.‘Sax.n?lev . . - » .
) . <L .",“-. ”—/, ) . . ' . i " B { E - ) \ R ' :' .‘y‘.w.
g e The typical woman,gx our. sample was ‘33 years of age, and had e T ]
. a o oow N L
. ¢~ three children, ‘the first born whep she V(.as less thax. 22 years{old ) ' S
oL .

...
She hqd either graduaeed from 'high sahool Lr had attended it fora - - '

L et

number of years and had also received vocational training that last‘ed .

@
% . - 3 . v

. . .

: 3 O o , : '
.- o . for longer than five months. s . /@:.,7\\4

» - ~

K o . :
City, however she was highly likely to be accx/lturated to city life

A . )
B ) since she sgent a good part of her life i\n\ it. o : ¢

- .
v -

‘ ‘Her parents ife employed, were usu~.”T . . lléd and her present \
e ’ ’ . = 3 :

' o \ householid‘ consisted of herself and - chilaren. In regard to"w_elf'are,

4 / t i - .

”»

| . ' she has been on-and off the rolls for the past five years and typ;cally
t

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

.

’ time of interview, ‘she was re'ceiving some form of welfare, more likely

supplementary « : I ‘ Sl " £

T
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f’Perceotionsﬂof‘the New1Yo?§‘CftY'Pay,Cerefﬁrodram.by:thelgtudy;deu]ationbjdf

« »

1he most gener and ervasxve frndlng concernlng group ~day, care -
P e

s the oVerwhelmlng acceptance of the SeFVlCe by the women and the .
. very lmportantfrole |tiplays in thelr.llvesai ThlszpoSTtlve.att1tude i

toward the SeerCe is reflected |n the pages that follow.as we assess

".Hr

the subJectlve |nterpretat|ons of thOSe |nteryiewed U

Women in the,sample found out about group day care from severAI

I

sources. lable a7 Ppresents data on the Sources that were most cummonly

reported “Ve - see that frnends and relatlves (69%) wd&e tbe domlnant

~alternatjves.., . .
As can be seen from Table 28, the most: prevalent reasons are

" child centered. As reported by women; New York Cfty’groUp*day care

[ . L4

o &

supervusjon.

“'Other reasons having to do with its convenience, cost and location
‘'were stated much less often, S !

w
{

In addition.to asking this questian in.an open ended:manner, .
reSpondents were also preSented wnth sPeC|f|c reasons why someone

mlght chooSe group ‘day care (Table 29) <

s
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Y

The results proved to be slmllar and once agarn we find that

| _reasons gre prxmariiygchuid centered 88% thought theur chiidren would

Jhchiid, and 76% of the women affirmed that they thought it wouid have (:_4’ilg_*f7:4f“
2 posituve effect on their chlid's socuai deveiopment.-~' . - -
: Aithough the location of centers was™ an important reason (77% G 4_3% ?i‘?
2 AR

.;“agreed that ss was), oniy 39% responded yes to the question' Did you

L v - . .. .

",;‘choose group day care because.of the cost? “ ]'-ng; {f* R

S
. -

. - ,.‘_‘," R
The cholce of New York City group day care over other alternatives

_ui .;.

: a; only a chouce if other alternagﬁves aré avauiabie.\ Tables 30 and 31 .

’-ipresents data on other avaiiabie means parents had to cane for their ~f'7«<!'ifFéﬁ

»

©

‘chrid when they f|rst registered for group day care. :

RN

Aithough a signlficant proportlon (38%) had no. other alternatlves-f'

“avaliabie, most of the respondents dld These inciuded the women's o~ :
other (il%) ;other relatlves (66), friends (10%) and ,babysitters, (18%) L .
| TFamuiy day care was seen as an alternat:ve ‘in only a single case,” . ‘__;_"@

. , ‘ L 4 oy
A related question was askéd of responden**‘who Were\stali’using

group day carc at the tume of |ntervuew (May 1973) If thesday care

0‘

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

nv#w ', y

care of your child?W¥ifith this. question we were more concerned, w|th

- \ f -

how sat:sfactory ﬁhese alternatlve arrangements would be to women

.

(Table 32)..




Y

._;, . Py LR

- As before, the respondent s mother, relatlve, or- f lend and - e
'babysitters are the most common arrangements that were reported A
large group of 37%. however, specuflcaily stated that |f the center

-Vclosed they had no alternatiVes and‘could not make any other arrange-.

- » ments‘ . . .- . » , ’ | ) o B . . . Lz s '~

A

By excludlng the group of women wnth no alternatuves, and

K

'fo usung en those who havc some, we can analyze how sattsfactory R
g

'7these arrangements WOuld be as compared to group day care (Table 33)

‘. Such an analysis makes mapufest the hugh regard most women

’l ;have for the New York Clty*group"day care program. Only one

e e e

‘nrespondent out of the entire group expressed the feellng that an'-

alternative arrangement (wnth her mother) would be more satlsfactory'

-

- than group day care,

In fact most other women who could'make aIternative'arrange~.17'
ments stated that these would ot be as acceptable or as satlsfactory'
—a5'group day-care. Babysltters were seen as the least satlsfactory

L4 .
alternative, while the respondents mother, a]though not aspsatlsfactory

as group—ddy care, was seen in some cases as acceptable.

hnother question asked of 'the women, to determine theif perception.,

of the services offered was; "If you yourse1f'cou|d take care of your

child at home would Youvstill,Want'them‘tp.gofto the day care-center?"
v Ty :

_ Our findings are once -again consistent . (Table 34j. The great
maJority of women (91%) would still send the|r children to day care,

The|r reasons are basicaliy those presented earlier' learnlng takes

place at the centers, it is good for them to be with other children o

’J%U 9




.o

~and thelr cha1d enjoys lt ln'a relative!y insignfffcant'number of

. .cases (less than 44) did the respondent express the desnre for free

' care for thelr chtldren them%eIVes, yet had no’ disdaln for the

Nher experiences with day care, the»following questlon was asked
V”What is the flrst and second most Important thing that group day-

-care has meant to you and your child?" .

: 364), the devetopment of social skills (18%) and better care. for

o, /

time as the reason. A small number of women (7%) would prefer to

t

day care,center itself Out of the enflre group of women Fntervuewed, .'.”f‘

.

there was only a sungle case In whlch a negative,attitude was expressed

toward the grouprday care center. ,"f' :
To get the overall asseSSment of the woman's perception of

4

.\‘96\

Lz &
-

B Consnstent wlth ou# ear]ier findlngs we . find that educatIon

the chiid (21%) are reported and most lmportant (Tables 35&36);

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

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

<

relattvely ins!gniflcant. The prumary concern is with therchild.

I

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

" The data consistently reaffirms the respondents high degree -
of satisfaction wfth New York City group day care. The findings
also show that the basis for this satisfactlon is chuld centered,

However, we now turn to the SpeCIflC effects, posutive or negatuve,

that parents_perceive day care havnng upon their chlldren.

. B
. . * R .
.
. ) N \ . ]
. L

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 affirmatlvely when presented with possible

&‘)ﬁuO
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'f effects day‘care ght have had on their chiid There was most consensus

4.

around the issues of sociai skiiis (6#6) and the deVeiopment of friend—

ships (62%) group day care was pengeived as heiping the chiid grow _g

(55%) -and indep_,dence (48%) of children.

A smail proportion (13/) percelved the program as having a '
negative ef’fect upon their chlid In that he demanded more attentlon ’

in the home. T /i

Group day care cehters in Serving the 'cii nts-perform'severaifnf"372"~,’

functions and meet a varlety of lndlv1duai and famiiiai needs. kh;‘

order to assess these components of the day care. program, women. were

asked to rate different\aspects oF the service e. g.vsupervision,

their chiid's attntude towards day care, the educatlonai impact on_
their chiid the concern of the staff. the dependabiiity of the

center, the hours fhe ser vice was avaiiabie, how wel} 1t prepared ’
: B -
their.child for school, the’ center's iocation, and more‘genefaiiy how

.

the child got along With others. ° '“m p ; dd- RN &
f A
Each 1tem was rated on the basns of a four point scaie' not
at.all satisfied, not reaiiy satisﬁ+ed, fairly satisfied and very |
)
satlsfied.
_ ,
;o : :
The parent's ratings of these nine items, shows a remarkably

consistent“positive attitude towards the service (Tabie 38). In

~

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

any dissatlsfaction whatsoever, Between 96A and 98% of our sampie

were fairly or very satisfied with each of the day care service cgmponents'

they were asked to evaluate,

R L DL S .
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. . o “ ; The majority of wOmen (60%) also rep rted havlng no trouble ,'

’

gettung thetr chtld’?nto the program (Table 39). However, a »
sIgnlficant group (28%) stated tha%\fhey were placed upon a waiting

list wuth a mean waitlng tlme of 6 8" months (Table 40) The remalnder .

“f}¥§f,:f .v: ’,of our samp!e elther had relatively llttle dtfflculty Invobfaininq .7

ity Lo o

the servlce and Just. kept call!ng the enter whtle just a few _

PRI "f reported that ﬁhey used some Inf}uenee to get thelr fhild in,
‘f%f;?fj‘;j New York Cfty group day care centers fn N to‘thenr 4;
N ’ T e : ’ : SR C
3 superv!sory and developmental functions, oFten provlde addltronal . Fﬁ};;?ir*
o supportive serv!ces. The respondents were asked whether they had
‘%ﬂg.fa’”flf' ever receIVed help wlth severaI probiems from the day care’ eenter
B staff (Table L),

R . ,' : There was a strong tendency to seek:help with more than one

problem if the ‘woman. sought help at all in fact L2, recelved help

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

. problem, - o : e o .
. . - . . . N , N ‘- . . *
v )T Services that were used by most women and with the greatest ’ ¥
@

{ f(esuency were those that‘dealt wlth child related problems (32%),

problems with health (423%) 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 % of the group receiving help with them,

at
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Our findings'consistent1y'empha5ize the strong positYVe ?”’

-

! attitudes that mothers have towagds the day care,program, its

services and personnel ' L "“ ' .f .

The educatfonal supervisory and other child related servlces o

fered are the prnmary reaségs why these centers are chosen— n the q R
- ) /
flrst place and moreover why women feel the program s havlng a

pos?ﬁﬁve effect upon. their chnldren.A

Al

~ . ) e

Although for some women group day care is the‘onIy 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 basis of child centered eqncerns.

»

It Is quite clear that while pressured to work because of

.

economic circumstances, these women are quite conscientlous about

selecting child care services.

How much. the avallabilfty of quality day care influenced
. X ] . R -
“their deéision to seek’empioyment or continue to worK cannot’ be

answered by this study,

In one recent studyllé 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

s

at a'minimum supported if it did not help Influence their initial,

T

‘decision to work, = e

96033




- Day Care and;Employment

Most researchers and the publlc at large would probab!y agree,

- that secure and gaanful empﬁoyment |s the" prfmary vehicle for socnetal

P~ .

R : Vlntegratson and soclal mobllity. e Lo ;f‘

N

From the reform of the Elizabethan poor laws In }éﬂl ﬁhtll

our current. legnslatuon.]2 requlrlng people on we]fare to register

EEREY

'th few exceptions,’

~» for work and/or tranning, there is the belief thaf‘w'
“all people who~want to can work, - E #',\ .

The popular view is that they eIther lack motivation, education,};;t“"‘
trainrng or a combinatfon of all three. Unemployment and poverty Is

'Jf;: BT explained in terms of the Indivldua'“’ own predispos}tion, attltudes,

and abllities, - 0

In thi§ section, we will explore the experIences of these women

eas
. R e

‘with the 'world: of work” and identify ‘some- of the obstacles that

-

- confronted them - both personal and structural. In this process, we

i

. hope to shed Furtbet light on the problemstpf unemployment and the

soundness of current public policy on this. issue, : - L
A ‘ b; A L. ' ! -
First, we will examine the women's reasons for going to work
~+ . and some-of the methods they used to find Jobs, Next, we will present
a general description of the substance of the*work world they encountered -

-

occupatlonal'statﬁs, salary level, andfjoo mobility,

. - Ve will then present several significant correlations between -

42

selected background characteristics and a series of measures of

employment outcomes.,

e STV EY




éyg}f,

é‘y -

-combined'Effegtfof independent variables on'empioyment'outcomes.l L

'_.-32'.-

-

Finaiiy;.muitipie regression anal ses, which examines the DR

will be presented. ‘Related discussions on the criticaivissues‘of

. labor market conditiOns.and"weifare status will fatfbw‘-j rJ

__on women who expiicitiy identified empi ent as their primary rcason

“for seeking group day care’ services. Tables 42&h3 presents d5ta on

: As presented in the introduction, the focus of this study is

J

the reasons why these women decided to look for work. R T R

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

impetus for seeking employment, while a genorai desire to work: was :

~an important though much less often cited reason, There was very

v:work however; access to job opportunities also plays a significant

A(TabT% Ly,

v

iittle offici?T*externai presSure on these women that led ‘to their :

decision to work, with 71% raporting that I tvas thefr own Tdea e

~

| Securing‘gainfui .employment is-dependent upon many factors,

findividuai characteristics play some part in the process of finding

°

» ~ ! L .
role, 4 N

”~
Different'peopie get jobs In assorted ways, Some may try harder
than others, yet the process of seeking wbrk and the mechanisms used

are highiy associated with ones location In thehéocial system?'

ln searching'for jobs once their child'had been registered: for

day care, our study group also used several strategies. Table h5

'presents a summary of the specific techniques and frequency with which

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

kd

ave3s -




answers glven when Interviewers presented respondents wlth«a serles

s . T yf/m;thods that could be used in searchlng for a job and asked lf they B

had used Such a method once thelr chnld had been onrolled in day care,

. Also, If a specrflc technlquefwas.used ‘its frequency was recorded

PN . v :
To a lesser degree the state employment serv!cc was used

A network of frlendshlp and famlllal affllllatlons provlde
the context - for a prlmary method in searchlng for jobs, hOWQVer,
T newSpapers play an even‘more Important role,. | _ ‘ ,

- r

’ywhlle prlvate employment agencles and local communlty programs '

 were ased least often,

o ' - :
Regardlng frequency, if newspapers were used, they were used

jo RS

o - more often, while employmeﬂt agencles were only vlslted once or twlce -

6 1 vislted at all. N o

| These flndlngs ‘can be partly.explafned by the avallablllty of

 resources and access to 365 referrals, HNewspapers :re readily
avallable, while agency vislits Involve what may appear as compllcated~

Jjourneys to'out of the way places,

o

The most lnterestlng flndlng concerns the total number of |
- techniques used A majorlty of the group of women reported using
four or more sources to flnd work (Table L7), while only 26% did
not use any (partly accounted ‘for by already worklng), and 25% uslng

between one and three sources.
. 4

" At times, particular techniques proved successful, but what
type f job ‘market did these women enter? ls this job market

‘;" ‘ *“' dlstlngulshable from a promising one based on good wages, continuous

*

/’;'
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‘ 'emp!oYment and job éecyrity. *

4 g g . . . T

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

level, hoUrélwofked, TengthfS?;employmeht, the manner inswhich jobs -
e : ) - o ~ ‘

were found; the huﬁbervoé raises anézprémoffons, and finally the

reasons for termination we canvattempt_to answer this question,

The notion of a ''secondary job market! has been dé?é]qpéd by

faa.gumber‘pf-sociai scfenéist§13 stud&ing public assjstance and -,

',‘émployment.l-‘l

L4
»
. .

It is a job market that.is characterized by job Tnstabililty,

low wages, irregular employment, and a lack of employeefbenéffts.-
: - A \ N r]

The people émployed in 1t are overwhelmingly low skilled minority

group members and pdor whites ~ the major components of the weffare

population, .

' f

The concept of the secondary labor market has particular
relevance for our study pobulatlon; The employment experiences

of the women~in§erviewed share séveral features ‘In common with the

secondary labor market,

-

For this reason we will explore later‘the.veraclty'of the

14

self«sufficiency goal of our current public bpllcy

-

-t

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

the experiences of our s;udy_population.

Respondents were asked. to recall thelr current and past
) v

employment éxperlences. Since only very few women reported more

than two Jobs in thelr entire employment ‘history, we will restrict

our :nalysts to~th§ti f ’ '0i){)3‘7

for welfare * =
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\\\ Overwhelmingly, those studied had worked ox are. working in unskilled

‘ gobs with low salardes. Tables 48 & 49 presents data on the first and

- . . . .. “

second most recent Jobs held.
i - ’ RS : B "._.k

49% of the women interviewed report an unskilled Job as their most k'- .
'jrecent job experience, 21% reported semi-skilled jobs, only 13% reported

-sk%ﬁled jobs, and 2% were in professional categpries._

S
"

: The low skiiled occupational levels are emphasized 4n looking at the

e
: NI

"second most recent job.‘ Here, 67% held unskilled jobs. This data excludes%

3

:_those that!had never attained employment and is therefore based on-a smaller

" sample of wofen. T - - f;wv ,‘ L
- I o . “
. Highly related Lo low status jobs are vexry low' wages in relation to cost of

' living.ﬁactors for the New York metropolitan areaul?‘A (Tables S?W

“d =,

In regard to the Ffirst 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 less than 60 dollars per week and 56% who earned less than v

100 dollars.. - - » .

.
’

Again, these low wages are accentuated by examining the second most.
. . Y- 4 ) , . .
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, while a very
4 . .

-large population (79%) earned less than one hundred.*,

AY

»
.

These salarles are not so much a reflection of part time work as low wages

L4

. (Tables 52 & 53). 1In 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

L]
second. . ‘ ) L R

20033
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| ‘h The length of. emp\oyment varies for the women studied -For " o

.

s ‘ o ~this variabie the entire group 35 reduced' to those who have been N “»" . .";"’ ;
T tennlnated from thelr flrst most recent Job (Tab!e 54) o

Are 00

e EL e gThere is a rcductionqtn the number oF-CaSeS»sInCe_those who
LI R :,n' - . s ] !,. Lo i '_~"‘ ‘. . o . ‘ » o -

’ reported‘never'Wbrking areféxcluded Although 16% have heId,their'
- first most recent job for. less than 8 months, 27% have worked at - O

- the same Jjob for over three years and the majority of those

vnmponed (58%) between 9 months and 3 years,

: Earljer we presented a_set of. findfngs on the sources women .

[

. used in searching for work We wili now explore those which prove

f’ .. to ‘be most successful: CTables 55 & 56) T
B } B R ’ ..

For the first most: recent Job, 37% report *hat it was found

!

. . through friends or reIatTves, while 38% of the group found thelr ‘
second most recent job In this manner. j . 3 ' ‘.s'n‘g i:h
'7\

Newspapers, direct appnication ‘to companies and the use of the .

-

state employment service were aIso used, yet to a Iesser extent. T

-
Day care centers themseives were rareiy used as a source for obtalnlng

Jobs,  ~
) e - i
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

pro@e to be much more successful, . \\
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. R "~ Once.a job is secured, mobINty within the position_In terms
. s .

of ra?ses or promotnons are.good Inducators of occupat!onal success.,

Tables 57 & 58 ‘and Tablcs 59 & 60 presents data on raises and promotlons

‘ 0 e
e .for the women intervTewed

SES L 35% d!d not recefve any, ralses on thelr, first most recent Job -

and 63% of -those working d!d not receive any on the second, Promotions

S were apparently much le ss:yailabig and were. granted sparingly. 89% C

ey

o of thosé. working did not recejve any on their first J°b and a]mOSt
Y the ent?re,group595% did not‘on the seconda; o :'v | ‘

. ’ ' . ' "

N . © . P . ’ . ” ¢

~ Excluding those that had not béen terﬁfnated from thelr first -

most recent job and thus reduclng our samp!e further, we can examine
. y )

some of the ma]or reasons for leaving a job (Tables 6| & 629

.

L T
. ‘ .
d - _—_—

- From vwpmen's reports, the major'reasons for termtnatlon were

peréonal»problems nd getting lald off. Persona&qprobiems as a g

category was agfall incluslive rather than specific category, and

therefore cannot be used, These rcasons range from personai -

’ : o , -

predilections for the type of.employment to health problems,

Y . «

) \m' Respondents vary a great deal in relation.to thelr work histories,
. At the time of Interview, 50% repofﬁcd that they were cmployed (Table 63). .
of tho group of 78 women that remain and are not work!ng, 18% are o ,

looktng for work, 21% attend school IO% are in vocat!onol training
]

T programs, 25% ard, working taking care of their chiidren, 6% are pregnant,

and 19% are not working for mlscellanedus reasons,
Y

Jo0de e
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’ TO'get a“mdre cbntindéu5’mea50re of“employmentf’one that

o ef!ects its hlstorxcal dimen5|on, ‘it was measured in three
"different ways. - fy

e .
. v 3

Slnce people entered day care on. dcfferent dates, a §tandard|zed

- o B b.c
perlod before*and after the p01nt at which day care use begins i g

. & - - o B : . o S e ) conT
requireds - IS : . -

~
» .

'Afae, we must somehow control for the fact that more‘eiposdre
‘to the Iabor .market leads to a greater llkelihood of flnding work \ ‘»'?
'Therefore, we Iimlted the empryment @istories to three years before i

”tpe use. of day care and ,two years after startlng |t The cutofr date

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

B

.-

s

of interview), ' N
¢ ‘ - - .

-

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

less than two years exposure to the labor market 'However, this .does -

not materlal]y affect the results since it was discovered that most .,

of those who- did work found their JObS wnthln one year after flrst

“a

sendnng the:r chlldren to day care centers.

5n exploriné the work history prior to beginnfng day care use,

Table 64 shows tha:”fully 35% of our samp]e had never worked, whlle‘

»aniadditional 10% dld not work'ln the three year= m'ec:edlng day care ' . f"{
‘use, for a total of,45%;0n1y'~|3% of the samp]e~had»been wOrking
cbntfnueusly‘(IOG%:ef the time) in thefﬁnyears prfer to.dayfcare; aRd

L,2% workéd”some, _ . T




-

I S |
As Table 65 shows, once day care begins, there are. substantlal

L.

_f changes in the empioyment hrgtory of the total group. There is~ ' N _‘ﬁ '

reduction from he preV|ous hS% who have never WDrked or. had not o

worked in the pavt three years to 29% of the sample, a e. an addltional
IGA have entered the labor force to some extent,. These additlonai ; e :%.  -

TGA “are dlstributed throughout Table 66

An ) - : . . - . o LT Tgrt

-

Some who had never worked before, or In the th‘;:_iears before o o

day care, had elther wor ked tontinuously or somewhat ter day care_.

4

use was begun.

L

ThlS shzft is accentuated for those. worklng contInuous1y.| Here,
we see a Jump from 13% before day care use to 26% fo!lowung It Those ihr ,f’7a£

worknng contInuously have doubLed from a group of 20 to.one of 40

o ” .. . . . i ‘e

Co : - . e .‘y_ } .
‘These findings point to ait all too apparent positive effect of

' day care use, however, we must be extremely cautious against assignfng
too much significance to them. '~ HERERE T o ST
L ‘ ® We do not have a control-group of womer who did not use New
: .‘;pri City group day care and therefore cannot attribute these changes; o {=u
solely or even substantially -to the impact of group day care service, ’

- . T aqw

Other factors that have not been measured can possibly account R
. . ' e .
., for these changes. . . s : R o,

- i For the present, all we can- do is speculate as to the changes .
that-occurred among the group of women :nterv;ewed. 1t is clear ‘that
. o Co _ N
- employment increased and'became more continuous. More than. likely,
[N \

" day care is part]y responsable, however other factors located in the

Tabor market personal characterlstlcs, and personaiity of the women

4

Je0dz-
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.

- may aTSo;have exerted anvlmpact,,
. RS T -~

' The above ftndlngs are partially abrndged in Table 67. Here 7'

“;we can see that the effect of prev:ous mork exper:ence is- con5|stent ,
.~ ¥ i R
: thh findlngs from other studles. : ' T AT -

| The women most llkely to work are. those who had worked before.‘

- ?.:Howe;er, an |mportant f:ndlng |s that of . the women who had not: worked '
'?withnn three years before sendnng theur ch|1dren to day care centers,‘h.t74,5f'
| Shé found empioyment after startnng day care.. Those that had worked " fhéih"f
;prlor to sendlng their chlidren to day care ‘were - more likeiy to be [ ";j.de,.;jfflV
lworking afterwards. 8!% of those who had worked before had worked

-
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’ almot non-existent wfth rauses a more frequent occurance. <]

' shows a large increase in the numbef of women employed, however,

Summary” B L . e
Most women decided to go to work because they needed to make

more money., - However, the job market they entered’freQuentfy paid

flittYe more than public assistanee. = -

o

Jobs were prlmarlly low status with low wages.' The wages were

- not the result of part tlme emgloyment WOmen~were by and large worklng

full tlme‘on Jjobs they secured through conneqtions‘of friends or-re]atives.
‘ e e RS S : L '

- : .o TR . ' o
'The largest proportion of’Women were employed for a period of

»

_between n?ne months and 3 years during whlch t|me promotions w re

l
_— - ' _ ;
What in effect has.been descrlbed in the prevnous paragraphs
is with th exceptlon of seasonal employment, a picture of the

*

secondary labor marketrand its impact on a specific population.

- . < S, L,
/ At the time of interview, 50% of the group was workinQ! while

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

o \

"school, _ - o , : -

" An analysis of employment historf before and after day care

i

because of the lack of a control group,.thesevfindings cannot be

specifically attributed to the effects of day care,

. ‘.
v . v




>0bstacles to Employment IR

e

Most people who work eqcounter problems from the point at
which they fipst: begnn to look for a Jdb well past thelr first -

pay check. ' ' A c ’ I

S

The problems that our population expernenced are more
severe than the general populatlon owing to thelr status as women,

mlnority group members, and being.poor.

= I

Our measures of problems faced by'the study,popuiationfis
_ based upon their perceptlon. tach was asked what they thought
 the most dnfflcult problem was |n regardvto employment OVer ?0%

-ﬁdld not answer this questnon (due to‘no employment experience)

w

however,an analysis of those who d|d answer reveals severdl patterns. ‘
. \ '

3 The predomlnant problem (23A thought it the most difficult)
2 mentioned was chnld care (Table 68). Given the previously presented:

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

N

fxnding seems contradnctory. However, a closer analysis of the data

shows that these findnngs are quite consistent,
" By reporting that child care is a problem; women are not

(

‘reacting to any dissatisfaction with day care centers, but instead

A

~ with the lack of such care for other children not in the program..
. (_’ N

When a brief profile of our study populatlon was preSented
_ earlier, it showed that the great majority of women had more than
one ‘child. Most women, however, had the opportunity to enroll only
bne child ln\the center,(Tables 68 & 69) leaV|ng.other children
, v ' '
] _ . ’

v udb
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2

unsupervised and unattended while- their mother sought employment

-

- . Lt a . -
 or worked S . . oy
'._Therefore;;although women have - childrén attending day care

'centers; it is”hot‘enough ’ Thelr chlld care problems stlll

,exlst and are in this sensé an obstacle to employment

“ " The issue of salary was mentioned'as the next most difficult

: problem by 18%~of the women |nterviewed and their lack of experience
and tralnlng by an additlonal 13%. Dlscrlmlnation, health and Prou; cis
with co-workers were least mentloned

‘ g e l "‘ N C -
Since a womdn may have more than one problem, interviewers
T ’ B
presented a list of thirteen"problems to each respondent and asked

if this was a d fflculty she encountered at’Work - Similar findings

to those above - emerged (Table 69).

. " Wages as a problem was agreed with by 34%, while 27% identlfled .
child care as a problem. Lack of experlence diffieculty in- obtalnlng ,
a Job transportation and health were also considered important, though‘

*less so. . » ' - . y

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 unioh jobs

" that were agtuallY available to the re5pondents.

Restricting our. focus to those that were unemployed, we asked
why they thought they were having trouble finding employment (Table 70).
0f this group who answered, most felt that jobs were scarce while a

lack of training and education-was often cited.

000486




Another question exp!ored the reasons why soﬁé women were
| not lodknng for work at the time of Interview. Chbld care proved fdi“ﬁi :

to be the dom?nant reason, whnle health and cont!nued educatlon | L

d;t;. _ f",g“' were'also signif?cant, (Table-70ao - o ST

Y
DeSpnte these obstacles, motivation was. apparently high 1n

1ight of the number of job' search attempts that were made and
the finding that most women when directly asked If they would stil1

rk if day care was. not avan!able said they woqyd (Tab!e 71)
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; maternal and their work rolesy

as

. -y

,  Conflléta Abodt WOrkfzg o ;} B ,;3' '. T

e S PN -
+

The generally pervas:ve posltlve feellng towards- day care

';oservlces deScrIbed In an earller sectlon appears to ‘exert .an’

’influence upon any. confllcts the women may have had between thelr

Y
T

’ ’ ’ o 1

L The sample group was asked Tf they thought that thelr

hchildren lose out In any way when they are worklng (Table 72).

»;_60% reported they felt that thefr children did not Yose out In_

Jany way as a Tesult of thelr absence from the home. An addltlonal

12% felt that if thelr chlldren dld Tose out In any way, Tt was‘

19

‘,minor; Less than ‘one-fourth of those intervIeWed expreSsed regret

over the loss to thelr chlld as a result of thelr emplo?ment.

In explorTng this Tssue further, the women were questfoned

as to the ways in which they percelved some'ioss to thelr child.

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

was In the areas of attention and love, while to™a lesser extent °

“supervision was mentioned, - ]

(

in order to determine {f this varlabllity In perception of
loss was substantially related to the woman's employment experlences,
these two. variables were cross tabulated Table 74 shows that a

Pr—

substantlal relatlonshlp exlsts.

‘Those women who felt'-that thelr child would fose out a great -
deal were much more 11kely not to have worked at &11 than women who

stated that thelr children would not lose out at all.

a
vy . .

G043
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P | l-L}?-- . ‘ » T .

- For those &BQ norked contanOUSly (lOO% of the time after
neglsterlng tneln*child for day care), we see the eonblement of
tnls reletlonshlb. Those who felt that their children would not
lose out at all were slgnlﬁ{cantly more llkely to have worked
continuously than those who stated that thelr chlld loses out ver'

. - : ¥

2

much,

The reader should be cautlous about interpreting these
flndlngs., .he variables are related In a statistically slgnlflcant

manner, however, there Is no justlflcatlon to lmpute causallty or

-
>

N Y

ln whlch direction lt'takes place. A

L .

o

d e

We cannot determine lf the woman's perception of ‘the effect’

of worklng upon® her child causedﬂher not to work as often as others

':or 1 the inability to secure contlnuous employment engendered such

a perception,

We -also cannot determine which variable occurred earlier ln

time: the perception or the employment experlence, Longitudinal

data would be required to answer these Important research questions,

e , P
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Relationship Between Individoal;BacBgrouhd.Variables and

‘collec/pd for each woman: 1) age as of tast blrthday, 2) number

% ' Employment Outcomes

Success in empioyment by whatever reasonable criteria for ‘

'the welfare and worklng class populatlon is frequently assoclated

with, but notvexplained by background ¢haracteristics (i.e. age,

H

sex, race, educatlon,vetc.) and work experience.

PR . : . ' ’ E
~~Measures of some of these background characterist!Cs were

of years of education' 3) the percent of t!me New York City group

T

day care was used from when the ¢hlld was registered to the tlme~

of fntervleW' L) the ethniclty or race of the respondgnt, comparlng.

Blacks and all others (predbmlnately Puerto Rlcans) 5) if the
woman had received vocational tralnlng or not and for,what-pgrlod
of time;:6) the perceht of time employed of the three years before

day care was ed and 7) the number of people the woman Supports.

rd

Measurés were also taken of the woman's 3ge at which her

first child was born, years llved In New York Clty and place of

‘birth,

rd

Another Qetermlnant of success, qute.dlfferent and dlstinct

from any‘persdhaf<characterlstlcs of the populatlon is the relatlve -

conditlo?-of the labor market.

.15 .
. As Ryan has polnted out, ''the great bulk of the low income

et -

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“
i ‘ s

and the consequent avallablllty of jobs .,"




hg-

. . , , . . B "ok
a .  om Flirther by.presenting a number.of salient facts he shows
the impact of labor market conditions on employment, ‘ 4

-
-

’

In 1940 there were 8 m!ll!on people unemployed, however

BN . LT

in 1942 this fifgure decreased to a !Ittle more than one m!IIIon. . - S

That is, 'seven mil11ion people went from be!ng jobIess to receiving S
a weekly paycheck in a relat!vely short perfod of time, two years. = L

Ryan.argues that %t wasn't a- sudden development in the = _ v
~ , N _ )
. abilities of these people that made them employed the s!tuation -
had changed Jobs were created by the demands of the war economy (f
N ‘and mi111ons who had-been earlier labelled ‘as “untra(ned“ and

"unmotlvated'' were put to work, "

LS

/

In order-to determine what changes in the labpr’ market ?

-
N ) -
‘ . : ' _ b 3 i . gy
T ~ e N
S, .

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

how they effected the employment"suecess of those Inter?léwed,

P L3

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

by Mr. Sam Ehrenhalt, Associate Reglonal Director, Bureau of ‘Labor [/ = = 1
Stetistfcs. ' i{:;:T - o I, ' "
A full explanation of the statistical sources and methods

. used to develop this measure Is contgined in the appendix,

-

. In essence, a scale to prévide an indicator of relative labor
L | market.eohd?tioqs and prospects tor‘employment was deVeIoped'For the
, T 34 occupations held by the sample population for the vears 1968, 1969, -

- 1970 and 1971. '_ | . ‘ =




:SOf‘V

N Uttlizing a varfety. of data, factors that made for jbb~
- ;. . - demand were given a weight of 1/3 and cur.re'nt' Job prospects

(based ubon occupational -trends) were given the:rqmainlng 2/3.

The scale Uses a range from l,fhrougb 10; The lower numbers
. - » ) . . & . .
. 7>reflect-rapid'employment Increases.and good “job, prospects and the

higher numbers sharp employment declines and poor job prospects.

e
B

The background variables and measure of labor market conditions o

.  were corrglated among themselves and with our measures of employment
. ' . ' . * | . !
outcome e.g.: o , T S '
‘e V " N . - ‘ N -
1 - percent of time employed after day care;

2 = .number of months.to first ]obj

w
1

employment status at time of !niérﬁiew;

’

welfare status at time of interview;

=
]

1
t

gross pay;

6

-number of hours worked per week,vb

From Table 75 we can see that statlsf!cally significant
correlations desp!te'some minor variations consistently emerge with
three independent variables: educatlbn. the percent of time employed
in the three years priof'to using day care and labor market,

In laoking at the'percent of time worked after dax care, we

see“that significant correlations exist with education(.36), the

. percent of time worked before day care (.L40) and labor market (-.25).

3

-

o s o 20952
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£

for a larger percentage of time after daY care had begu“- c

jﬁl- )

3 E N

These findings lndlcate xhat those who had hlgher educatlons,

or" those who had worked more prior, to day care, or those whose labor -

’

| market conditions were more favorable were more llkely to be employed

i e

R
.

The same pattern exlsts wlth regard to ‘the nymber of months
respondents' took to find a job Education ( Jil), percent time .
employed before day care {-,40) and labor market condltlons ( 21)
are once agaln the only Independent varlables that slgnlflcantly

correlate wlth‘this measure, however, they are dlﬁferent unvd_

‘strength from the peroent of time:employediafter day care.

Both education and prlor employment exhlblt stronger correlations,

while labor ‘market is- sllghtly weaker, 4
e ' :

A third measure of’employment success, the status of -employment

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

Y

both education (<.27) and the percent of tlme worked before (=,21)

exhibit weakor correlations, while labor- market shows the hlighest

correlatlon (- 35)

In identifying varlables associated with the gross pay and
number of hours worked of the respondent, a sllghtly dlfferent

constellation f varl bles ears,
e on of varla appears, P

' Ethnicity (.20), eduEatlon (.33), vocational training (.22)
and\the percent'of tlme workedyln the three years before day care
(\25 ) are‘all lndependently related to gross ﬁay.' Woman thatvare
Black, or have higher levels of eduoatlon, or have received vocational

[y

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

salaries,  Labor market condltions shows no relatlonshlp to this outcome .

A9

measure, g 20003
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.
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RE rélated'(.l8) instead of vocational training.
” . ) : ' o

52~ . S
N

The number of hours worked Is comparable, however, although

ethnicity (.18);, education (.35), percent of time work\h before

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

The last meaSure of employment outcomes, welfare status,at

time of Tnterv}ew, was exam!ned through three dtfferent statistlical

techniques: correMation coefficients as aboVe, f-tests, and cross

tabulations,

Significant correlatioh coefficlents were found between welfare

stetus and education (?.30), and the number of people the respondent

supported (.19).

As we would expect, this varlable also correlated s!gnlflcanfly(
with other outcome criterfa: employmert status at time of Interview

’

(.63), number &f hours worked i;:30) and gross pay (-.24).

Those women with more education or who supported lesé people

" were less Tikely to be recelving welfare money at the time of Interview.

N , A
As expected, 1f women were unemployed, worked less hours or made less

money . they would more fikely be receiving welfare,

o

By categorizing women on our welfare status varlable Into

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

Py

we examined some mean differences In relation to other varlables,

e

As would belexpected, those that were recefving no welfare -

payments ot the time of Interview werc suppﬁrtlng the least number of

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

+
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Those that are on supplementary Welfare support more people‘; B

.ﬂ_than ﬁhose

oA Tﬁe'-"d%;f_r;é'reﬁ';

:elvlng full payments' 3 8 and 3 9 respectlvely.»w-
"‘ Y

s{between these two groups |s not appreciable. There

|//a statlst:cally slgnlflcant difference when compared to tﬁe group :_{fltf R
' that recelves no payments. ‘"‘»,f:, : fl?ffﬁf L-T“QLS rj_. ;f:,_ '\\\;'13__f(f
In examunlng education, sugnlflcant dlfferences also appear

_ among the three groups (Table 76) Those who were not any Tonger )
'zon welfare had an average of ll 6 years of educatlon (almost graduatlngf'-

';~vhlgh school), wh:le the supplementary and full payment groups are_f

| "'lower (lOGand98) o o o

v "Thevthree'groups do“not signlflcantly-differ in'r %Epect"to R

fseveral VarlableS' age, (Table 77) percent of day care use (Table 78)

~

and the’ percent of time: worked

7 the three years before day care.
Those that were completely »ff welfare had a mean age of 32, h (Table 79)

the supplementary wel 'group of 33.7 and ‘the fullupayment group 32.3.

D|fferences ‘between amount of tlme chlld used day care is -
unlmportant All three groups use day care approxlmately 78% of the

" time from enrollment to the time of lntervlew.

The variable percent of tlme worked before day care is not
I

statlstlcally slgnlflcant however, it shows a sllght dlfference

" - _between %he groups and galn reflects the-unexpected characterlstlcs .

-5 y ~

of the supplementary welfare group.




5he

Those that were not recelvlng welfare had worked anhayerage

.

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

gettnng full peyments only worked an average of 48%.

» 2 "
L = ’ -

The supplementary welfare group of women -on the average o \¢fj;r
worked more than the no welfare group (3l%) T e. those who at. DT .

. time of'lntervlew had worked their way off welfare. ‘ .
| A e G ) S
What we begin to observe in relation to the welfare status . B

-

varlable is a non~l|near re.atnonshlp. Eariier we had reported on -

_the’basus of correlatlon coeffucuents that certasn background

: varlables were related to welfare status.

: : This is lndeed'true"however the relatlonshlp varles aT:Qrdlng_- S

(

to the. welfare category whnch we examune. We would expect th
: :ncrements in the percent of tume worked beforé day care should be

"related to welfare status, (nOne to full) however, this does not occur; -
‘ A -

In regard to this varlable, the supplementary welfare group

closely resembles the no welfare group, something we will explore
further, later on. "
‘ “ ‘ —':;l 7

;- Several,crosstaSElatlons were computed for welfare status and
E " other background variables. Ethniclty shows no significant assoclatlon
- (Table 80), however, there isTa noticeable trend. 28% of the Black
L women ' interviewed were not receiving welfare, while only 20% of other

ethnic groups (largely Puerto Rican) were not.

~ >
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,,' The opposlte trend appears when we look at those recelvnng
"full payments' 3]% df the Black women recelve them compared to

L3% of the Puerto Rncan women.< Puerto Rlcans were less llkely then

’

“- . 'Bldcks to. Be off welfare at time of - |nterV|ew. -fl .fvf*“

" f: No appreC|able dlfference exlstj for the supplementary welfare

"group - 1% of the Blacks.receIVe.sqc ayments contrasted wuth 37% _;{"i* '

*"ﬁ? ) o of the Puerto'Rlcan wolen. .. T

RN fl In undependentLy analyznng the relaggonshlp between vocatuonal
B . . .
trannlng and‘place of blrth wlth welfare status we: flnd no statlstlcally

. - - '_ slgnlflcant dlfferences. However ‘we- can observe sllght |nd|cat|ons .
of trends, >
. AP Those wnth some tralnmg are ~a“lfttle1nore—1Tkelv to be off— - e

‘welfare (Table 8l) while those,born in New York City are. least llkely

"to be on at t|me of lntervnew (Gl%) those born ln Puerto’ Rlco more
N I A
Tikely (69%), and thost from the South? most llkely(79%) (Table.82).

4

Exploring the |ntercorrelat|ons among the backgroynd variables,
" (Table 75) ;everal obvnous and a few not so obvious’ flndlngs become
‘manlfest. Education is a variable hlghly related wnth many others.
_Signlficant, positive correla:lons~exist with ethnicity (.26)2 . .

vocational training (.37) and percent of time worked before (.24).

Significant negative correlations can be found between education

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

- . | : ~ These fin'd_ings suggest that Black women in our study popolatlonv
had more education than others; those who had more education were more
" ‘1ikely to have vocational training and were also.more likely to have

00057




worked more”before[day‘carg was used, Also, we can stategthat;thosg

»

w1th;hlgherfedu¢aiions sUppo{tedflesézpepré_and were‘§§dhgér;' .

‘.‘Y

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:
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"_ Usung several statustlcal technlques, background varlables e

. were related to the six measures of employment outcomes. Also.a

. structural measure, labor market condltlons.was lntroduced.and‘_ ¢

Lb

correlated with ‘these same variables,

3

. The analysls showed that educatlon, the percent of t|me )

'vempldyed in the three years before uslng day care and l;bor market

'fconditions were signiflcantly related to a number of emgloyment

criteria, although they vary as to strength

Lo - n S ‘ E ’ %, - ’
The amount of time that.a child received day care~Service

A

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

e

- employment success. ' . - e

3 i .___..'._._‘7._4- e e g e

'respondent supported were related to welfare status,

Varlables such as education and the number of people the

.

J§idlvl"*g ine women into three categorles of welfare status,

-we were able to identify the d|stlnctlve character of the supplementary

group: they had worked more in the three years before day care than
those not receiving any money from welfare and also there is no

difference between racial oy ethnic groups for this category.

o

. Independent or background variables are highly retated with

each other. For example, those with more education are more 1ikely

~ to be Black, have,more vocatlonal tralning, have worked more before

day care, support less people and are younger.

y ;. .\
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These resu!ts point to an average successfu! worker as one

whoeh;¥ more educatlon, has worked more in the past’ and who had

N
entered a labor market in a year in which condItIons had been

{ . ’ AN
L ' favorab]e for her employment. ) I Lo

¥

_ Therfi}st'two cnaracterist!cs deal witn IndIVidual attributes,

. while the third reflects condutions beyond the scope of lnd|V|dua1'

' control

-




. E x | Relatnonshlp Between Background and Labor Market Variables, Taken:

- i

TogetherJ and Employment Outcomes f Regress:on Analysls

The elght background and labor market varlables ( and in

the case of welfare eleven), actlng together, show a sngnufncanth o
. A . ¥
effect on the employment outcomes of the women. ‘who "used day care

=

for employment purposes,

' So far, we have reported their‘lndlvldual effects, but have
not given an assessnent of‘thelr‘comblned.effeot.on employment,

‘ Thlsvcombinedkeffect'can-be meaSUred by a multiple.correlation.’ .

o
@ . a

 coefficient,

" To compute the multiple correlation between eaoh_of the |,

six measures of employment success and the background variables

&

with lghor market condltfgns, sisA .. ".pie regression analyses were

done utilizing the total group of women lntervlewed'(Tables 83 through

~ - - B

~ 88). $ S ’
‘A multiple regression analysis is the-computatlonhof an
.equation thchfpresents the relatlonshlp hetween a*dependentRVariablé'
and several independent variables (in this case there are eight and
16 : .

in the case of welfare status we use eleven)

t

For the employment outcome variable, percent of tlme worked for
‘the entire period after recelvlng day care service, the elght predicator

variables (Table 83) taken together explains 30% of the toal varlance.
» ' ~ ) ’

’

38061
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“in the three years before day care, They are thus identlfied as

Three VarIabIes, however, account for 29% of‘thls total

education, laborlnarket potentiai and the percent of t{me employed

“

the crucial variables and are therefore the best pred!ctors of

 the percent of time empiozed.

| Those w]th the greatest labor market potential the hfghest ;

education and who had worked for the Iargest percent before day

care would be‘expected to work the Iargest percent of time,

similar findi}c;s emerge in looking at the number of months’
to the first job as the dependent variable (Table 8h). ANl ’

eight tndependent variabIes, taken together, explain -35% of the‘\ '

- - o

variance, -\

.Four variables, labor market conditions, educatlon, percent

of time employed before and.vocationa] training (the statist!caily

significant variables) explain 33% alone. . : ,

These'four.variables were’important‘In accounting for the
length\of time it took a reSpondent to locate a job once her chiid
had entered day care. | | ”

! Those with higher educatlion, a favorable labor market,previous
vocationp! training, and emplox@ent experience prior to day care
could obtain employment more quickly than others. AII'four variables

are relatively important, however, educatfon appears. to be the most

significant.

20062 , B
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‘ A third dependent;variable or.meaSure of.gmplbyment:outcome,"'
. is the .résponde}rt.'; employment $tatus at the time of; .interview.v
e As can be seen from Table 85, laboﬁ;ﬁ%rket\potentfai is the best
(////‘ . predictor, while education also éontributes a substantfal amount.

'_Totally, these two variables account for most of’ihe,ZZ% of
variance explained. Unexpectedly, the percent of time employed in

. /. the three years prior to day care is not a significant pred?ctor of

employment status, :

Despite the fact that this variable Independently (aloné) exhibited

»

a significant correlation with employment status, when we exaTigp/%he'

[
-

joint Influence of al] -variables, Its predictive power wanes, This

effect fS“Eﬂ?EEETYtS?'ﬁabiilpearlty“amonQSttBé ihdepéndéﬁt»éarfaﬁieé .

‘involved.,
If two or more variables that are highly associated with each

°the£‘?§$ entered intc a regression equation, the unique variance
attributable to each will be small compared to the common variance
they expiain.

N : .

_ If one of these variables '5 entered first into the equation,
/‘—", . o
al™of the tommon 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 pércent of time employed before daQ‘care Is

Y

hfghly associated with education, Note that the percent of time \\

employed before day care has been entered into the equation flrst,

4
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2 Its unique variance’ on employment status Is .038 and ls

vassessed as sIgnIfIcant - T

When the next variabLe, vocational trthIng, is,enteyed

the:vafjahce attributed uniquely to the percent of time eémployed

before day care does not change ve}y much, The reason Is that

et

almost all of the variance explé!ned by vocational ttaihtngvls

different variqpce than that varIance explalned by the percent of

-~

A - .

time employed before day care.

This can be seen by the low zero order correlation coefficient

- )

between, these two varlébIe (.06). S .

- By contrast, when education is entered into ‘the regress!dn

equation, the unique variance attributed to the percent of tIme

: . E employed before day care drops from .038 to .022, This means that ’ P
a good deal of the variance that had been attrtbuted to the percent '

of time employed before day care alone Is shared with education.

.o

.o ~ The respondent's gross_pay on her first most recent job Is “
predlcted best by ‘the percent of time employed before day care and

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

explained variance (Table 86). o 1'

-

Once again, wo see the effects of collTnearIty among the

independent variables, Two variables, ethniclity. and vocational -

<

tratnind had exhiblted'high zero order correlatioas, however, these

are shared with educatlon.




When they are entered into the equation their unfque
varlance is minimal and not significant, Ve are left with the
concluslon “that a woman would recelve a better salary if she had

more past empToyment experience and more years of education,

b
e
A

.The best predictors of theanumbers of hoors worked exhibits
“a similar pattern (Table 87). The percent of time employed before
»day care and education are relatlvely lmportant however, so too
‘js Iahor market conditions, all of which together explaln 15% of

the total variance. All elght variaoles Jointly accounted for
21% : , o _— . . ﬁ\\\
This suggests that a poor labor ‘market potentlai; small
number of years of education and a scanty previous employment
record result n women working .shorter number of hours dyring

a work week,
»

The final regression equation was based upon welfare status.,
e ] .
In this instance, we Included three additional predictor variables

e N
which Kad previously been used as outcome meastre: gross pay, hours

worked per week and employment status (Table 88),

L
s {

In this equation, a.slngle variable, employment statos, proves '

. to be the strongest and only real predictor of welfare status, It
accounts for 31% of the variance explained, This flndung can be

considered an extreme example of collinearity,

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

people supported and education were all, highly and significantly
/

a

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

status, \ ' ////
Lo

d0969

-
-




.%i . -' _ The unique variance attrtbutable to these variables fs
' ' actuaHy shared w:th emp!oyment status whnch exh!bits the hi’ghest

‘zero order correlatlon wzth welfare status. , H’ this -var-uab‘le had

not been entered into the regressnon equation, our results ,would

-

most probably have been consnstent wsth ﬂndings presented earHer. |

iR ]

e X




Thefefght lmdependent variables - seven background,varlables

and labor~market conditions - taken'together reVeal a‘slgnlficant N

:L;f:" 7 effect on the employment outcomes as meaSured by an- assortment
S » '

of ‘methods. (See Summary - Tables 89 & 90)

From am ahalysls of thelslx measures of employment outComes; - :

5[{' IR the percent of. tlme employed after day care and the months to flrst

job proved to be best predlcted by the Jndependent vartables. o N -

~
. - , e : S
ln‘regard to the other measures of employment outcome:. *
employment ‘status, gross pay and hotrs worked, the Independent N o

variables had less predictive power,

. : By Including employment status as a predictor vartable,
in the regression equatlom for welfare status, we found that most

of the vartance was explained by this variable,

1)

Three varlables appear as the best owverall predlctors of

- — L SN

employment outcomes educatlon, the percent of time employed
before day care and labor market'condltlons. They_vary in

strength however,. according to the outcome measure used,

'

'lt ls apparent that because of a high degree of assoslatlon
among the lndependent'varlables, some variables ment]oned earlier
_as producing elgnlflcant zero order correlatfons, are poor predictors .
of employment outcome since most of thelr varfance s common *

N variance shared with varlables that had greater predlctlye power

| . (especlally education).

VY957




: variahie of hours worked.

: o - U Bbe 1. : .
- -~ ' - ) * ) ’ ' a
1 o R .
: There are, differences among the independent variables in .o

¢ s

terms of their predictive stréngth according to’the"dgpendent'

. . < J ‘ . ‘
variable used, - e

o : '
., For the percént of time employed after day care and the

number of months (dnemplbyedk-to the first job, they are.gd0cafion,

pefcent oi time employed in the three years before day cars and

labor market conditidns. v

S \
-

In looking at empioxmént statu?, we found  some differences:

- t

labor maPket conditions and education ate the on!y"slgniflcant

-~

predi&tors., - : L .

. . . - - '

.Gross pay and hours worked had two variables In common as = . -
good pred?dtors: education and the percent'of tlme‘Vorked before .

day care, Labor market conditlions Is also & signiflcant prédlctor

Each one of our regression equations has attained a level of
statistical sign!ficance, however, uhder closer examination, we can

see that the predictive power, in and of ifse!f remains relatively -
‘. . f »
weak., o

4 *

-

The dependent variables we were moét able to explein - percent
of time emp!oyed afler day core and monéhs ﬁnemp!oyed ta first ij .
sEIlI had approximately a total of 67% ungxgléined va;i;nce, i.c.

less than 33% of the varfance In actual extent of employment ou;Comes
may be.pféatcted from all the background varlables and laboé market " ¢

conditlons taken jointly.~- a relatively small amount upon which to \:::zj>.

base policy decisions, \\\ ¢

. 20968
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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 vardiables were unlntentlonally

. excluded, that could potentially explain more varlence in our

4 .
i

i

" measures of employment’ outcomes.“

Second, it may be argued that a woman s background is not as]

xmportant |n achieving empl%(ment success as many have posited. - '_. :“
In order to test this hypothesis, extensive background ‘
meaaures would be required which were_not available within the ;

~ scope gj the present study,’

. Still, a th|rd possiBieggyplanatlon could relate to the type

<

of people that were recruited into day care prgbram.

K . . - . x .

Explanations of the importance of background variables generally

point to the role of these variables in developing'or maintaining
. a . . C - .~
- motivation, '

"It may be that women who voluntarily sought day care fgr employment

-

purposes are Hgelf selected” for high levels of motivation, whereby

" an inabnllty to sustain or flnd employment derlves from factors unreiated
o
~ {or wedkly related) to the woman's background " The lnablllty to become.'
_ . : _ g

Mﬂccessfully employed may have to do with other, more str}uctural' factors- :

This possible explanation takes us to a fourth and final one. 1 .

. . | - I

Seven of ‘the independent variables were measures of ascrlbed or

)

achieved statuses of the women rntervxewed 0nly a single structural

measure, labor market condituons was collected ln several cases, - it
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Ced

proved to have signi?icaht predictive strenéth, yet it may not be

V. -

' adequate. It was derived from broad hationéi‘and local labor market

. s . “
i 2

‘MWe did notrmeasure how city wide empfoyment trehds effect

more ]oéalfzed'ghetto areas that are geggraphicajly located. within
~a few sduare miles of a larger metropolitén region.
; _ - o - How are these trends diffused down to the local level. Are

~§ . they exacerbated or minimized, and if so in wﬁéf direction and for

what types of jobs?

A second point in regard to structural measures must admit

that the present study colJeéted only oheﬂ
N, ' :

. Others, .may also exert important influences on employment

v PR . ~
\

- outcomes, lssues such as discrimination in employment, transportation

, facilities, and union restrictions were not addressed.

1
.

For these'rQ;:;Bs, in the context Bf this study, these ideas .

remain at the level of speahla;ion and cannot be adequately addressed.
. d . Al

)
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L - welfare Status and Employment - R T ‘Qk
: The relationship between welfare status and employmentbrequ1res further
N .
elaboration.

e o ] To examine th1s complex phenomenon, we analyzed the relatlonshlp

between Welfare status and employment status at the tlme 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 bé receiving welfare than those who are.

S

In ekamining supplementary payments, we find thaEﬁwomen'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

. . i : _ . .
as.cfg%gfed to 27% of those not working. - : v

N The thlrd column of the table presents data on the percent that are

. ~

worklng for each welfare status categ ory. W€\§ee that  a large majorlty
~ . / .

(85%) of those off welfare are working.\ This leavesLLS% whHo are not
employed  and not: receiving any publi assistance.'f
- ' A

By examining those receiving full payments, we see that only 8% are
N " . B ] ’ '»

worki) g,~also an,expected:ffnding. .

where "J'

the majorlty of women are. working (689) Before 1nterpret1ng what thls’ - ¥

9\\\\. N The surprlslng flndlng occurs in the supplementary cate

5' - conld mean, we wlllfexplore this relationship further.
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_ . . , N
Tabte 93 presents data on we'l fa.re status at the time of : ®

. - mterv:ew by, the entnre wdrk h:story after starting day care.

»

i . '>We have expanded our employment htstory variable to include employment
 status at time of vnterv;ew> Here, we fmd that those who worked
.cont:nuously and were worknng at the-tlme of |ntervlew are less llkely
L : ' to be off welfare than - those who~worked sporadlcally after day care

and were working at interview time,

-~ For the supplementary group, the opposute I's true, Women who b
B . .
"worked cont:nuously were more llkely to be on supplementary welfare

\ © e Lthan' th.ose who worked Somewhat. _
\ ' . ‘The pattern that emerges suggests that worRing cont inuously
s no guarantee against keepln'g of f welfare, . : P
) kennak _ )

’ : In the early sections of the report we emphaslzed the

vt

characterlstlcs of the secondary labor market - seaSonal employment .

[

[

low status, lnfrequen) promotlon‘s and low wages., r

What we seem to find in our data ls" that welfare; particularly

o

supplemen‘tary welfare, is closely wedded to*this secondary 1abor t]

~

- market., - ' ‘ o . : ( : ‘

A large number of women fn our sample seem caught ln th,s ‘v g
dead-end low wage- labor market Thelr inability to get off welfare . \\ :

does not result so much from the:r- personal 'attr'lbUtes nor their
v inability to find empl'oyment Thelr problems and apparently their
‘"
led for welfare stems from the low wages they receive, Fully 56%

- of the women who had employment had weekly gross sa'l%{les of less

- ‘< ' . than 100 dolflars.

» . .. R urtid ) )0 .‘
Qe £~ ' ) ;_)ll'} U{U S




We;ajso.have data to address the following questjohr fe
the need for supplementery welfare a result of part tfme employﬁent?‘ﬂ
Are women just hot wqu}hg hard enough or for long,enough hours?

The answer is no.

As can be seen from the three varnables(presented in Table 9%,
very few of those who worked cont;nuously were employed on a part

time basis. All:women except for two from this group were employed
.-‘ 6 . B . .

. on.a full time basis. Furthermere controlling for employment

\

experience after day care (i. e. looklng exclus:vely under the thIrd '
column, worked contlnuously) we can see that 26 people who had been

working continuously since they began day care were still receiving
. ,

‘supplementary welfare at time of Fnterview; low and unliveable

wages, not the fnability to find a job, nor working part time, nor

a lack of motivation provides the main obstacle to women worklng

their way oﬁfcwelfare.

" To investjgate what the activities-were of‘meen whe>were not

working and howlthey related to welfare status, these two variables

were cross tabulated (Table 95).

i ’ . -

3
. L]

Note that two tables are presented, one fercentaged by column

totals, the other by row.

/ ‘ of those women not receiving eny wel fare, 78% are worklng, 5% (/—jiik,/;

are looking for work, 5% are in school and 7% are-caring for their

R

children.

wl e

. ~ N =
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The supplémentary group also has a majority (albeit a ) Y

‘smaller oné)_employed (63%), while school (10%), and carihg for
‘thelr children {;?%zj@re the other significant activities,

[4

Note thaw this variable shows that the supplementary gn&up .
does not greatly‘differ from those who are not receIVing paymenfg_ 'l;

at all, Howevery those r!ﬁéiving full payments differ SUbstantia119:4

:Onlyhs% éﬁeQworking,~while 34% are In school,:ZI% are caring fof

their children and 19% are looking for work. - : "‘,




An Tn-depth analysis of our welfare status variable revealed

a number of important findings.

L
e -

Jlt is hot poss!bfe to'clearly‘distinguish between women who
receive supplementary welfare or no welfare at all on the basis of
' ghéir emp!o*mént status, A crucial determining factor is the wages

they receive for their work. ]

.

The majorfty of women feceiving supplementary welfare are
. ?

. M s .
working at full time jobs, Moreover;,, even women who have worked
continuously are not more likely to work their Way fo_welfére.

s

In fact, we found those working contiguously are more
1ikely to be on supblementary‘payments than those who have worked

.sporadicélly. Employment becomes a poor indicator of a.woman’s'

PP vt

4 ~"
welfare status when we compare the supplementary category to the . -

- welfare category.

,
Low wages is the primary obstacle, since the majority of

-

women ‘Tnterviewed have gross salaries of less than 100 dollars
' ' »

per week,

Those woman not working are most likely to be eilther

furthefing their education, caring for their children or looking

for work. : ' o .
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' Additional. Comments About Labor Market Conditions and Employment 0qtc0mesv

In order to explore more fully the impact of labor market

.conditlons on dur study population and its relationship'to

employment outcomes, the Variable categorized al women into one
of three groups: those with good labor market cofdlitions, fair
conditions and poor ones.

" We then cross tabulated this newly reconstricted variable

with employment history after day care and employment sfatus at

time or TInterview. - . C’Q S

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 Tn regard to the variables mentioned. Table 96 presents our

findings,

+
v

From Table 96 we can see.that those with poor labor market

conditions are much iess Tikely to have worked contInUousiy than

those w:th good conditions (15% and 40% respectnvely) ‘while from those

with fair conditions In the labor market, 26A ‘worked continuously.ﬁ‘ -

A complimentary‘flndjng emerges for those who did not work

at all after they started day care; 6% of those wlth gqod labor

market condutions as compared to L3% of those with a poor 1abor

market did not work. For those that worked some, fair and poor

°

labor market conditions were about equally important, . The women

v

with good labor market conditions were more likely to have worked

. some,

JUE7S
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Employment stétps at time of interview shows a similar .

! . - ) .
pattern when cross tabulated with our categorized measure of !abor

market conditions (Table 97). Those with good labor market conditions

are significantly mofe'llkely to be empioyed at time of interview,

i.e. good labor ‘markét (71%), fair (51%), poor (28%).

By once again grouping all women interviewed In terms of labor
market scores, and theg using an F-Test to determine any significant
differances between the groups In relation to months unemployed to

first job, we can Bccentuate the Importance of this varlable (Table 98). .

Those with falr labor mafket conditions walted an average of
12,5 mohths for thelr-first Job afterd starting day care, those with

poor conditions walted an average of 15 months, while those with

~favorable conditions only walted an average of 6.7 months,

The Iﬁportance of labor market conditions is clear. On the
averggé: 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 Impor;anée
of'labor matket qénd[tion;? we now turn to Table 99 which presents‘
a three way analysis of variange of labor market conditions by ’
empioyment.étatus two years after starting day care by year began

day care. -

) L 4
. Here, we can see that the labor market score varies signlficaﬁf{;

——

' in’rklation to the year in which the woman started day care and

{
the employment status’ of that woman, E%r

\ | — RLLRE
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Those that enter day care later and thérefore are looking
for a job later (1970 aﬁa 1971) experienced more severe labor
_market conditions than those who entered earlier (1969)." This
pattern probably reflect; the jbb inc;éases in New York‘Clty
| made in 1968 and 1969 f;lTowé by sharp job losses fn 1970 and
- = 1971, _ .

‘As the labor market conditions became worse for the
; ‘population in general, its impact Is felt more severely on the

less educétﬁ?;mlnorjty group member,

Our study population's émployment exper iences are sfroﬁgly .

- Influenced by the worsening labor market.




Conclusions and Implications and Recommendations: . o E

Hav:ng presented our f?ndingsL 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 o
was: What was the perception of these women about the quality and

impact of day care services upon them, as working mothers?-

: , ’ :
The data concluSively supports the fact that the women were K\“\<,

~extremely satisfied with the quality and dependability of the day

care.sefvice in relatjon‘to their children and to themselves as
mothers and working women,

Specifically the findings indicated that - =

1 = Group dav care provides a well supervised
child care and early chFldhood development . ‘ :
service which also offer other”social services |

l.e. health care and help with personatvahdgl

child related problems.

W v I ¢ L

develops social skills, matures, makes Friends more
eas!ly,»beoomes.more independent, and\{s well taken

care of i/yoth physically and emotionally.

TFhe women report that If they were not employed
- and were thus able to take care of thelr childﬁen,
they would still want thelr children tokattend

day care centers,

19979
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i""l'; ™~ | | S .
- : o , 3 - . Day care was chosen oyer other child care

_alternatives that were available t§ th§m B e

at the time. ‘ . .

. .1t was clear that the cost of the prdg;am
. ~ was not a crucial factor Tn deciding t e
it, and that most decisions to use day care
- ) I

were based'upon child centered concerns.

L - Most wbéén felt that theié children do not
I§Se out as a result of their working, While
. - ' ~ <we cannot ascribe causality to day-care for
! . 3 . this effect, it seems apparenf that thelr
‘ positive response to the service, at a
. | ~mimimum supports both thef r initial decision
- to work and their lack of Conflict or concern

; "&e R
about thelr maternal role.

-
-+

There is no question, But that day care as perceived by these
women is a most desirable and effect!ve child development and social
servsca wh:ch permit% them to pursue thelr eqﬁﬁoyment. educational

and training goals Mlth a minimum of concern about the well being of

their children's welfare, safety, and personal developmeﬁn<§<\

In this respect it seems to fulfill most adequately its

-
» .

Intended leglslative purposes of strengthening the famlly as well as

assisting women to attain or retain capablljty for the Zaxlmum self— |
. support and personal mdependence poss!ble.

[ 4 .
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. f‘ T ~ The second research issue was to ascertaln the employment outcomes
“and welfare status of the study population., The major flndlngs arg as

g follows ’ o : ' | . .
. Co, R Vlomen expended a gr}; deal of effort seeklng ‘
. -employment, 50% were employed at the time of
. » '
interview and there,was a lGAolncrease of women

in the wor® force after they had reglstered at

~ day care centers,

Although more women worked contlnuously, we
cannot attribute this result to the effects of - -
-day care,.elnce we lack a comparison group which

did not receive this service,

2 - The‘ma]or problems encounterédvby‘those who had ;_f7
’ ‘ ‘
some employment history wege-wages, health, job //
L N~ ' ' expefience, education and child care,: Thé last

. problem, child care was reported most often»,
Women had nmore chllgren than were registered in

day care and for this reason they often were not
entirely free to pursue employmcnt, despite thelr
satisfaction. with the service. Other children required

super&lslon and therefore created an obstacle to employment,

- 3 -The women's decision to work was voluntary and
based upon their need for more money., Desphte

. . fulNtime employment their wages were low, (83% ////—‘§f—i

made less then $130 per week gross and 56% made
vfﬂy
Jless than $100), TRaises were occaslional and =

. . promotions a'most non-existent, '

p—k

' S o : C 9\ 4)
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L - .‘A'Employmoutcomes by and large. correlated -
A .wlfh the woman's edhcation, pe}cent qf time- «
employed in the three years before day care
Ag§§and labor market conditions..\The regrésslon
'equations whichjexamlned the joiné'eﬁfect of
background varlébies on employment oﬁthmes

were with minor variatlions, consistent with

LY A
S b

o h
+ ‘.

these findings, . fae
| iy B

a3
# ‘

The findings show significant correlation between

_ ' Ay
However, they account for only 18-35% of the

a number of background and structural variables,

.. varlation depending upon the specific dependent
variable, Indlcating that other bapkground and
- structural variables ( see page$'66-68) wete, \

not accounted for In oyr study,

‘e

5 - of the total group, 26% were able to get off

welfare, Bb0% recelved suppliementary welfare

payments and 34% remalned on welfafe.

" In geheral, we appear to have a group of women
who want to work, scarch diligently to find Jobs
and frequently are relatlvel? successful in

finding and maintalning full time continuous

-

employment, and yet are unable to get off the

welfare rolls,

i

A2
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- -Actually, women on suoplementary welfare worked a_

- effect N S - “U

.;(E:Siyin shtary wélfarerand”those'
. : . \

off welfare are qunte slmllar on most background
varlables on the basis of theur employment status

Both the supplementary and' o welfare~group worked_
almost Contlnuousﬁy and” fo_'a long period of time
. > E A o ' . - ) )
in the 3 years prior, to and aftes receiving day . S

s

“ ¢care service. R o S s

4 I -

longer'beriod'ofitime and more continuously then - - = '”:~‘.ra
those who got off the'welfare'rblls - an'unexpected

finding} ‘since logic might predlct exactly the oppOSIte
o

—

Wha;/ﬁe actually found |n the dlscushlon above was f,}
that a ‘more important variable ‘in determlnlng welfare

status then background characterlstlcs was’ the wages,'}

v
. -

women receive, o .
‘- . L E o : . S

- .

Ve

S £ appears that those'%omen receiving supplementary welfare ',\

® are mired in a seCondary }abor market, and that their
wel fare - payments subsidize wages that are barely T i )
. sufficient for ex1stencf. The women in the secondary e .'ﬂ

labor market apparently. have very llttle opportunlty to
A ﬁ . /

~work thelr way off welfare,

; Y : N
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Our flndlng was that even when women worked continuously
C 4 2

before and after recenvung day care .service, they wd

. st\1 very.llkely to be. on sdpplementary.welfare.i
e S o f' - - ; L e ' , oo .
S Our conclusion is - a job is no guarantee of getting ’ ' .
off the We‘fare-rolTS.':'v . \

Low wages, not the inability to find a job, nor

'working part-time; nor a lack of motivation.ié'the » “

. _'main'obStacle»to women WOrking'theirtwéy off welfare.

! o ; | ‘ . . . . ... . - ‘ e ' . . . .

A . 3 - "We also found that labor market conditionsiexert an

. , -n [y . - . . . ) o . . )
.important impact on employment outcomes, ~Women on Y

- . . PR

'I P R P f .
. ] '

_the basis of their occupations and the year they . ° e

-

S : o entered the labor force, were assigned a poor, fair .
. . : . - . N . “ . :

. and good labor-market conditions category. Those

‘i \
)“.\

@ith fair labor market conditions were less like1y .

N
e

ey ' to work Contlnuous]y than. those wlth good ;ondltlons j RO
while those wi th extremely poor labor market conditions
.\- Were not successful in finding employment and/or dropped

'; o o T S out of the 1abor market aitogether

L] [ N . s .7

In examining this variable, we found a 1inear relationship
} - : e . .

| , , T .
exists between the different labor market condition.categories,

- .
» o

s , L - A very reveallng flndlng was that/khose women with poor
labor mat&et condltlons wai ted about twice as long for
“37' - thenr jobs once they began looking for employment.than _ ' )

~those w?tﬁ fair or good labor market conditions. iAgain,

‘_ T . ;:, -~ this relationship"ls'l‘inear. * This data clearly indicates
L 5 ; , ) , g

' o
that labor market and economic conditions at .

Q : 1 . a T nglﬁ ' 4 ~.

| rme— = te . . : . . [ .
o S e A L B - e
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specific pcf;ts in time, exerts an-imporfant ahd P

_ perhaps determining impacf on these wopfen's, employment
outcomes., _ 1 o _ .

Our purpose in pursuing thegguestion of employment outcomes

and welfare status was to examine the validity of the basic =~ . .
assumption behind recent legislative and administrative proposals,

- - -

- namely that the provision of

‘ r ining would make eMplbym nt and ecénomic'sélf-sqfficiency
///(::j;ible for women on wel fare, ' E o

Our position as stated in the initial research outline was .

-

care serviges and vocational

.o

that~qualit9 day care is a necessary, but not su{fiéient variable

# ° in employment outtomes., We“further state in this proposal that:

+
&

. . bt
. o 'Me believe for both pragmatic and philoso;;::;T\\
R reasons that employment should not be the sole '
- o<+ purpose of group day care service." ‘Philosophically T
o ' 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 mbthers 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 employment. " )

-~ . Pragmatically we believe, that a social policy based
upon the assumption that the provision of short term
o I day care and manpower training services can Succeed
o in employing large numbers of welfare mothers under
current labor market conditions is destined to fail.'

¥
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

lation was representative of New York GCity's welfare population and/or that

.of the United Stdtes.

) -84- . /

Thé finding of thé employment section of this study as summarized in

&

the preceding section would fully support thiéip05ition - if o6ur study popu-‘

- .

- -

a

We.know this is not the case and that ouf population .is highly selective

in. $hat the women were either working or seeking employment, .and had access

. : Lo .~ \
to an important service, quality group day_ care. a
w— . : -

» - s

In addition to this, we know that educationally the women are above

- .
4 »~

the average for New York q&ty,}7 Since the ovq;whelming 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 optimumf

group. 'In effect, if this optimum group "can't make it", how can a less L 8

well equipped population succeed in working‘their4way off the welfare rolls;

h ) . .
: - : ‘ A
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 x?

our empirical and research knowledge. ¢

At a minimum they cannot succeed and at dimaxiﬁum_they reipforce a
S ' ) # >

sense of degradation and a sense of defeat. :

b4 »

The futility of this pblicy under existing l@bor.market conditiéns is :

v . o

-‘reinforced'further when we examine the work of others who have studied{these

and related research issues. We find that there''is congruence betwegn our

(v




R . e
g . ”
. C

research findings and.these other studies. -

C e

. ' : I
We will only present selected findings from a few studies in this

section. A more detailéd review of the literature and related references

.

are in the appendix. - . Lo o

18

Carter™ reports‘at some point in their lives, 80% of the women- on L4

the AFDC rolls were employed full time, 50% had been employed for five

'3

-

years or more, and 50% after having given birth. These findings are

.

also supported by Burhside and Cox!® and a third study by Rein and Wishnoy.
. L3 .

Women receiving AFDC grants do work and are motivated to cont inued working.‘
- L - .
The study Fy Rein and Wishnov20 reports that there are few long term
AFDC caéés.w The usual pattern is one of wo;k and welfare combined, i.e.,
periods of time on and off welfare coﬁplemented by periods &f time in and
ot ,<;f ‘a secondary labor market. |

GoodwinZl reports fhat the work ethic of welfare clients, the workihg
poor and that of lower middle class blacks is similar - they all exhibit
a high degree of motivation to-work and subscribe to the wqu ethic. The
studies by Cox, éarter,and Bu?nside emphasize the barrier presented by
the secondary labor market to minority group women in securing and m;intaininjv

S

gainful employment and éventually working their way off the welfare rolls.
. I )

. N s
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3 . v
4 oo . . .
. Y There dre other studies by Opton, Klausner, Fine and
»
Thompson, Miles and Macek?? which support the fact that women

on welfare desire ehployment, do indeeé.work in-a welfare - work

pattern, and that laBor_market conditions and a secondary labor

L3

market are important infliences if not potential determinants of

o

employment outcomes and welfare status, -

While they identify a variety of backgrouqd charaéteriStics

(all relatively similar to each other within each §tudy and with
Lo . .

- .o . e

our background characteristics) that correlated with employment
- i N “

outcomes, the correlations while significant and impertantNare

not causally impressive. Much greater stress is given to

structural ~factors as potential determinants of employment outcomes

r

. and welfare status,

23 | . -
T T T Rein  in hér recent article examining the factors that
help determine a woman's decision in relation 'to work or welfare
: ’

and the related”butcdmes ggests that we have identified the major

’

» -
vériables 2h involved in is process, ,Howevar, she also suggests
'that while we have‘the discrete vériables'z for a\very large country=
wide welfare population, we do not understand hqw tﬁey operéte togethér
with particular discrete populations, She concludes that additional
studies towards this end be undertaken for this purpose.
Ours was such a discrete population. _ : N
k) ) * X .
s N .
, L]

\

v 39958 -




‘it does, with the support of other research studies,enable us to draw. -
A . , » ot :

some ;ogica& conclusions, well-grounded in data that are pertinent to day*care,

: . - X
xeceiving w31§are and social services under present 1abor market conditions are
.programmed for failure. - - ‘ . '
h -

other .researchers, we would make the following recommendations:

. -87- - . s
/*\4 . : ] < )
. “ . ¥
The use of a selective optimum study pppulation such,as ours severely

‘ ¢ .
limits our ability to generalize to other welfare populations. - However, e N
S . ] e

e

} , . . . ) . 3 .
employment and ‘welfare status policy issues. , "

v
e .

As indicated earlier, it seems clear ta us that our present pollcmeé .

’

mandating employment and eventual self—suff;c;ency as conditlons for

At the risk of repeating suggestions that a;ready have been made by

L}
B

1 - In order fbr'day care to free women to pufsue their personal
T

goals for employment, training or Eﬁgengthenlng of famlly ties,
there is a need to provide, after school as well‘%s pre school -

day care services for all children who require it. .

/ ‘ ) - : : [y
2 - Since wages are the prime determinant of welfare status,!what .

we require'are jobs that pay a g&ving wage: Merely registerihg .
wklfare clients for employment, coupled with vaFaéional training
d compensatory education programs will inevitabf§ fail unless

there is an increase in quantitative rewards that employment offers.

2] 9

3 - A carefully designed public employment program could effectively
work against the vagariés of the seéondary labor market, ﬁrovidé

opportqnitiés’fof advancement, pay ﬁzliving wage, and be used

for socially desirable purposes. 2 . _\TJ’)”——
. ‘ "

UL L
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f

K Until-we are able to constructively addxess even gk part the real L
" . ’ : » "

factors and not.the symptoms invol%ed'in welfare dependencfﬁ the prpviéipn .

\ * e

of a decent minimum grant and a constructive attitude which. does not : .

- S ; . * 3 .
blame the victims for the socdial problems beyond-their control would be * -
‘a £ ealthier oné‘fér our.total society as well as those responsibie for bro-

posing social welfare iegislation. , S ~ S ‘ .
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kS FOOTNOTES -

.

7& \Qy.,' 1 -- "People on Public Assistance", New Y&rk State Department of Social
' : Services, Publication No. 1016 (4/74) Part V, Page 3. ‘

A\ ' 1B - Dill, John - "aA Commarative Study of Earl§ School Achigvement
. L : of Day Care Graduates" - unpublished study - Day Care Counc11 of New
R - ’York - April, 1973. - &

. For additional materxial on-the history of tHe day;care movement in New
York City see - Fleiss, B. "The Relationship of the Mayor's Committee
- on War Time Care of Children to Day Care in New York City" - unpublished
‘doctoral dissertation, New York University School of Education, 1962.
2 - Remarks by Cormissioner Hilliard, New York City Department of Social
Services - May 19, 1949 in a speech-delivered at the Lenox Hill Neighbor-
. hwod Association gt the first annual meetlng of the Day Care Council of

“

-

. New York. - : )
‘ 'R . ' .3 ‘ b
: \\\”,) 3+~ Prances Fox Plven, Rlch A. Cloward. - "Regulatlng e Poor', 'pg. 183, -
“ A - Panthcon Books. . . . ' . -
v . ) o
o ' From December 1960 to rebruary 1969 some 800,000 familjés wexe igded

a ' ‘ to the ALF.D.C. rolls (throughout the United States), an increase of

= : 10 in just elght years and ‘two months. _ _ . .
S 7 search: A Report from the Urban Institute - Volume 3 ‘Number 4, .

' July - August 1973. . . :

N

hd -

Yet, the nunber of families receiving Aid to Pamilies, with’ Dependent
Children (&FDC) tripled in the past decade, more than doubled from

' 1967 to 1970, and soarcd 36 percent in 1970 alone. By the erd of

‘. - . 1971 rearly threce million families were on the rolls - all during

» - a time of alpost contlnuous natlonal prosperity.

, The causes for thexrlslng,ArDc caseload seem to lie rnot so much in

s welfare chcatlng or in fathers deserting, as many have been assuming.
) . Rather, the causes stem from complex soclal, economic, and legislative
factors, Mrs. Boland ‘finds. .

-
“» . c.

4 -~ The 1967 SOCial Security Amendments conditioned welfare benefits on
the willlingness to work and establlshcd the current Work Inccntrve.
Program/(W.I.N.). \"

; o ’ _a lack of jobs) the legislation was .amended in ‘December, 1971 (Talmadge

;w' , HKmendment) and all welfane recxplent" with few exécptlona were raguired

to’rcglater for work or tralnlng oo .-
: 7he Long Amendments to the H.R.l Bill defeated in 1972 ‘would have re-

. , guircd all able bodied welfare rccipients to work at joks provided by

the governmcnt if no work was available to them, in privatc industry.

There,was a clear 1wp11catlon that much of this Proposed wWork weurd
Q . L be menidl, at minimum wages and with no chance for advancoment.

. o .;ﬂﬁﬂﬂi L L

- . “‘ . ,'
When this program produced cextremely poor‘resﬂits_(due to resistance gnd -

R




' ' As Dr. Bradley R. Schiller States in his a§~icle "Welfare Refcrm: . “~
A Synthesis of Khsearch on the WIN Program", United Statgs. Department ‘
of Labor, Contract # 51-24-72-09 - "Senator Long's Bill d recent:
wqﬁggte'demonstrations are predicted in-large part on th¢ premise
that poor people must be forced to work." .

5 - Fecderal Register, JanUary 28, .1969, volume 34, numder 18} page 1354. o
This quotation is from section 406D of the original social security

act. : . ~ nd \\

. 6 - Federal Register October 31, 1973, volume 38, number 2(9, sections
T ) 221.8 and 221.9.

7 = 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.

< - h e - Y -
¢ also reminded the Department of H.E.W. of the orfiginal family
strengthening and support purposes of the Social Se@urity Act and

. suggested that the Department had exceeded its legislative authority
by changing the intent of, the Social Security Act.

ion January 3, 1974, PreSident Nixori signed into law H R. 1331 which

“included DrOVlGlon suspending the October 31, 1973 ;egulationu
until Decemb r 1974,

as the rules go erning the goals, eligibility, ana financial arrangementa
under the social gecuxity amtndments.
.
The studj "Dependency Status of A, F.D.C. thers Using Day Care" was
submitted to the Office of child Dzvelopmen Pepartment of Health,
cducation and Welfare early in 1972 and .was approved as modified on
June 28, 1972.., - :
1] ’ .

Outline for doctoral disscrtation by Dan Morris N "Group Day Care and
Maternal Employmest: An Exploratory Study of A.F.D.C. Mothers )
Who Veluntarily Sought and Obtained Group Day Care Services for.ﬁnp'@yi
ment Purposes and the Factors Associated With Their Selection ale
Utilization of Group Day Care Serivces, Their Participation.in, £F
Force and Their Shor:t and Long Term Employment Outcomes." ”ubmi:‘ -5
the Columbja University School of Social Work. S
While the day carc directors wgre most cooperative, some were not in "
accord with the focus of thh s
sample should have included not} only women on AFDC, but a)ggQgggentttivc

", sample of non-wgelfare mothers, fince thoygomprise approximatcly 57% -
of the day care population in Ndw York City
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while: budgetary consxderatlons precluded this, in retrospect, 1t is
an important omission. Their inclusion in the sample would have
allowed us to answar the research questions for the overwhelming

' oroportlon 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. . L,

It would also have av01ded any 90551b1e mlsln erpretation by less
careful readers (despite our long introducto: remarks €n this,
subject) that day care serivces are 1ntended to service only women
on welfare.

e

b

11 - Mimeographed publlcatlon by ‘Agency for Child Development of New York
Ccity, 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. i

. /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 # 81-34-68-44.

reldnan Perry H. and Gordon, Davidland Mlchael Reich;-Edited by
Dr. Doeringer, Peter B.; Low Income Labor Markets and Urban 1 annower
Programe. Department of Labor, Contract #91-23-68-06 (1969) |

*14 - "The Employment Potential o;/%ff,D c. Mothers. Some Questions and -
Some Answers," Genevieve W. Carter; Welfare in Review:. July. - August,

-, 1968, vol. 6 - no. 4, pp. 1-1l. )
f-\\ﬁ\\»_ U Sce introduction to this report pp. 3-9 and footnote 4.
. v
. 1§ ‘ 14A - Recent price survey data for the area clearly show that the cost of
. : "maintaining even a mogerate living standard for an employcd 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 per week: Annual
Pricé Survey - Family Budget Costs. The Community Council of Greater
' - New. York, February 1974, p.19.

.

o 15 - Ryan, Willlam "Blamlng the Victin", page 36, Random House, 1971.

BN
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. L .
16 - Regression Analysis - by employlng & given variable as an lndlcator of
success (dependent variable), we wouild.have an equation:-
- Estimated Grade = by (Var]) + bz (Var2) + b3 (Var3) + by (Var4) +
‘bs (Vars)y + bg (Varg) + py (Vary) + bg (Varg) + C Ve

where Vary ... Varg are the seven background varlables and labor
market potentlal (eight independent variables) and C a constant.
’

The regression analysis yields .values of b), b2, ... bg and C so as -
to make the resultant equation yield the best poss;ble predictor
of that measure of employment success. .
The correlatiorn 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, with employment success.

s ' The sqﬁare 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).
Es#imated percent of time’ employed 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 (ethniclty) '

+0.030
(where. Varl through- Var9 -are the independent variables) .

-
4

The correlation between the equatlon derived estimate of\the perxcent
of time employed after day care and the actual percent s 29.6.

) . - I

This correlation is naturaldy higher than any of the inhividual /‘
coxrrelations anpearing in Table 75, as discussed earliexn. In fact, '
the unique predictive strength of all the seven background character-
istics and labor market variable are operating heré® in an,additiye -

\

fashion. -

“a

. -

The multiple correlation squared is .296, indicating that only about
303 of the variance (in the percent of time employed after day care (4*
may be accounted -for by the womanl{s background and labor magket
conditions. -\\\\\ -
.. . 17 - The cducation, figures used to compare the study populafidn to'NcM/
York City's welfare.population wecre supplied by the New York City -
Cepartment of Socill Services .0ffice of Policy Research. They are
based upon a sample of approxlmately 1,600 cascs used in the National
.‘ : A.F.D4«C. Study of 1971.

) N | S u0vd
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The table below shows the comparatlve educatlonal background betwecn
the 2 populations.. ) -

e College

GBade School Some H.S. and/or

Oonly J.H.S. H.S. Grads. Advanced Unrxeported

Study Pop.- 6% 16% 32v 39% - - 7% 0
A.F.D.C. Pop. 14% 108 30

19% 3 23%
in N.Y.C. '

If all cases in the N.Y.C. - A.F.D.C. had reported their edu«
. level it is clear that the study population has achieved o/
higher level. than N.Y.C.'s A.F.D.C. population. However, w.
of this population not reporting thls 1nformat1og2\<e can only suygest

that it is probably’ so. . '

18 - "The Employment Pctential of A.F.D.é. Mothers: Some dgestions and
Some Answers," Genevieve W. Carter; Welfare in Review: July|6'Apgust,
1968, vol 6 - no. 4, pp. l-ll.' \

19 - /MThe Employment Potential of A.F.D.C. Mothers in Six States,” Bctty
Burnside; Welfare in, Review: July - August 1971, vol. 9 - no. 4,

" pp. 16 - 20. : :

"Changes in A.F.D.C.: 1969 - 1971",Betty Burnside; Welfare in Review:
March - April, 1972, vol. 10 - no. 2, pp. 28 =~ 32 -
"The Employment of Mothers as a Mcans of Family Support," Irene Cox;
Welfare in Review: November - Deéember, 1970, vol. 8 - no. &, pp. 9-17.

20 ~ "Pattérng of Work and Welfare in A.F.D.C.", Mildred Rein and Barbara

wishnov; W&lfare in Review: November - December, 1971, vol.
. pp. 7 - 12. " . ’
21 - Goo&win, Leonard "Do the Poor Want to Work" - Brookings Inotlt?/ion,
ﬂashington, D.C: 1972. !

S - no. 6

-_Mothero“'— erght “fngtitute, Berkeley,California 201109) 1871

22 -'Oyton anara M., Jr;'“Factoro Asooc1ated with Emp%§yment Among Welfaxe

&lauaner, Samucl Z. "The Work Incentive Program: Making Adults
Economically Ifidependent" - University of Pennsylvgnia, Phlladelphia,
Pa., U.S. Departmert of Labor Contract i# 51-40-69-01. )

Fine;'Ronald E.,. "A.F.D.C. Employment and Referra
Institute for Inturdisciplinary Studies, Minneap
June 1972, Department of H.E.W. Contract #SRS 69~

Guidelines" =
is, Minncsota,

59

, tlorth Etar A
"The Characteristiep of

C. Population that Affect the Outcome of WIN" = 7

thg A.F .
Minnoap}gis, Minn. July 1972, Dapartment of Labor ,Contract s51~-3~09 Oo.

J0095 !

. Thompgson, David L., Miles, Guy ., Macek, Albert
Research and Development Institute Sories
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Rein, Mildr@d, "Determinants of the Work-Welfare Cn01ce in A.F.D.C.". -
Socizl Service Review, December, 1972. o '

kein Mildred - IBID OP. CIT. - "This essay examines three areas which’
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 educat*on and

3kill) ; monetary determinants (welfare-benefit levels, “and income
disregurds); and cultural determinants (male-female conflict, sub-
culture, and the meaning of income). Statistical surveys, empirical
studies, and thcorctical formulations are used-to ascer in the
impact of each area on the work-welfare ¢hoice. Implicatiions for
welfare reform are drawn from the datas" ' ) /A(

. ) E
Rcin, Mildred - IBID OP. CIT. -."aAlthough the perspectives reviewed
here may be valid in their description of -the vaxiables that impinge
on the AFDC and potcntial AFXDC population, thay arc only partial
cxplanationsg of the choices regarding work-welfdre options. They
arc luglc, discrete influenceg that can be abstracted for analytic
purposes, but they de not in roalis ty have the 'k ad'of direct, distinct
¢ffect that the logic of the analysis soeums to i-dizite. Even if

all possible factors were considereg at the *ame t.me 7 gome kind

of cerial or weighted progression, it would not Lo clear how they
corbined and interacted in a single individual to ecffect a rolevant

‘dccisipn. That could be clarificd only by a study of Lhe individuab.

L

What can be attempted.here- are some broad tentative outlines that =
relate the pieces to each other in a cokerert fashion.! e .

& -y
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" ‘tare programsw We'vc becn asA1n~ women like your»@;f who &sed
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NEW YORXK, INC,

DAY CAXKE CQUNCIL OF v
114 Zast 32a6 Street U5 7017 - Ng¥-York, N.Y. 10016 o
: | | - ' P »
~ 4
. e - ' ‘ . \ :
‘ LA~ - '] s e ‘
LS . g - - : ‘ . .
. . Instructions - L S
. \. : . ; : ' '
.‘s L ;.

- : L ’ . .' — \ ’ . \{""
As ‘you knoy, I m helPL%g the Daj Care Coun01l of \cw York to do

a gtuuj of how peopie wno uuea or aru u51ng Qay care in order to,
v

‘ R
vorA have made out - s11¢c the;r chl;creﬂ have been us Lng the dam

7

the |\ - Y ﬁj ;o Day Care Cenuer queotlonS\

‘concermlnv.h Wha Day Care hab meant to you and your cail,° WnaL
| | §?

. »

it has becn 11ke for you to wo rk? AnG how thlnvs have worked ouuﬁ

IOf you in general°‘ _\\ o <

S

Your answe“s to uhese OheSulonS w111 be strictly coni ridential andc

Te—
secret andvie woula never glve out &ny infoPmation about any
L ]

jsingle'ih VLdual'“\aﬂsuﬁ“s We would 9V°r use anybody s nane

T s

*n teporuing what we. learn” ;roﬂ your experlence or_ anyone elsels.

] -

As a matter of fact, your name W1ll not apnuar on this que8ulonna

. insteag we are assigning you a'numoer. ) ,
. : _ » .
N o ) . ’ -
v B .

i

vhnau we- lcarﬁ from your: experleﬁces snoa*d be very neipful to‘us
in'our.at;empt to provie such serv¢ces in the ;uuure.-

'~




. . )
A d et -
! ) . - - )
1]
* \ . . ) ' .
i Day Carsd Questioris Lo, p ’
- - . r ) -
'. : . d -—\~
P -
N . ~ . .:» . o ' K * - ’ )
™ ‘ L4 lixke to beg%p by asxing you some questions-aboul group day
~ care. Some guostions on how good you think it is,=RQow 1t L. .
ST eflccted you as a mother, and some guestions on expeylences you might = .-
E nave had. ' - - L D
‘ . . A > I -
. (1) ¥ren. dié your child (children) start attending a, group. day care . -
. center? ‘ T R o , S
- .' . : v / . c ’ . [ .
"Are any 0fF your children still attending & group day care centen? .
¢ ) © Begdn | - Ended ' Sstiir 0 e
~ (month,year) (month,year), Attendind?. . :
.o Child I o | A
Caild II < \ E
Child ‘II1 o . "
: Criid IV “ . . o
. o (2) How did youfirst fisd out about group day care? ’
S * o ’ L . : ' o
B . 1. Frowm my caseworker o : L,
. 2. From a friend ob relagive o o »u-”i
. o . N . . 1 4 “r )
3. rrom a social agency . . - (Specify)
5 L.\ From a community group o - - _ (Specity)
3 . : . o ‘ ' A 2
- 5. Piscovered it mysell . . I
YA : C e ;
R Loar n 4 R : [P . . R . .
i - (3) Group &zy care centers provide a nunber of other gservices in o
‘adéition to caring for children. We would like to find out .o
-5 . v . N i b - A - By e .
“1if you used any of these other serviees and 1f so, nhow often?
S D44 sou'ever-use group day gare for help with: .
o e T ‘ o . ' o ¥ES NO.
I i. Counselling with regarding to your child? -
T .,. 2. Counselling for your own personal problems?, ' B
‘ 2. Zounseliing for your own problems with emn-
DooyEenG? ‘ . 4
4. Healtn services for your childrea . - v 8
« ) ,‘ B ) - b . -
. : _ , o
L : e { _ L
: = Lot . . » Y N q{ . :
SRS N : . 96098 . .. 1
ERIC S | : T
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P d b
— .
. - [}
L \ ‘ .
> :
. _ v

o, h .

¢ . YES .L\O

the day ‘care’

was located ' . o '
. f.'B,MA, wo.69) -

5. Fiading special drograps to Lelp you with. . ¢
your cnildren's specia ppoblcms? .
. - . e e .
6. P2rovlems you may nave had with nousing )
! . \ ‘ - . - ) ) ) -‘-: . a ]
7. ?roo;ams you may nave had witnh welfare? 5. .
'8.v°“oo ems you may nave nad with-your h
child's elucation? ' , .
- Y . . . ’, .
(Interviewer: Start with the first service and go through.each . o
' - . one a3king the respondent’ if the service was used P
‘ and how often) L ~ ‘ : R
- : ) Lo R . - e 3
. : ' L ‘ y S - R
(4 " YNow, we wou d ‘like ‘to I ind ‘out wnat you thbught ofithE‘ﬂrodp Lo
L day care serw.ce that‘you recelvea? I'm going to.read to you S
' a number of things that day car centerd do for you and "our . $.
% cnlld and we wanc you to tell us the degree to which you were '

. satisiled with each particular aspect. “in Bther words, how * .
satislied were you -- very satis;led fairly satisfied, not g .
rezlly satisfied, not satisfigd at all. : 5

. o . o Not
. - Very . Fairly Not Really auisfleo
- Saule‘GQ Satisfied Satisfied At All ]
1.:7re” supervision - ' : o, :
over mj ch*ia ¢ - \" . o
. . 4 - .
2. now wy child feels : S A : .
* . adbout day care S !
_— N r —7 Gr————
3. Tne things my cnl*d : _ " o e oL
..;.e arne Ct - o ’ ) / . i T o
. 9. | . . '\ . i
X L. Trne ceccncern of uhe ;
St s s . LY
jay care staff for. o L -
~ne we.l being of Vo ;
’ wy cnild and e
-mysen’ Co o .
: N L ——i e ——it
. 5. T: Gependability v - 1S , : . - - )
’ Lroup day care ' - ) AN
: . ‘ g A . . -
r ~ . . o e . Py ' b }
&. Tae nours which tne . . . -
centver Was ogpen : . “, ;
,T. The way tng day care ., . R . L) o
zancen pre ared Ty o, o ot St
chijd Tor nqo¢. ' : .
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'
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N
I 4
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5
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< ¥
o ’ \
7
h. : vl

_ERIC~

i - R ¢

(S . . .
- 3 -

F=Y
» . v
» Ay
-.s.,v\\bu , L)
# ‘ N
. t - (
. h .
]
. 0 .
,f;en yor.f¢rsy earuiled your ehlla in group day care were
Lnerg oiner wayw you coulid have taken care of your cnildren?
22 so, wnat were they?, - . i N
- ‘.' ! [ AR - , XL}-.—-— ) ‘\.T_Q.,
L. I nave nothing else . ‘ N
. \ . s ) - ST -—
2. movner ¢
o ; —-—-— P )
3. Cther relative _ g
¢ L * v [ 4 _— ——
4. Neighbor ox friend . .
(. 7 : Cad 7
5. 3&dy Sitter ' N ' ‘
LT . N ‘ ) .
”~ : .
6. Pamily Day Car~ , ' o ' ,
7.ju ce; ahil n S S
: v
‘ ﬂ‘; . \/ 0
_(;nterviewéf: Regﬁ eac“ POSS; :ble choice and-evoke a.
o . .. yes or no- anst er, Then ask 1f there-are -
. - any other pogsi'le alternativgs) :
'\/ .
- .. -« o l ‘.‘
say. ¢id you choose zZroup cay care instead of any of thne
ciher vays to take care of your child (chllcren)?
S L s . . . . | YIS NO
RNt G“oup Day Care your only alternative?- Co. .
». DAL4 you CDOOSefG”th'DaJ Ca“ because youf' e
rad reard that i1t would be good for yodr ! -
cnila? : ! ‘
‘—'——-—- ——— .
.c. Dpid you chmo Croup Day Care because 4 R
it waz -~ . -.vententiy? '
d. Did you ca. v.Uup Day Care beeause )
of the cost? )
€ - p— - -
- b . .h ™ lal ) \ .
e. Di& you chooser Group, K way vare because
you wented your child to ve with qther
nildren? ' . I —_
+ /
©. Di& you choose Group Day Care because '
3 you wanted your caild to learn? .
\-3 K 1O -’F‘V-‘ o N RN o D e i ~e 1 ur v ¢ L( L ¢
s JOW Dave u.nJ PORESTOI RSN ...h»t‘,C'uu.«n, '/ O Clinala /u J )
group day care center? ¢
. , .-
1. No. oJust applied and got Iin
[ > .-
AN )
a » -

29100

)
-
°
.
v
-
.
/ ]
.
2
]
.
)
., .
P
4




B *" i ' - ! ,
v ' N \
# * - - - . J.) 2
K , . . ',ﬁ . - .
. 2. Yeés, ouc I kept on calling i 1 I got in. _
s . . 3, Yeun, but I used some inilluence to get in Co '
’ (friends, relatives, or communivy leaders) )
. / 4 i K V - /
. . L PR L. . '
L,-Yes, I was_putgon a waifinz 1ist. \ .
‘ . :
. - (if (4) ~then: '{ow “long aid you have g '
/ - to wait? (In weagks) - "
-~ N ) ‘& . . : . . B ' . -’
(8) §For.those_currently using day care) \
. If the Day Care Cehter closed tOﬁorrow could
‘o , you make Sther arrahgements. for taking care of
- your CH*laran° © What would they be? ,i)"
e s -
(Znterviewer& Assess. the regoondents interpretation ot
o E .. " alternative rrangements after probing. -
‘ tcﬂm;ﬁe ifVerey would be as satisfactory
, mrouo.paj care, not. ag'sauiszacto"y or
o : L more satlsfactory) . .
.- ' : B - As -~ " XNot as¢ - More
C Satisfactory, Sa sLactory Satlsfuctory
. .
. : v { ,
. . _ S " v
13 To N : . . -
. . - , , . .
2. fes, oOther ) : B L _
- relative : . ‘ :
‘ - ' * . . .
3. Yos,neigh~ .
; bor or 4 " .
Jriend L7

11' Yes’ ba.oy‘ ' ‘ PR - : - AY ’ ) v

. sictgr ’ ' v S co

: - . ) ~ ' i . . —— ———
. 5. Les,fanily ) ¢ - .
. ‘Gay care ‘ :
6. Yes, older. ) o ‘ : o
. cnild * - .
. . o y —_—— '_..___- — L\) .
7. Mok 5'?i/) ¢ : . L
. . . N - ‘w .' - ’ .
J ., N : . _ .o
L3 ) ‘_ . . 4 . . / . ‘ . . )
) ' ' v‘ . ' : : -'\ v
. , . . . . . . Y ‘ s‘-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

N - ) : ~ .- P

L

& cencer? .
I. v=s 2. XO ) ‘
(¢ . iy ‘ o
—~— Y 4 ’
L2 yes, way? ¢ \\:y) ,
. ‘\ . s . } oo " .
~. G204 to Ye with other children . - :

.t ‘-’ N .
* 2. Liadns ) ’ : -, )

2
o F 1 s
3.2 child really likes. it !
L, Zt would zive me some free time ‘ .y
. - = .
5. Otner . : (spec%fy)
- " . S . . v
‘nat vways, if .any, do you tnink that day care has affected
your child? . . ' )
.- ’ . v ’ ) . ‘
1. %t has no effect , ‘\ . ; r .
‘ .'._. ‘ . B ) " ) 4 ’ S
2..Maxes Iriends mone easily . S
3. DZas. dgveloped many Socéal skills ;‘A e
L., Tles'things og own : ' v ' -
. -,'- [ . ! . -t
D. «DYe grown up ' . . . 3
. . ]
6. Szmands more attention from me now ‘

7. Sae (re) now ﬁsks many, more questions

8. dtnor : ) Yspeéify)
X h

[}

ou eel.that your childrern 10se out in any way. when yowu
f) » .

»

.
.
- - . - . - . ~
2. :‘:"u/’ u.‘.‘\:t-l.e
.
- - - . - -
3. Tt some degree
. R R n./‘
A G
L, Jery much
-
.
. - .
. .
d0102 , ‘
¥
L] . ~

L




i

. . (if respondent states 2-L, then ask)
. \ in what ways do you feel that they lbse out when you{fe working?
. ‘ N . YES MO
1. Thneir supcrv¢sLon (sa et y) . o .
s . w )
: 2..Ecucation (watch thas they do homework, .
‘educational stimulation) )
3. Attention and Love ., o ,
L. Discipline (bad_friends, get in trouble) \ g
. 3 S N -
. S “ap .
(To IZnterviewer: ® Ask respondent each of the above four ways,
' then ask if there are any others that they
y can, think of) . : N
\ ] .
_ (12) Going to work is not easy for-a mother with childr ren.  TFinding
v a good joo Is tough and then Ydnere ¢ssa home and your children
to taxe care of. What was the most 1nportant reason in your
. Cecision to leave welare and go to worx.
. _ 1. Needed "10I'€ money f { - S

L
, &, 3es ; chiléren . ' -
» Lo ! . !
6. I was forced to ) . 3

] | - :
- ' S : o, o

¥

e gowng o vorv your idea or cid meone put pre e on
' to get a Job?%
N
p L. DOwn Léiea .
. . 2. 42 .
-};.ress’u?e T Vo
. {17 nrezsured)
. L I
. wno owan Lnat Sbrcon oy agency that put pressure on you?
| %
° ' N‘. . ‘ ! ‘
‘ . . - : . W
[Kﬁj . ' . ~\\§u99ﬁ03. _ .

\

t




\ IS ST\ . PR
P * \ﬁ-. e

. . . . .
. " . - . . ) .
SR PR . -
R b . .

. (1L) w2 xnow tha% mothers want their chlldren to be well taken
cave of when they go off to rork, yet would yoy still _
| have tried’to get a joo 1if group day care was pot avallable?

1. Yes : o )
.
. ) '
N 3 - ‘
2 . 130 * . )
.'. . .
3. Not sure . . ,
’ 7
. )
-
’
* L]
.
. .
. ) . , B . )
.3
' [ ]
- .
¥ : \
- - \
‘. . .
. . . % ,
' - . .- : . .
’ v
-~ . ' ¢
- ! . r
- - .
. M' . T 3 S -
. : ’ \
' : .
% . [ ' * N .
L .
i { .
' . ¥ "
4 / . . . . .
(N
3 .
l i 4 ¢
* 1.\ . ,
\ .
. x\ .
\, / .
. . ,
y ", .
< \ .
. . \ ‘
N
| W
- ‘ 4
. . ‘
w .
L]
e » .
o L [
» - I 7.
. » ‘
- oo
. / . < s 3
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y . _f.f
. ' oy
- o — \ .
'] ‘; 3 .
,""y ‘
1. -t ” -f/ o s
R Work Hisgtory ’

ve . o

Py

c‘ o] asx jOh some quanpioqs about yOur own personal.
V* sone ﬂugSuaOﬂu’aUOUU the job that you have now

i

ng, and otngr ouestions about past Jjobs

¢

\}a Ce I "\i % . A -
- vpreking now? . \ :: e
S ﬁ . n\ " ya -
: d. . NO (I'«"WO" include Sed¢ion A ' at
v S end af work exner¢é‘“e)
" (If not wokdi‘ \gow) Wnat are you doing?
1. I am 1ook;Ag for work L
. » ’ Yoo,
. 2. I am going 5o school L a v
) Y N s S . - X %
: 3. I an in & vQca sonal training - ,
p "rclul "" \ P, . .- ‘-______' . . o .
S L, I an taxing carg of 1wy . v
L ~*icn*lc;eﬁ L : R
5. I am preghant
6. Otnery T i (specify _°
Y N ‘ . e ‘4
” . 1 5 ' [
- L » ¥ " :‘ \‘v o« ¢
(2)° are you-looking for a job?
. e ) g v
. N 4 4 -
. . 1. Yes . A ; o ‘ _
. 2.7No : T .

. ! ’ . N .t . ‘ '_ 0
(if yes) Wny do you think you're havgjtrouble finding a Job?

1.+It's hard o fihd a job = .- '
’ ‘2. I con't nave ary fraining " ; 9\
~ - ' ) '_ . ) . . '
3. - &don't nhave pnu'gn education " - oo
. L '~ < * b - ) B
. N 4. There is discrimination i
= ' -’ o N
‘ : 5. Cinegr " (specify) ’
) . - ~ . v “ A L)
. (1 no) wny are you not 100KIng for wor? ° -

+ L)
:3. I & need a uoo vecause I _
’ hrve nougp income -

AR \ VAL 0 5 N !

o B . . s
.ERiC. o , - - ‘ | - . '
—_ 8 et brov ded by ERC . ] " o ' : ) Cs




‘

»

Y

2. I am physically handicapped .
. L . : -
. 3. I am in poor‘health L
L, I nave no oneto care for °. ‘ >
. my-¢nildren: ' . : _
) . o :
5. ¥y chilldren need me at ;
home and a sitter cannot ) Nie_k
‘really“take my place I S
14 .
§. I am enrolled in school - ' Y
. . . . [ > ,-—-———-" ., ‘ .
y [+ Lanm taking a vacation from . ,
Work . .. \
! ) o . ' . 3
§. The jobs I could get don't . e )
- pay ?noughf ' : .
. : . ° 4 *
9. I.am too old ) - »
' s . _ . y
10. I am not trained for any good : .
loo3 that are avallable : :

L
Sy

I don't have grough education
to zet a good ' job -

. N o

cher

[
({0 ]
o

. N
. A -
L . , - \

{T¢ intverviewer: If régpondent 1is working now

' joo and work'bacxwards askin
questions ( "+ ) for al
their child startld day care

two, most recent jobs befpre day care was begun,
If not worxing now, start.with most rccent jab, .
. exp@riencea and work backwards to the sa

(specify)

start wi“h ~ronont

g the ﬁEi

1-jobs heiu o.nce
as well as the

Use extra sheets for each additicnal job).

wnat vsort of work did " {do) you do on this job?

’ .

. ¢ = -

d

S wa0) you have fny Litie?

(Probe for fuli
description)

me point. -




e L. M - L
.

. ° o . -
-~ ™ L
‘:‘ . t ' ’ 7 ) ; 3 ‘l
) . g :.{ Tv' Ar
, . o i o
; A20UT Loy many uours did (do) JOu worx per veek? Was ip fulli .
3ife or oanlr for a cértain numder of hours? | < ! i
p) : . . '.V X K \ s v ;-
€ N : M - 'N‘ o . - . !
- }‘ "Q
» - t’ - - i ; «i
Tor atout now loag dlé you uaVé tnis Job? ! '
. - S . he . ¢ \ —\\ . ':‘ : -
* f . o '
. . . ! q N A
| . ' N . - i “."',\ ’t .
| Zow Gild you find out aboutv this job? . g !
N ‘ Ce : ' A
SO o L. Day care persornel ' . * R 1 y
’ ' : S TR~ - | T
: 2. Triends , -« L - - o ‘- ‘
’ /// »3. Newspaper - , o L I :
LT 3 . : . . o .
- L, Emplioymen ency wher e you pa : .ol
= nioyment ag y > Y pay —_— _ ?é S
< —~ - b
o - 5. ousv xent to companles and asked ¢ -%
: aoout joos C . - R i,
N - ' e d “
. 6. State enploy.‘en‘c service

N — . . ‘-\ '/’4

) © 7. Family told re . . e L
g. 31gn in windoy ¢ . :
. Crurecn and comnmunity leaders J -,
' - .' &
~0. From other soclal agency: . . PR
© T {specify ) ,
. . ) A - 5 . -}
11. QCtner (specify . ) i
) Czr you p-=ase try Ko rememcer the year and month when you.first ) .
starsed wbrking on this job? \ .
o . ‘ ‘
) . [
" (If o5 is over) Wnen did yodu stop worxking on this job? : T e
», , . . . . .
menin and year) . .
. — , - il o e . . .
%
. LG yTu o SEU anye railses?  now .
- ¥ . !
. , . A
¢ & o
L6 you get any promotions? How many? . . -
Q . ‘

ERIC 7 o C9nt0Y - N, RS

r . e
- . : / - . . . .744
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d you earn on

(specify)

ductions di

ée

e
&
()
0]
Q.
N
d
9
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ore

*
o
L

money .ve

ieek.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

r




how JIve llke o ask you about some - of the proolems.
~Did you. have any Drooiems w1t
- -NO -

qave naa on uhlS JOb

.YES

2 Ladk oF exoerlenCe LT,.\j:

h 3 Geutlng the Job 1n the flrst
: ‘olace “&H SR
L, Geutln

to work: .. . - o L

o

5. Yourhhealthn_f

. 6. Sypervisors. 2

Eype of works o ..

rne unlon

L 2. becurluy on the job . o

'-Taking care of your children

Sy ) \v 3

. . . . - * e

* 7. Co-workers SR e
8. Discrimination: L

S PRI o
’ ; 10.-The hours[of work: - o

ou nmghc

‘.7 4 {Interviewer:

..o - R

“Now ask

DLV

Job‘ana so on.until you reach the Jjob prlor to.
the onset of day care) Lo

. o T
o P -

~

a

¥
B

e

3
b
5

tnis set of questions'for'next most recent




O

ERIC.

Aruntoxt provided by Eric:

”How_long have you lived in New York

. X .
) . iD=
. ’ N ) »
. . ‘ : ’ -
X .
_ . X

(raﬁ tno e not born in ma;nland USA)~—

" - - S j'
City?

1. Less tnan one-year

2. Over one year - less than'3‘ﬁ o

3. 3 - 5 Years ‘ VO
L. 6,4119 Years A ;ﬁ;;;
VS;.Qvéf ten‘yearsﬂ' w_;_;_

6 3 |

. b1l my life

-L
o

LoV, ve Vuu;Qm;lfe t& asx Jou“abouu tne ed@caulon

"JOuU nave I’ECEJ.V@Q.v ! ;

i
o

oW o ‘*Sh up, I would like to ask some questlons about you;;”
own bacxiro d and ehpérleucec.' i
. 'X‘\“"“‘. - 5 R . 1 ] »
éqx’o d ére you as o; Joar lasb blPuhQaJ° 1 rooe Lo
"Iner'a were you born” v }~'" f'f'iﬁii - o s
e “."w L - ©5 s

PO

v-now bld‘were you wnen you moved tothe malnland of the, Unlted States”

N

and bP&lﬂLHg that

‘the nighest grade in school that you completed?

\

Have you ever'récéived any VOC&ulOﬂaL, oﬁ51ness or uGCﬂﬂ;Cﬁl trélnlnm:
silrnce leaving scnool? If so for how long? ‘ :

0. lio - >

L. Yes, less thah iwo months

2. Zes, 3-b months’« | R

3. fes, 5-& montns ' ; v

to a year

» than . a year




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

 In regard o your own

"
R
T

3

~

-~ . .

3;fd"nn Jou nave.‘_

W 0ld were you when
T

b-xl’
ool
La-

= .

zroup day care

ey

. in other type of day -care

N
}.
s

(%)

. ‘zn school o

-
)
<

myselfl

reiatives or Triends

.

Tner

<o
(@)

&
4

2
S JLE
1]

m
<

]“”andnotners, orobne*a,

/ -

0111

[

e also inter estea in th house 1n whlcn you gréw up'

S
.

vjﬁhengwou'¢ere 5row1ng‘un wnau sort orf WOPA Gld you fauher do”iﬁu

N
. P T
- .

Y

oA

ot

the first one was'born?

woare your childreh ta&en care of durlng the day°
T : Number '

~ (specify)

there any. other ‘peonle liv1ng in your nousehold
- e \Jc‘ v:. . N
o Number

BT . . >

.t

,

when you were growing up what. sort '0f work 'did you mother 'do?

[y

L : o~ A ‘ -
‘How many chkildren 1nclu ding 'yourself were in™he 'household in.
mn*cn you grew up?.. T b D e 4

family, we would like to, know how manys.

- For example,

) N .
= e -
~
i
.
r o
.
-

-
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X
.
B

Tl
’
7
»

.Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In thé
Would you sa;

g e

' R T . : !
- R hF - : .
s t - N Pty .
. ) / ks ~ j" \ . .
SR —Wo- : :
- L\ ‘. .
) -
. . . N c.;: -
Y oo A )
i . » d
. - O v
- v‘ - . i N
'} » ’
Cous-nSV g ‘< , . - ; -
AuntTs? R _ - N
o o :
.- T o ’ . | A EEEY
vhcies? . ;//4 Lo
- . .
o i ’. . -
Friends? ' | S L
P o * TS .

\ . . . A .

B a7 L g e Aot T T : \Q
fotally, how many dependsnts do you qave?,ru e ) R

-

It 1s ¢mooruanu for us to xnoz abouu your expelenﬁ%s w1th wel¢are.

-

,'v' S ) : .

ive yeaps abouu Row mucn tlme have you been on welfare9
ail the tlmv, most of . ohe tinge,
ulme?

Last

or on.y. a Sama;l -amount o;

}‘/ ‘ L 7:. 'T

1. All;of the time_' ) ' , ’

2 s o » . 7 . - . - . . . - \ .

E /-r » 508t (o8 i tnﬁ .tl'me oo ._’; e | . » _, . v F; P ‘

3. Some of the.time o

L. Eardly at all or a small -

ar ¢ of time " . ~ ,
’ ) @ y

“5hat would yeu say is the mos lmportant reason that you have

‘had to go on wel;are” ' B f~;_' .. ' S

) e
1. “usaand rexused to prOV1de sw;por‘tQ . o
" 2. Husband lost,his.jqb o D e A o
R W B Eer , e .
3. I vecame ill 5 ':.;1 : N ,
L. I bvecame pregnant : ;
- Lo S ! ) : T
5. I nad to care for my. children
6. I had to care for a,sick person *
- 1 4.7 I. * \ ‘ &
.+ 108t my job
. . Other . _ (specify)
R , .
Do you still get mone/ from welfare? ‘ .
: o ; A . . .
:Lc ‘e_' . + k . » .
ioves - 20119 | ,
“was  aC v : . T . L : .

-some of the U¢we .

~i




*
\
-y " a
——
-
~
277,

S VWinat xind of payments are you getting; full or supplementary?
: T e ‘ e R S
Gy . SR co . , )

E—Y

1. “Full;

2. Supplementary . . - - . MU0 CT -/, f

’ - PR . . i < . PR

s
Y
)
"
1

S L 1) sz PV_L;.. EI_R oNLy - ¢

2 (To be comnletea followi interview)~_ P - -

e T ' (1) Language ¢nterview WuS conauct

1. 411 Emglish, . » ST
2. Y¥ostly English .~ " SR o , o
o ‘ 3. Y¥ostly Spanish. ' N

o k. A1l ?‘\pan'j.sha_' Lo L
e <o ’ .‘rnr_‘ ';‘. ey : ' _ . Cos

2, Nas-t lere anyone else presenu during the 1nterview° ) .
~If-so, waow” oy S - ’

: . : “ .
. . . . ‘ . .
[ . Del,oan . . e

[N 2

us

e 3. Wheré;wéﬁilnuerview COﬂauc§§&¥5,”£‘ -

Lo

i ) . ) , "‘ s
L. Sex 'off jnterviewer ., : . S
‘ L . A: . ~ . . ) .
{’7:: . R . -;. B -
w !} . . . ¢

o . el A < 1 ,
5. Race or etnnlyimy of respoandent - . ' R
R L. ‘?. o . .

§, Race or etnnicity of iInterviewer

¢

) 7. RQime intverview began L )

-
. ’ .
- f . )
N .
. - ’ .
. - .. .
]

&. Time interview ended

: EKTC P L E

.




mu .:.O‘ Aner’.i—[ Q : e . ‘ »I 3 -

'..;a\_re before tnis job? (Probe ’fOl‘ full

. . ¢ PR - - L -

jog did yo

o
. \:.ﬂﬁ
A

fbiéiﬁeﬁjhéVe.a title?

R - .y T T
. vnen did youn stop.workihg on thmslaob?»ﬁﬂonth and year)
Pleese :try to remember when you bggaﬁ to work on this job .
SRR R R o o : )
1Pow ‘many uOhra did you. ‘work per week? Was it full tlme‘or only
A ‘or a cerualn number of hours? - o .

Hov'ald you get this job?
‘1. day.care pergonnel X L
c 2 grlenQS" ' S o ) SN

L M OWSETATY -
o nNewsnanery

T ; s L RV .o T B ’ - 3 .
:«.’ - 3 o) . .".._'.4
5 W
1
@
.
.

. 4. edpldyment agency where‘*you pay x o,

5. just went to c0ﬂpanles and asked about jObS

Y
(e

. 6. state émployment se:v;ce

7. 'fa‘mily' told me -

4 : g, s;gn in w;ndow ' \_' . f.
9. church and cownunlty l aders s/
- 10. from othexr social agency (specify
i 11. other (specify . :

.”*Egk HDid'you have'anything lined"ﬁp when yop‘ieft? .>‘ B - .

IR About how mich money were you earning on:this job? S , .
g "'j, _ 4 : . :
o pid youW get aﬁy_raises? How many? . o | )  &

'3 v
S

O _ Did you gegr any promotions? How many?

l“:a" ke thia job? P - 00114

)




R Dld you ‘have any Partlcula* problems on thls job? How pevere
N 'wehe they? how long dld it last? Vi e

‘e X o o A' , ,,

. . L - . o s .t . PR ST
’ - a ' ,. S ’ - ; . SN ;A

(To Interviewer: EllClt as many pog51ble answerg w;thout probc

"Lhen nrooe—— gettlng the job,pay, lack.of experlence or tralnlng,

finvlng ar place to llve, getting to work, famlly,‘supcrv1sors,v4
co-workerg, raclsm, pcobleﬂé ralaued to the company, the rou -ine
and bo eﬁpﬂ, layo;fg, job eccurxty,‘unlon, dlscrlmxnatlon,4 o
ra.vor:.t:. M- any others.) ] o ‘
(Aftén'prqbing have them rank "1" to worst problem and SO ons)

. | - ' - SN
, ) : ’

i - 30115
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“a description) .

' ' f;l.’W5é£’s6rt4o§ worﬁ~&cesﬁﬁe {she)gdo?z(irobé for

- . uo ) S *

.2, How 1bng ®as he (she)been working at that job?: e
T I R

)

3. Does he (she) work full time or only for a certain numbex of
- hours per week? . ey T - o |
Qi | ’ - | | - " ‘ » .. T,
. . . h‘ - . . . . - ‘ . . ."' J
'/I) . .- ‘ ) - i N < Gt

v o V ":T o . . . ’
About how much does he (she) earn in a week? | | L

N

5, Did he (she) have any jobs befqre that one?' (Probe for a
brief description of work.history in last five years). ~

y

. .

S . e v
ine

'6. In the'Tast ££Ve'years,'ﬁbuld you say that.ﬁheg}/ezg‘wdrkjﬁg 
" most;of the time or not working most of the time? : 7

A “

PR

R LY )

o
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~.Wolfnre and hhe Labpr Marmnt .

::;5 ;‘Fi;_.u:f‘;;v.;‘ '. "Y | ArLfcxé’.izgq:JS?i F}hv rnﬁnrq
;_\-  ii%ﬁ f*::o ”aﬁg anﬂ cmoloyab;lxtv o - . N f ;J '  : . )
};5 = : X;- ’how Empléyable are-A.F.D.C. homnn i‘Perry Levinson; wul.are id Baview:
,’. July-_ "gust, 1970, vol. 8- no. .Lx- Dp. 12 16
- f ;2;‘;‘Thé Emoloément Potcntlal of AfF.D.C. Mothers:néome Qﬁeétfons and éomé'
!ti’ .'i_'Answers:* Genev:nve M. Carter Ualf&re in Re97éw: July-Aug, 1968, vol§ 6—' .
f;- ;~15¢ ‘ﬁ, pp. 1= . | - ST = '
i . ) 3;' ‘Th° Employment Potent:a] of A.F uothersvxn SIX States,‘ Betty B-rnsnde, |
s 'Weirare in Pev;ew July-Aug, 197\, vol. 9- no. h p, 15—20 A
4: v’Measurxng the Potent«a] of A. F 0. C Families .cr_fconom:c lndepondnnfe,.

/

. Harold Morse; Welfare in Reviow: Nov-Dec, 1908 vol. 6-no. 6 pp. 13-19

»

»‘Tho cmoloyabllsty of A F D.C. Houhers and Fathers,' Martin Warren and

:She’don Berkowitz; Welfare in Rcvnew July-Aug, 1909,vo\ 7~ no. h pp.. =7

'The Employmbnt of Hothers as a Means of Family Suppo. ,' lrene Cox;

Welfare in Review: Nov-Dec, 1970, vol 8- no. 6 pp 9-17

i

Charécteristics of A.FfD.Ci,Mothers-

'Changes in A.F.D.C.: 1969-1971, Betty Burnside; Welfare in Rerew;

"'rr“\garéh~ﬁpril, 1972, vol. 10~ no. 2 pp. 28-32

\The A.F.D.C. Family in the 1960%s," David B. Eppley; Yelfare in Review:
- s .

Sapt-0Oct, 1970, vol. 8- no. 5 pp, 8-16

'A.F.D.C. Mothers: Employed and Mot Employed: Howard Oberheu; Wc}fdre_ig

[t Al

~ . . .
Raview:-ﬂay-dqna, 1972, vol. 10~ no. 3 pp. 58-61

5

AN N

.V'Pattcrns of “Work and Wﬁlfarc in A F D.C. ' Mildred Rein and Barbara Wishnov;

Welfare Fn Revinzw: Nov=Dec, ,71, vol’/°- no. 6 po 7-12

Br. Ferman, Louis, A. and Dr. Miller, Joe A.; Ynlfare Careers and Low-Yagz

frolovment: Dep't. of Labor Contract 7 51-24-62-05

Freidlander, Stanley; S;ratcdic Factors n trhan Unamoloymant: Dcp't. of

Labor Contract ff 81-34-038-hl ’
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scneduled for 1973) _‘ - ﬁl‘ ,. T ' ‘ "“ o . -
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.
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no. 6 pp. ’8-53

Solarz Andrew K.3

-
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‘V;GoodW|n Leonard‘”Do the Poor Want to WOrk”'~ Brooaings In«txtutaon,
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Ophon, Edward M., Jr, “Facto.g;ASSQCtated with Emnloyment Among Welfarc Lo
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- I . . L -~ KR . ..

ST Lit aureSearch~-r-.'"" Yy
Ll . o - Analzsis L e
E . B . N s
KT . APEENDIX IV - LIT RATUR“ stPCh o
N - p A ” . \—'-.._‘ o ‘ ‘ ) .
- L T ..._, B S
1. E m;oyment and Emulqyabl ity . - - I'.f‘; :
o , —_

!,

”ﬂ;v ve reViewed-six studies (see Aonendlx fI&A) in this ~category and .. |

< Mmile eagh ut lized d*f*erent techniques and different sourceo of .
e C N :

data, there was general;agreemenu on uhe~§oli0ﬂing.
: . : S A o L N— o

a) A.F.D.C. MothersDo Work: o ‘. "
The totdl percentageremployed at anj‘one.time:ie usualiy
14-15% (8% full time, 6%.§art tiﬁe). 'Carter_points out that 80%
,///haye/at ene'timé held full time empleyment 50% were empioyed;five
years or~nore and 50p worxed - after giving birth.’ SLmllgr statistlcs
' A

_vawo supplied by . Burn5¢de,and Cox. Rein~and iqnnov (eee Appendix.wl—c)

i . report 875 of A.F. D c. mother.; have worked at some time. v .

o

N

. b)_:The impact of the 1aoor mﬁr&et on emplovabilitv and
- : . ]
ernioyment s conslderable: Levenson aef;nes employabllity as
aving two primary connonent .1 - Employment potent¢al—~D:-¢ned

-
roitrarely as educauion~(h;gh school), amounu of previous eWploymenu,

£

ne ill 1evel of *ormer job. 2 - Emolﬂyrent barriers--from a 1ist

o

03

i‘J

r

of 12, the primary ones Ldentificd oy Lev;neon are children under
eight'year% of age; gﬁy—care udavailable or of poor quality, and

illness. t1lizing the 1961, 67, and 68 national’giudies on the
\ » ' s
characteristics of A.F.D.C. cli Cnuo, he suggestvs that the employment

. . \
otential (based upon his definition) nas ri sen for the A.F.D.C.

.population from 25% (19€61) Lo M5 in 1968, dbut that the bar rLeru ‘ '

nmen

b ese ¥

1
*
[¥]
1
M
3
3
[ f
o3
4]
m

”

Cox,sCarter, and Burnside would agree with Levinson's Ldlen-




o - v 7. ) > - ’ : ~"‘.
v tif;ca@;on ol barriers to 1oyment and the de’in tion of enoloy- 3 3%@

-

Vment'stiftial'. However,*as will be descrioed shoruiy, uhey placev_g“v

: - much greater emp ha sis on the 1d6o” market avallaole to minority .

y . . ," . . . ' - .
ouo &emaieo as a majo“ garrier“tof/ﬂnloymem*.___ o ’

& g S

Bi;&owitz and darren casb doubt on, the wnole ques»10n of
e determimina employabil oy definitions based upon peraonai charac—

’_terxut*cs or attribuues &ﬂ llvnt of the labor marxeu'demanos for

> : specific s <1els, LOW wagea 1nau;¢1c*ent o mavcn welfare grants,] .

. lacik of a quate chi}o care provisiona and disor;rinatory hi ring
. : —
p"achces. Carter nakes a Suronv case thau the irregular naréioal ‘ 4

, A“;:. e“laoor market which confronts 4.F. D. C mothers and ‘not peradﬁae.
. . autr*ouues is, uhG majW to employnent She suppor‘cs her ‘

case by idenui;yinv the low wage occunationu'in which former AF. D C

S . were employed, how simtilar A.F, mother
. : mouhers/aﬂe topuge &Bro o ﬂhg,cuwrently %ccupy these positions, and'

vﬂau tne case turn-over (she refers to this ds musical chdirs,

|
| : , -
L : inﬂicate‘a back and forin movement between a seasonal low paying, L h
r . o
|

P Vd
e irregular labor market anﬁ-wélfare status,

Carter also points out thab at {he minimum wage, & single

- 2 N .

woman withn two children must earn 1-1/3 times her salary to go

-
h

over the poverty line. She suggests that thiS'fact alone would/ N “

raise . real doubts about any large number of women worﬁing themselves

e .
. v

off wellare. ' /

Cox broadens the problem of employment and low wages to

’

‘l’ Gal Wonen uJ po*nueug out Lh4u Lhe wmedlan wage for a sinple waoman
) is just at the poverty line $2,295. If women, who are white, |
better educated, and more skllleé than velfare wmothers luce & o
; ! \)‘ e p ".- RS AL N
. ERJ(: ‘major problem in supporting themselves Cox quec“ion The Teasibllity

,»" [ ‘ o . . ‘A' | <4,9121 | . | . !




o~ Lo : ' ¢ h .
RS - "o
< .":_r:j n ¢
. ,-." . /‘ FARE \ B - .
e . R
. e - -
et .
A i
F ’
: - ' . - » . A y '2 ,':~‘ Y )
_ 04 the current AF.D.C. population working “heﬁselves off-wellare.y
o “ : SR L e L PR £ A
: ';4/, She suggests taat the ddeal succdss pro: 1Ie or é\wowx¢n v ’
. . el . . . . ‘T‘:.L,.' bl . sne LN
- . .' ‘- £ N .. -.‘ '-' 3 ."v"' 5 .n . ” ¢
~ mother be —- middle aged, ¥o enildren undexSy nlgh,scnoo* gradq;ﬁe .
. £ P €} ‘ v v , . X -
. - R ) * e
. ) - < R . . o v
"~ Qr.some coldefe, Work fu*l uine as a professional,(tecnniclan or . L
. L . - ’ . " "’.“ et N ¢
wnite collar worker, de w“;te,.and be.married. el ' .
- . Cn - E . o ) - . '
- - . ., ) . : -
P . . - ' . 0 v ‘ . '., - .4'
¢) Thaxe arc oersonal, perionality, and background chayac- .
, R : ’ C,L % o
© teprigtiles that are ayfoctated with émn¢0Jabilltv None_nf taesep .
. = : > > —

- . : ’ - .
+ surVeys suggest cauJQ}ﬁt for an Wy one vari&bie or ueta o? variables,

»r Gu they weight the e*uect of one or eve”al variab actinﬂ

A11 studies 1ith-varying ea.hé is or pnraslng 1ist the P

w

s,

lowinrg as factors gésociated with employment: high school
- . : ‘ ) ’ ’
,'.eaucat;on, leng°h ofynrcvious vorx exserience, skill 1evel oy’“

-, v
; s ,

previous empaojment %zedew anc older ch*laren, breaugr sell con fidence,

K

end movivation, ‘GJ all acknow;ed*e that- some Variables canqu
/ . ."! s ’ .
artifacts (L.e., Ar@-t?e s;ills of a high school education ngeded

" to 4o the Job or i&‘this'requL ement a pre&erence or screening fl;

devicen of some 0m0*0J&Mu.) They also point out thag, all variables
A . 4

;.uo”act witn laoqr market conditions. A tight labor;market forces

S

employers vo lowen ua k qa&li‘ic qp' permics ing-less‘gu'lifigd }M o
people to obua¢ufpoaa and Vice versa Tﬁey also agree %hat de“‘ té ¢  L£
the present infdQQuaue 5% Le oL4oar welfare and soclal policie “
né eco:;.o...ubc co‘?c!iuic ‘a'ne.se and other personal, background |

and personality facvoru in come comvinatlon Go alfect the employ-

. . . : Ay Ty n U
2l und JA.ApAOJdu.Ll.LtJ J Jufo’uu ..a.... ”)2‘ l\-a"o‘Jo s A'no‘uht?f'g.

. \ . .

5 Y s wm e & - e = -+ (e 2 ey b

@) Shneme are LonolLant persondL, Serviee, ang STIUsLUT
s -~ : 3 R rv S s i swe Be e d o .
chaseelns to emplovment: Again with mlnor shadings in enphadas, ) )
. . !;v -
“ERIC L. oHiz2
: - Voo ) [ .

: , .. ‘ »




the obscacles on barrlere to ennloymenu rdenullred 1n uhe varlous

| | Rl B : -
i:f,fkkﬁtUdieswaref young cnllarcn (under 6) lack of day—care fdcllltleSaf?ff'J

:‘iilheés,‘unolanned prewnancles, neclvatlon,wself—confldence,

conxllct beuween mauerna1 and. wor& role, nsychologlcal proolems,

3;ﬂ%nd transportatlon.

P,

Aaaln these varraolcu,are not we/éhted but the,fcur Lnax :

'f apnear most frequenuly are . younver chlldren, lack oﬁ'qay—care,

s

. ¢ , :
',1llness and sel*—confldence. The structural oostacl s'%o employ-”

~

"mcrt not 11uted here, are the rrregular (dual :marglnal secondary)

R

7 4'

labor markey, and dlscrlﬂlnatlon. The service cbstacreckaﬂe

cralnlno programs,,soclal serv1ces, day care, and placement servmces.:
o , S e o e
-;hes are not welgnted oat as 1na1cated earller Cay ter, Cox o ;pﬁj»

L B

Ean
\\

;Q~War en and Berxow1uz ‘and Lev1nson speak about bhe 1mportance of

- kN

~the struc ural obs»acTes~pr1mmrily ‘the 1abor markeu. Tnls 1s

-

- "also true for-all‘rlve Scuales referred to under 1@em c: "Welfare“'*i

-and the habor Marxe“" as well as” tne flve in aepth studles to ‘be-

. described later rn this secclon.

—_— N : . ' . - e .- B . . . . .
& . . i ) R

: *
2. Cnaracuerlstlcs,oL A.F. D C. 1others' '

¥e found three Suudles (eee Aopendlx II B) on ‘hls sublecb
EdCﬂ of whlcn analyzea one or Several of uhe larger studies:

"Pindings of the A. D C. StudJ 1961, 67 68, 71" "publls“eu oy

. *  the U.S. Depértment of Health,~Education»and“Welfare, S.R.S.

;.

A1l the findings are similar, so we will guote“the findings from o

N

. thne recent study by Bet ty Burnsi de. 1. A 56.6% increase-in N
.D.C. rolls from 1969- 7“.,-2. Conulnued movement of A.F.D.C.

i-_rj

L AT
_"Familles to urban centers' 757 of the A.F.D.Cu nopu} tion in

Q . L




o GD 5/%

';{i?chridran under six yearsv— 32 %ﬁ 1969 34 37”i’f1971 35 ”°rk

'G-1"and tratnan s;atlstrcs - a) 25” nothers are. work;nq, Iook:

3.

»

.j1971 l¢ved in urban ce rs‘ 3.' rewer olacx :amllle°'— “5 2 1969,

xi 197l 20 months.';siv Nore foSt tlme alelCanuS - 59 77 1909,

o ~r;"

971 | §f5€Fewer 1ong term A F D. C famllles (5 yeaps or

ey

1 s1ng 969 3% 1971 2:7% 8. A.F. D‘c mothcrs
Te- yOun;er (under 25 years)'1269 2“ 2%. 197“ 28 87 9. Propo.

'g'For wdrk or.ihﬁﬁ"
> g L

"f;n'traxnzwg,,,) mothcrs worxlng 4211 t me - 1909, / SA, 1971 8 3%, c) mothers.f”7“

.Z':workxng part tnme---.1909 6%, 1971 5%, d) 23% mothers had never worged in.

6.2% in 1969; 8, SA 1971; g) 81 3% A F D.C. famllles he «ded by women 1971. =

ese modesu changes 1n characterlstlcs of A.F D C. f
e (
'fawllles would seem to have 11 1e imoact upon the employaolllty
.poten@i§¢;o; th;s pgggiatlon: \Qn uhe pOSlthe side wessee 1esst'

long term families, *.,shorte median pime on A.r.D.C. rolls,

. s,' . .
and smaller families. -On the negative s;dc we haVe younger
: o Lam ~n uvhe n »

mothers,. more younger children, and less work [, perience

The relative changes are not larbe enouwh to change. the'

&?asic proolems aJ5001ated with ne enployment of A.F.D.C. mothers-~

The StatiSulCS.SupDOPb the view that A»r .D. C ~motners do wori, =

i.e., ﬂealan tlme on wel are, wWoOrx and ralnlng statistics,

! \.

percenuage of 1ong term A F. g,c ‘mothers.

lO N

':f,“3 3% 1971 ﬂMedlan time.on-A. P D C,.shoruer, 1969 23 nonbnu,; ‘f i

"lmore) 22 8/ 1969 17'7 1971- 1. Drop 1n number of dhilaren ? '7";&

,LA.

‘:_-197x- e) .eferral to wnus Program - 13 1% 1969 17. 6A»1971 ) In WINS orogram"

X3 -
L ‘ ‘ Y . Ty . ' . ’ {
) . . S - . . .
i " . L o »
» § v . :
f Cq i R . Dt . .
ﬂ}ﬁ-ﬂ.zll T SN ~
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fand Labor M e " m’fﬂgf f';azfl

np3;;~Welfare

RV
TR

'fffi,f'*.".:',Tnele are five corpleted SbUdleS and one Study 1n process:'

»\.~."

(see Aonendlx II—C) 1n’thls area.' ”he one- study 1n p ocess was

~.included tb indlcate tne rlseéln 1nterest 1n tnlsasuoaect

an tne study edlueﬂ bJ Dr. Peter B Doerinﬂe ‘he researcners

L ;manpower progr;

pfwas not nrlmar:ﬁy edupatlon or tralnmng, oﬁtz.

<
5. .

‘lrequent uurn~over 1n thelr lew paylng dead—enq Joos._ he men

l

o ,ihad good kills but 00'1:- ot oraak 1nto good paylng unlon os1tions":7'“
:/ Lol . p T

Tne researthers anothe51 ed tha 'uhere~1s a stable, pfeferfed

-ﬂ;wf_,g prlmary laoor marxet lor non—gheuto people and a secondarJ,

, ‘ unstable low wage. dead—end labor market f‘or the ghetuo labo rorce,
;bg'_' .ployment Suability 1s related to the prlmarJ preferred labor S vf;

¢

marxet. TneJ recommend.greater emsha51s on job developme“t JOb

{;ﬁwg.f { placement and traiﬂing to enable ghetto residents to qualify'
‘_ft - lor the preferred labor mar et They do not’dea@'w1th the |

1ssue of" dlscrlﬂlnatlon.. S PR S ' '

’

- Rein- and‘J§snnov support this the51s’of the secondary labor L

.

mar}et ‘for welfare rothers suggestlng (as dld Carter) that welfare

’

is used by welfare re01p1ents_to supplement the poor wages and

i

lnSuao 1lity ef thlS marxet In avfashion similar to Carter'they

polnt to the Iew lonO~ term A.F.D.C. eases,'the‘short period on

welfare (median 20 mortns) the Lrequeﬂt number of senarate perio ds>

. [

< ‘ . of tlme people are on a551stance, aﬂd c1ue two; tudles~ dorne in

‘ f Lo
he l950's o 'show the c0151stuncy -of the pattern over time and

90125




.

Ca. notn%§S who haVe workeo. Tnﬁﬁ”:*“'**'"

BTSSRI uﬂe larre peloentage olvA‘F““

‘eﬁf;jconcluae (e} A F D, C K ”ers are constantly 1n and out of" tnls

r . 'v

e

LOOd suaros and Medlcald Twe w1ll cbntlnue to w1tness a novement (fff_fo

-

. ~ s

flo[ HOfA. of:elfare and vice~versa)untll A P D, C mothers can
be neloe&’ o uove 1nto the prlma y labor markes or publlc employment

programs. S ?'1-1;{-.w-,_.}_- ,‘}""‘v B e

. . +  Dr.. Ferman and Dr. M Viller descrlbe ‘the same . unstable Work: "n..,f.;torn v
¥y - h . .
and low paying JObS esoe01ally lor black women who earn conslder-

aulj less uhaﬁ tnelr male counuerparus and less than white females.

- 4
Tne r concluslons are slmllar uO Doe”inger, Carter and Reln and
4/
L ’ < ,' o )

.- . . . « &

- Dr. Harrison's study of ten‘ghetto areas also supports- the -
gual laoor narxet theorJ - staslnv thas educatlon for blacks -
uniess on a coilege level ‘nas litule meanlng in terms of earnlngs'

% . or job s:ebility. He in dlcj%es that white hlgh school graduabes

‘earn thrée times’ the.amounu;o:_ lack high sohool-graduates'from S
ghetto &areas. His.recommendations oarallel“those.ofuthefother

4 Studies incluolng a sag@esuioﬂ ‘for the inaustrlal development R

x.

. -

“I' - of gnet:o areas‘to-qreate & prima ry labor market there. \
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s

‘gancialrﬁhééﬁﬁ Vs and Vclzare

?area, (see Appendix li~D)
, , g i
~‘J,;2upoorus uhe fananclal incentives of

Thera were uWO najorvstudiésﬁinrg",
Lher AU Ln &
L i

1567 wellave arendments, out suatistically shows that only a

e small perce tawc, under present labor narket eonditions can earnu,
0 B PRI ) 2 s

‘thelr way of‘f welfare, eVen wnen work...ng full tlme. He S\.’gests
- 'f'ftna“'allowi wonen to xeeo a portion of their earnings witnou
: e B .

<

AR ybung cail léren nave a mucn o'reater irpact.. S ‘\ 'f_,; P

S e ‘E

Appel in nis study on rne work incentive program in Nichiwan -

2.

- ”‘l’ , ‘conoludes nat tne OpDOPuuﬁibJ to earn money au a- low welfare taxn;

‘ ".rate;. couraged more people to go on Welfare, greater employment‘e'
Cie - .i i N v

S and *ncome Tor A F D.C. notners, and addit*o“al uOStS to‘ he

) “

.T&% payer. He suggests'uha t-is“is 1nevitable (1ike a SPEENﬂﬁWLAN

v 8y stenO under oresent laoor market conditions (low aying marginal
'worA) ana wnere the 1ncentives are greatest .at the very lowest aind

“‘nichesu earning levels tnus encouraglnv part time employment. :

-

'77”ne'i.l S study (see Aopendix iiI) and Carter suggests that

. Whnepe income.dlsregard meehanisms.(siwilar to the tax incentive

>

;but operzvive unere states provide o“ly,a poruion of the legislated

- grent) are in ellect,more women ‘work to make up the rq1fference in -

.

oneir grant. S
. /‘ N ’ / " - v,
5. En Deptn Stdies (See ﬁpoendix IIZ) : . .

&) Dr. G o/win in ﬂlS*SuadJ ”Do the Poor Want to Work" seeis

.fm'z?

'”rednhingr neir welfare paynenus is an incentive to work but that,ffi'~

- the factors of poor snills, a marginal labor narket illness, andz.“<‘g"




"-cf-leng’ﬁerm and short term welfare mothers and chiIdren w1th

T B g
s ) R : ) : T-.‘}'” .t . - .
‘ ’ ’ f . ¥ o - I ) "5
%o anSJer tne queScion, do the poor really Want to work or do .
ey redecc uhls form of- ac»1¥+ty, preferrlng welfare or other*ways o
: ' ey S ' . I o
‘of’gett ng ﬂoney” "g} L ;fﬁn.:”,x'ﬁ S : ~“

Uullizing a sa'ple of HOOO h compared the. work orlencatlon 'ff.'

.. ?& .Av'-.r~ 'I-b_.

- . e . B ) . 3 .

~‘werking.c1ass black ahd'white famllles. Dr. Goo fwin concludes that

>

.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- “the work ecnic of welfare clients, the working . oor,;and lower.F_ R

- middle c1 ass’ olacxs are qulte s1m11ar 1n attmmdes,'goals, beliefs,

and~intentioh. There is no realﬁgulture of poverty, only significant ,

@

degrees of difference-in self-confidence, attitude toward welfars, -

and work related activity shaped by.paSt'life and work experiences..
< ~ Do v O

Di’ferences oecween the worx orientation of the poor.and those of
the rnon- ooor seem explainable by different environmenual factors and
experience.'

Goodwin ooints oué that even peo?le whp have failed in the

. N
Rlekads uoﬂld and who lack sel f-conficdence still subscribe to ‘the “4&

4,

b

. A ‘ .
wo%k etnhic. He observes that the lack of confidence expressea

o\\*c ier ﬂidale class blac& men, yomen, and their children who

3

nave achieved economilc indepenaence; i1s an expression of their fear L
t Shey will slide back into,poverty. White lower class people

-

Who nave achieved far leso economic success than this group

<t
o

exgressed mom:confhmncelln themselves. Dr. Goodwin also points
oLt “hat Snose peoole who had falled in the work world, shifted
Lnelr views on welfarers ‘AS tnelr efforts 4o seek jobs and/or

nirg dininished, they rated welfare as a more acceptable -

4




._';A childre n. On the final page he states, "Appropriate policies

VI

-

Dr. Goodwin concl&des that Welfare clients do not heed * . !

%o have their attahuhs towards work changed but need real oppor

tunities to,. experience success that Will build tneir confidencc

""u i

.and that .of their jh" mven, His findlngs sta:'ongly suggest that

'massive efforts £ force wonen invo a WINS program with little

“

joo. po»ential will only i@crease loss of confidence for welfare

nothers and thelr children and reoommends that we initiate large

puolic se"vice empIOJment programs.' He further suggests tnat

\"{4

income maintenance plang%under present labor/conél%ions will not

a;fect negatively the wor& attitude of Welfare reciplents or heir

-

\

~cannm be guaranteed tne‘orobaoility of its attainment for-larger,f

numoers of the poor: mignu oe increased in two ways. Tne first is

\q

- to iessen the‘gisk of. failure by removing discriminétoyy barriers,
50 “hat‘ior eyample more. poor people become eliglble for better
joos;‘ the second to reduce ‘the cost of failure when it occurs,

: dy providing a guaranveed income at least a small margin abave

t

13

the poVe“ty level Poor famiiies should~be given enough economic ..

securityvand low—risk opporcunity to rise in status according to

. thelr sire and abilioy, without being overwhelmed by failure-

induced by inequities in the social system."

+

ouid enable more poor peoole to experience success. While success,r

"
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3 -'Opton,’ f-’d'-rard H, - ”Fectoré'Associated WEth Emoloyment Among Welfare Mothers'"

or. Opton lnltxally wanted to do a comparatnvc study bétwecn three groupa,

-

of AF.D, C mothers : -a) 75 women who had fornerly been on. we]fare’but who were

c nowv| cmp]oyed and ecomomically |ndependcnt, o) 75 mothers who were A F. D C re-

, ment or are A F.D. C mothers caught in some culture of poverty7 "Oor is unemployment

ci p ents, work‘ng part time, bUL receiving aupplementary we!farc payments,

1. LR

¢) AF.D .Cs mothera who-had tried to obtaxn employment but were unemployed Byﬂ,g7

-
~ e

examrning the snmxlarltles and dif Fcrences between theSe groups he hOpcd to’ flnd

‘J« /

patterns whzcn wou]d glve him plausnble exp]anatuons as to what factors vere: assoccated ’

5T

with successful enployment and wnat polﬂctes were neceded to maﬂe employment possable w
For A,F.D.C. mothers. He hoped to answer the question ”how'empfoyable are A F.D.C. '
mothers7” Would'more educatuon trainung, job placement servxces, flnanC|al in=-

. - N

: centlves, chi}d care, casework services or moral preachment result in more employ-~

of'A.F.D.C.;mother inevitabie or a prtp to the strULLure "of a technological
capitalist society? o o - : ‘ ,';- i C . , ‘
Or. Opton,found-thét he could not do his study becaus; fn roviewing,e thousand
cases from the welfare rolls he found oniy a_handfuj oftA?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 origina]t
de5|gn.~ For him zt raised the guestion as to the vuabnllty of the entire VNS
prbgran. Instcad oF doing the or:glnal study Dr. Opton studied 7; woman who
current]yAwerc on A.F.D.C. rolls or who had been recent rec;pients of A.F.D.C,
in Richmond County, Ca]ufornia. His sample consistad of 77% Black and 23% Vhite
in this catenory and d:d not include any Spanish speaklng rccxpnents. He con-
dJctec an in- dnptn interview thh each one of the 75 A.F.D.C. motwers with respect

to their employmcnt history and a number of factors that could causally be @
J

2@

related to employment,

-




5 4 been emnloyed in semn-sk:iied or Jkilleq\\fbs were'much more successful in ob»

&-'o~3:§ed upon Dr. Opton s study nt appcared that the most |mportant factors'”:.

. c.

4

ce:crmtn;nc onployment were race, mlgrat:on-from the south, belng a young mothhr,

 na ':,.}

and bexng 3 desnrted wother. Hn also found that the factors oF the number of
cq’!dren xn tha .ancly, educatlon. and healtn, oftcn clted as barrlera to
enploynont were’ not. nnarly as strong as the facto Ju;l mﬂn;xoned fn
add:t‘un, Dr. Opton atso - foLnd tnat those A F D C nothers whose parento had

ta;nang employment than mothers whose parents ha workeu bUL LQ unsk¥11ed 08"

cupations., He also! d|scovered that mothers who had come from ]arge famg?eeﬂ_‘

\

did not do as wel} as mothers who came .rom sma11er fannlles. ;

!n aralyz:mg his ftndnngs, Dr Opton ta!ked very candidly anout nhe proolem

» &

" of estab]isnnng even a semblance of cuusality. He said that he had to speak

hecg:ngly of assocuatlons and relatnonships.' The phnaae ”seemed to be as;ociated

thh” appeared f equently in his study. ‘He also Indlcated that some vartachs~'v

in ht not really] be what they‘;;paared to be on the surface. Examples of this

~ are a) early pre ancy vouid appcar to be relaLed to a mother s not comp]et:ng

2 P

hxvh school and not havung viork cxperlcncc or bcing aoie- to develop her vocatuonal
skills rather than the pregnancy per sc; b)'A F.D.C. mothors whose mothers had
not been employed” and had remained at home sccﬂéd to score very high on SUCC°ssfu1
eﬁp:oymont In analyzing thisg ”urghér Dr. Opton dlscoverad that these vomen

came fron families where the Fatner was working and had been”employed in a semi~-
skilled or s i1led position. Tne real varlable was not that the mother was at -
hone but that the father had bnen cmoloyed in a rc]atnvely good positlon. He
further qnderscored this point by indicating that A.F.D.C. mothers whose mothct;
 had rcma}ned'at home‘and whose fathers were unskilled workers dig not score

gy

high-on employment,

90131 -
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Cr. Opton also reported on the diff%culty of interviewing welfare mothers

who were fearful that thay we"e*'eing |nvestigated by the Welfare Department

or that tﬁ? m:ght bh a. sa?esman who was gorng to selI them fome phony 1ten. He

’ reCn|ved 7; refusals to be InLGereWPd He a]so rcported on h:s proolbm of ° ”\\, o

E determlnnng outcome crlteria. How do you neasure emp1oyment sucdess? - is a

-~

mother-with one chtld viho ls earnlng 3175 a montn more or Iess ‘successful than

N ¥

‘the wo“Her who has a Fanily of 5 and is earnlng $375 a month? Dr. Opton resoIVed };dfij

this problem by-setting up three categories for cmployment, namely, currently
r
\ -
r‘emoloyed ever emp]oyed and total time the mother had worked.

*

Dr., Opton also maoe some xmportant observatlons about how people conducted
their search for JObS. !t vas |ntcrest7ng to note the very low esteem that the - .“J:,ﬁx
WINS and the Unated States Employment Servace were he]d sn by these mothers,

Only 1% of the mothers repotrted attempting to use the Unlted States Employment
Service as a means of obtaining employment. V

i

Or. Opton aIso made some very nntcrestlng and |mportant ‘comment.s abouL the

B

factors associated with a welfare mother's deCIsfon to work, He suggestcd based

“<

unon his |ntcrviews, that many womenh were ashemed of assuming the unerployed ;;
‘status as opposed to being viewed as a mother, most mothers did not understand

the incalculable welfare tax on earnings amd did not take: advantage of the :

T

* incentives and many methers, as reported in the North Star Study, felt the strong
insecurity of going into tne:labor market and giving up their welfare payments,

They were concerned thot once off wélfare It would be difficult to get back on

°

. ’ . .
again and if they succeeded therc might be a lapse of two or three weeks in

b}
~ M

which tné;% would be no income available to themselves or their families, These
: B ‘ .

three concerns of the welfare mothers were offset by a fourth factor: the Financial,

encial and psychological benefits of “~come. Almost all of the A.F,D.C.

motbérs in Opton's study. said thay wanted to work and 72% had in fact worked,

19132
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The remaining 28% were mainly women who had had a,first_ch£1d.befdre-they were -

D . - old enough to work, and:whose children 'were still. infants. o S -
Op“on also docunented the fact tnat welfare mothers, even when emp]oyed
are in Lh° margcnal lrregular Job market. The women he |nterv10wed were e‘ther fhff'émf

r

domestnc wor&efs,llow wage serv:ce emp]oyeﬂs, lou skllled proeuctlon 1|ne pmployees,

fe%e c1erks “etc. He makes the polnt that these are Tow pay(ng, :nsecure and '3; :,y7f

dead end oositrons which oFFer lxttle hope oF success in terns of: steady em-. *;5§¥:fg175'

pioymenu or worklng one s way off the welrare roJls.o e then quotes Abraham }55“

Maslow and Jeanne Knutson who rgue that there ss a natural hierachy of human

L motnves. gWhen needs for matcrlaT securlty are unmet theae needs domlnate the .j"“‘lw

oo emottonal and motlvatlonal Itfe when they are satxsfled, at Teast at a minimal

level other "higher" needs emeroe, develop and dnrect human motavation. Opton

hend

then makes his own quote about theSe theorles by saying "one mignt um thfs

theory up in a phrase: 'bread f?rSt beautfful {deals later. " ,'f ‘ ~f ; ﬂ’,'A

HIS recommendations are broad in scope, name]y, 1) elaminatioh of dlscrimlnatlon

in employment ‘to allow A. F D.C. mothers an opportunity to get into the primary . :

l;ob mar!et 2) natlonal standards of wc]fare payments to reduce mlgcatlon,
3) govérnment flscal and monetary pollcy to encourage a full economy wﬁ1cn pro-lu
vides Jobs supp]emented by direct government empioynent L) effectlve sex, . :
> educataon programs for young gnrls coupled with e.FectTve birth control unformatnon
. : ~ to avoid early pregnancles, 5) better education which will keep mothers in acnool
" and prepare them for the 1abor market 6) wnifare policies which do not duscrnminate

against- the ntact Fams1y'but encourages fathers to remann vith familips.
) ! .

U= De Jte tne small sample |nvolved in thls study, | beiieve the technnque of
in=- dooth interwiewr'pald rxch dividends ~ in identifying’ lmportant variables and

s providing deep Ins:ght :ntowthe concerns, feors, and obstacTeo A.F.D.C. motncr“ face -

. \ S maintaining cmployment.
e E ‘
€ .
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Kiausner, Samuel Z. = “The WQrk lncentugf Progpam Maknng Adults

AP A s AT -
Economlcally lndepend-nt” Un:Ver%xty of Pennsylvanla - Phlladelphna, Pa.,
June 1972 Dep't. o‘ Labor Contr ct Sl-AO 69—0l.

- ‘

The purpose of thxs atudy wad not to evhluate the effect»veness of the

'g:“i‘fé

'*»e,-—

WINS program,‘but to duscover somh of xts socual and personal consequences and
f 0 specx?y social, psychologtcal, and cultural mechanisms anOlVed tn the .
vtranslt;on From welfare,to the world or work.« o -
The study was’ based upon a sample of 600 head of houSehold mothers '
tfselected from the follownng categorxes e ' b '
1. Welfare mothers totally dependent on welfare..;i;
2;‘Workzng mothers’ (poor). .
" 3. w;lfare mothers partly dependent 6n Welfare, T.e. worked part time.
4 VNS par lclpants and non-WlNS el‘gables who dndn t partlclpate i
the WINS program, }
#he-reSearchers compared these our catcgorles of mother on empl
hlstorQ: bacxground and family characterlsbncs, attltudea towards welfare and
‘work, and attitudes towards the famnly The researchers dnscovorcd the folloW|ng..
/“‘ “Our hufch is that A.F.D.C. mothers, luke you and me, viork when it is to
their advantage, and do not work when work would be disadvantagoous, e.g.
‘employment will be sought when_ it appears that gains, flnancsal, social and
familial oUtWelght losses ; . . The factors that+create embloyment opportuni~

ties are he same for welfare mothers as for the general populatlon, but the

balance tends towards a dlsadvantageous Yabor market position'for the former.!

(Chapter V - pg.2) ' . -7 B L

2. Mone of the 12 predlctor variables i.e. (marital status, n nnd age
of children, availability of day.care, des;re for smaller FamnlleJ, bettcr
eddcated, stigma about welfare, good hzalth, frnends not .on welfare, score high

on 11 atc.) showed correlations of astounding magnitude or seemed to previde

the key to thez emaloyment probiems of A.F.D.C. mothers. -

J9 i34
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3. At eny poxnt in time, tﬁo,e preferrtng a small family (one cr?terxa for

;m.

3 hcderwxzsng versus a trad*tnonal nother), not hanng chlldren under s*k, end

. ‘being of go.od health are more Tikely to work.

~

4 The best- predlctor of participation and success. in the work force is

T

the rot;?rns reported Intention to work or not work (l e.}VOtlvathn or work

1 N

N ¢ K . o 1;:
a .

5 Measures of welfare stigma do ﬁoorly as predlctors.

~ .

6. Potentnal earnlqgs is a poor predlctor of work force actnv:ty " There is

.o.-»_ .

' fno:evsdence thatfthe we?fare mether s ca]culatron uf sheer ecgnomnc gain and

c.

loss has anything to-do with her employment Whether this ﬁeahétthet she is >

ummune to narrowly concenved economic cons:deratlons, or whether the questlon

-

R

was too abstract for her to g::;er valndly is unknown;fathe ‘report also suggesta

that WINS training is only. partnally ef fectxve bccause such problems as health,

t,
#® ~

cHi]d care, and transportatlon cause drop-outs and faliures Another obstac]e
to success was the fact tﬁat neither training a!Powances, nor the subsequent
earnlngs of the family head prov:ded an income suffuc;ent to remove the family

.ro?)wel fare dependency. VINS as an agent for fosternng individual and‘tbcfél

* A}

change, as a trans;tlonal soc\a} structure between welfare and work was Judged
=

for a wide variety of reasons’ (poor administration, inadequate tralnlng, and
.‘ [
the labor. mark t) to be inadeaua\e

The/study concludes by suggesting that a training program and job
placement service alone can nelther JUbStltULG for an exp‘ndlng job markdt Fn
maximizing opportunitles, nor can it contrlbute to the re-establishment of D

:

complete fa mnlles -~ both of Wthh would go far in achuev«ng the fundamental

f

goal of reducing welfare rolls by aiding\:hose families to beceme eqonomica]ly

s

- self-sustaining. ‘ S _ ' .

<

Its recommendat ions are broad and addressed primarily to:
- 1. Expanding job oeportbnities. . a

2. Improving the functioning of the YINS program.’

001350
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K
(A FuirText Provided by ERIC

'Provldxng befte. vocat»onal tralnyng and educa;:on.

L »Supgorulng-the.moderhnzang women (does not see homemaker~a°

-w;th the world of work, and to expané’htr educatnon. Thls *o
wou1d Jnclude helpsng tradntxonaltsts (women who vxew role

central or oO]B ro]c) to broadew social relat:onshtpa, contact

M

so!oly or pr:marnly as homem:kers) in transstnon to woderniz é'

role (v?a expanded social contacts). " . . . o 7
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D -{ Fine, Ronald, AE; '%:F.D.C empleyment and Referral Guxdellnes.” . L ‘
. !ns.l\.ute for. lnterdlscaphnary Stud;es-- Mxnneapohs Ml.nn.” Dep t. H E. W oy
N . L 4 : N

: -"iConftract June 1972 5.R.S. 69-59.

-

' The s*udy s maJor purposa was to deve]op a Set of rererraf gu:de]«nks.

3

that cou]d be used to se]ect candldates For emp!oyment traunlng programs who- SRR
have tne greateat potentlal to SUCCeed -‘hefunder]ylng assumpt:on oF the e -
. studytis that there are_not sufficient re50urces to Lraun everyone, and that o Q'Q;

same scfentific selection process would make for a more efficient utilization

of resources. - K R . _
. . -
A sample of 3500 A. F D.C. hou5enolds (sxngle parent fem@le) in nine

4 . R ’ R R

countxes (3 small urban and 6 ru.al) from F]orrda, chhlgan, and Hxnnesota';
- Vs
wes se!ected for the study. The .case reLords of A. F D. Q—.; mothers whose cases

.o ‘; kb i

P

oPened ornreooened viere anaTYzed for emoloyment hlstory and /7 predlctor St

“

var;ab]es i.g. (age of mother, agé of ch}}dten, Famx]y s:ze,‘race; health;
‘pregnancy;'education’ pregpnce ofs other adults, welfare hxstory prior to - v

fEntake' motlvatlon, pressire to work and know]edge of a]ternatlves) AII

1 of the snFormatxon vias, obta;ned from case records and case workers were as<ed .

-'to'rate the wejfare motherts motivation to work;- None-oF ‘the cl}ents were .
interviewed. RRegres'sion‘equation,s'wer.e'deveioped foriall'nine'oounties:for |

thnee dependant variables: earninés,wemp}oyhent status, and‘case status. |

4

The study found that the most effective predictors of successful em- .

ployment outcome were: previous employment history; earning at intake; and

high sthool education. It also found that motivation and labor. market conditions‘
. : R TR . o

were important factors in determining outcome and that the availability of day

‘care service is necessary if women are®to seek and maintain employment.
. Lo : o .
In terms of the cost benefit gains of the WINS program to taxpavers and

- to clients, the study reports no economic gain to either.’ The study alsc

ouestions the validity and utility of developing referral guidelines for a

SR )5 & S | -
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ﬂﬁ;?n placxng traances on JOba.

the ne5e7:cheré reconmend that the WINS program be |wprovcd by. BeE ..," ;', e
1 U51ng ocatxona] trasnxng models LhaL have been successfu] and emonasnze
§&xlis that are in demand. Lo . - ' : C T ?L*

13 v L L

“ . -
2, Place |ncrea5ed enphasns on Job p!acemant i.e. matching clients and-

e . >' . ., ) M . 4

jobs and fxndlng Jobs.

-

- 3; Provnde subsxdszed day care for women, “sod&\ii515tance wuth day’care

»

is a vxrbggl nece:sxty"f women are to be employed,'

o . The se]ectxon process shouid u tilnze,the:following critéria --

"fonce the WINS.prggram has been;1mproved§'

A) Does thc clxen; WlSh to’ wor&.;

“

. B) Does she have E good chance to succeed i.e. good work. hlstory,
LY N /

hlgh $chool graduate

~

L . .. _C).At her expected earnings, would employment vbe economically worthwhile
s for Yhis client and the taxpayer . . L e e
. » _ . . _ e . H. L
. The§efselection criteria oraguidelines”are-predicated on the assumption R

. ..
¢

‘that the goal of " the WINS orograﬁ is to minimize taxpayer'schSt”and to maximize

th welfare client%s economic'returns. Frankly, | find the econometric model .
someﬂhat antiseptic and too theoretical i A .v '_ L :,fj
lt is dlff:cult to envus;on, under preSent social andceconomlc condntlons,;

~

how thcse recommandabrlgz cou]d be zmplemented Both the selectnon crlterfa

A

‘and recommendations to improve the program, underscore the conundrum of tralnxng ‘

’

o . : b
e N people for a labor market that cannot absorb or support low qkilled new entrants

o

at a vanng wage.

‘E. Mn]es Guy H. Dr. and 1honpson David L. "Characteristics of the A.F.D.C.-

L e e e ot Sttt it o0 P okt M s ¢ o £ 2 m——e et ey
o

. Popu]atlon ‘that Affect the Outcomes of WINS“ - North Star Reseerch and De\&elopment

institute - H;nneapo](s, Minn. )Dep't. Labor Contract,:51~25-69—06, July 1972

- The study was inhactuality three studies:

T. VA studv of Low | Lue ramnliesﬁ.g §' ications for the ¥iNS Program' ~ ...




A_:"' - 2"”Seif Actuated Vor& Behavior Amono Low lncoma People

BT N 4

A_ 3. ”Factors A Fectnng tne Stao|lxty of the Low*lncome Fam:!y“ o
characterxstlcs of women who were partncxpat;ng in the V!VS program with women

who were wor&xng at low wage joas and. WOmen who" were on welfa&e. A sample of
[ N

"_,some 2, 000 ‘women in the WIVS program %as compared to a total of 3,000 women ip

- .

_the other two categortea.' The women were xntervxewed three tlmes (at 6 month
‘?ntervals) The findings lndlcated that a* tudes towards work and welfare
had little rn]atlonshlp to the work status of women‘in all.three oategorxes."
On the other hand the fnnd:hgs 1nd|cated that the woman ts degree of self-
_conf;dence was‘an gmportant determunant of emp]oyment_outcome. ‘This flnd:ng
'would supporththOSe of Goodwin2£§ho would add howe?er; that.seTchonfidence
was in turn engéndered by'successful emoloymeht.-hThe atodyialso indieated’thatA
a woﬁan'siatt?tude and concerh about the adequacy of child care avaiiable-waqi
‘a very ihportaht determinant of heF willingnesa to,seek empioymenf. o .

’Theggtudy also suggested that employment did {ncrease the woman's sense
of se?‘—reéoect and improved her-fmage within the family.

The reSearchers formu]ated fxve genera] prnncnp]es based upon their :

o S .
dkggs, that aff ect, the stablilty of 1ow income fam:lnes~
xrﬁ .

, ﬁﬁ 1. The lncentrve that gets low :ncome people to work is experlence

with work.
2. The deterrent. that Keeps low income people (we}fare'recipients)

from working is their fear of'losfng viel fare income, benefits,
N : -

aanServace;

)

N

L. pPeople who work feel better psychologically and physically than

N - :
people who do not work., : ‘.
. .o N i . W . -

& 5. The emp1oyment'of the parent in a single-parent household doas not

y _ d
neqgatively affect the children. |

D0189 . '

The study comparea the xndtV;dual attity des, behav;ors, values,-and other,

3, -Some Iov income (Weh{are recipients) people simply cannot hold johsr




-
I

a. . .

": T e study redcmmends that he!fare recxpuents be exposed to the world

‘- of work but_in sxtuaexons in which they can_experience. success SQ-they can '
® —
" buxld their self conruaence -~ a prume determxnant in Iong term emp!oyment
A o . ot C YA
outcomes. L N L : . . . o 5. . :

<.

.:gf'-'.' ' In vn#& of the current JOD market and the very léu SUCCeSS rate of the.

current WINS program, th:s very 1ogaca1 and constructuve recommendat;on (also e

+ B - =
o -

'f'iwf | §u§pdrted b%mGoodw5n?S study)'ﬁﬁ“impossible,to implement‘, k3 :*'

" S ol ) "

Ric IR EET BT ’ -




.-cond1t1ons and pYOSPECLS for some 34 occupatqons he]d by the 150 odd

- .and then dec11ned by 1 & percent 1n 1970 and 3.6 percent 1n 1971..

. AR Lot . - “
L o ‘ .

E:Labor_Market Conditions.

. P . - . LR . . . .
s 23 - . . i i -

Scele L o i e

[y .

P"eoared by' Hr, Eamue! Enrenha'lt

- o ‘ Buyradu of Labor Stag 'i.usr'

I. or der to prov1de an 1nd1cator of re]at1ve ‘Tabbr market

day care mothers in the samp]e, a sca]e was deve1oped us1ng pr1mar1Ty

'the stat1st1cs ava11ab1e from the author1tat1ve Federa1 State cooperat1ve )

A
program of Current Employment Stat1st1cs for the years 1967~ 1971, wh1ch

.prov1des comprehens1ve montn1y and annua1 stat1st1cs for d11-of the |

- sectors of the New York C1ty economy 0vera11, nonfarm payro11 JObS in

..Q 4

- New Yorx oity 1ncreased by 1. 6 percent in 1968, and 2 0 percent 1n 1969,

\ .
The empToyment change data were supp]emented by est1mates¢of

'occupat1ona1 rep1acement demand prepared by the New York State Department
| t of Labor for the per1od 1968- 80, coyer1ng the est1mated Tabor force T

’attr1t1on because of death ret1rement, and w1thdrawa1 from the 1abor

force aor other. reasons These factors making for job demand. were

”n1ven a we1ght of one—th1rd and current pr prospects as 1nd1cated by

1ndustry emp1oyment changes, the remaining two-thirds. | o ¢
| ~The Current Emp1oyméht Stat1st1cs system ser1es were selected

for use because of the1r ro1e-as the pr1maryusource of va11d, compre-

" hensive 1n.ormatton oh current and historical empioyment changes for

the Nat1on, states, metropo]1tan areas, and New York City, and because '

<
the almost complete lack of any- s1m11ar body of re1evant data on

'current occupat1ona1 job trends or occupational job vacancies. The only

ongowng survey covering some 45 cross- 1ndustry occupational groups, the

| dannua] Area Vage’ Syrvey for Mew York City conducted by the Bureau of

1

‘Labor Statistics, does not,prov1de Vade.year to-year changes in

° : Count4t

. <'Aszoc.. Regional ‘Director "'%"‘“

SR N S DR

., ,
—-——
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by

lccbupatipnal émp]qymeni, whf]e.thé Job'bpeniﬁgs Labd??TurnoVer~Statistics

- {JOLTS) program'conducged'by:phe'New York State Department of Labor in -

Y . e, . e,
Mo T e
. - el .o
S . L P

,cooperation with the Bureau'of Labbr'Statistics ahd the Manpover Adhinistf%—‘

%

tion does not yet y1e1d va11d 1nformat1on on trends in-job vacanc1es by

1, . I

occupat1on

a

As spec1f1ed by the requ1rements of the proaect the scale

deve10p=d uses a range from (1) through (10) W1th the Tower numbéws (1)

3

®

(3) and (4) moderate or sTower empTloyment indreases and good;jdb~prospects,

(5) and (6) stable or unchanged employment and fa1r job prospects, (7). and ‘

-(8)‘sTow or moderate employment declines and somewhat negative qu

rel

prospects, andn(9) nd (10) sharp emb]oyment dec]ines and quite poor job -

o

proSpect< ror eac occupation a separate factor was deve]oped for each

of the years 1908~ 1969, 1970,,and 1971. -The factors are intended to be

;comparabTe bo*h as among years and among occupations.

w

For each occupat1on repo\?Ed the employment changes were based
on trénds in the most appropriate 1ndustry group, generally a.Z—d1g1t
Standard Industrial Glassification group, selected. following a study of

L]

occupaticnal structure patterns of various’industries.‘ For example, the
indexas‘for waitresses, barmaids, and other restaurant workers, viare
based on employment changes tn the New York City resnaurant industry
(SIC group 58) for the years involved, s1nce that 1ndustry emp]wys more
than ha]f of all food service workers. *
For many cross 1ndustry occupat1ons which are not concentrated

in any one or several industries, it was often possible by refererice to

o

S a0t

o

and (2) reflecting rapid emp]oyment,1ncreases and very gopd~aob prospects& )

v e e g &

ooy

T T YT

L e e e

. - .
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tha omgma'f questmnnawes, to 1dent1fy the 1ndustr‘y of attachment of RS E

: . tne spec1f1c wor?ers 1nvo1ved Tn the. rexlatweTy few situations wnere g
o thxs Was no‘t Teas1b1e or. othermse unsmtab]e, a determ1nat1 on‘of the -
_most appropriate 1ndus,try group vas made. after an examination of available | ;
o ) . . ‘ K - v . '. ’ " ) i ‘.‘
. . data on the. ‘Tabor mark t for the occupatwn. Ina few ‘cases the overall ! .
emp'lo_yment changes 1n the New York City economy were used, suppTemenﬁed N
o by estimates of replacement demand arising from labor force autmtmn. )
> : ‘ ‘
\ - A\ * SR -
- * ’ < 3
¢ ,
~ “Na.\
1 ) o
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_LABOR MARKET COMDITIONS. SCALE

Occupation 1968 1969 . 1970 - 1977
R TSR R T e s T = o AT " ------ ’ T e r...at:::::.-: e nD
‘Beautician 5 G " 2 |
: . R : o :
Waitress 7 -7 & o ﬁ
R - ¢ noo ) !
Factory vorker, unskilled _} G: 19 _I i
Factory worker, skilled | S [ b }
Domastic . o Ly 4 f; 7 1
~ Cashier - b N ( \
- Clerk key punch Cg l Z{ 3

Filing clerk
Typist

Secretary stenographer

Executive secretary

stV A S A

N\ e=x

f ‘ J. .

" " Receptionist 2 &)

' - 7
Switchboard operator, & ! !

. _y Y |- P

, Shipping clerk < b cel

' - ™ f‘ Lo.t (’.-1

i School cross guard K i J

' sales ¢lerk {local store) Lk' - »]

] “ — ) ) ) /

| V1) 14 g o o i g .

School teacher . oo




"
3

Teacher aid = - , . s + e b NI
teacher . . . i L
X . Assistant head start or day care Y l f "t
1ndustry c]eamng or cnamber maid - 3 -7 Yy
) P —an - ') . oA "} ! (l
LY
_Soc1a1 worker -para- professwna] o) , U[ “ LY
| RyorPy N B 3 2
“Nurse's aid Y 5E A 3)
" ‘ . Bar maid "l ' '"'] N Y
: : V . . . = . - - o L
: -Restaurant worker - counter work (,) (1 [ o Y
’ Restaurant worker - cook Rl '] ' 7 ;g , P
Superintendent = T (.,) Y < l
¢ "~ - I
. ‘ . 2 S . \, ] : o
Assistant dietician 3 i 5 |
: Interviewer 2 5y e 2, e zl
i ~ D
1 . 8! ¢ - f %
: Banking teller, . A . :_)\ 2 HEN :
3 ' iy L T T .
| Manager ! | l /] ST
. - 8 K . L
' Baby sitter v - J L
! B . ’ < C '
" ' Boohkeeper 5 )\ J i) i
i . , 2 £ ” | 1
i Clerical medical o > o S ;
1
b . ; -
: ' .
* i
R 2145 S o
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iiif'Table In: 5
R WHERE WAS INTERVIEW CONDUCTED?

3;'@;5,v3;g, | »,fFBEQUENCY'DISTRIBUTIONE
4, ) PR Y ,-’ . .

Home ' Day Care Center - Street ”;'Other- -Qanoqu_;;Totalyﬂ

 Percent '86%";;: - I T '15%' 0 1008
Nember 135 . 3 .3 7. 9 157
Copabie2 . - B T "
OTHERS PRESENT DURING INTERVIEW .. w '

S UNo - Yes Unknown _,”‘iToﬁéi‘f:f
Ngmber C A8 99 '_llOf.'?f_- - 15ﬁ%§$ S i

‘Table3 U S - :
"ETHMICITY OR. RACE OF RESPONQENf - T S

“Black Latinﬂuéz;ican _ Other v'UnkhOWn Total -

Percen’\c_ 78% \\,ﬁ% ,IA]_% : - 3% 99%

Number ~ 122 - o .2 s 5 . - 1567

Table 4 = - o
ETHNICITY. OR RACE. OF INTERVIEWER

Black Latin—American Unknown Total

Percent 624 358 3% 160
 Number . 97 - - 55 . . 5 o157

-

19151
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PERIOD AND EXCLUDING NON—WORKLRS

MONTHS UNEMPLOYED
TO FIRST JOB TO

2 YRS. AFTER DAY CAgg‘

= STD.

' -Jo3 .00 .08

.06 .01 -.05

L _.nbr o L20% -.39%

b2 L11% -.38%

Cr AR CBETA. -,

2oh% .06* _gg*i*

.01 .00 . .19%

MONTHS UNEMPLOYED
- 70 FIRST JOB

T(EXCLUDE NON- WORKERS)

£ AR2 O BETA

~.037° .00  -.00

09 .01 .16

.14 .02 ¢ -.22

(

ey

! _.35%%% ILR%F . 35EER

-.02 .00 .18

o

~.08%%x  Q7%# - 33%%

".09 .00 .04 ‘.02 .01 .18
.06 .00 _ .02 2 .o .01 .06
R2 = .38 R2 = .26
R = .62 R = .51 = .
F = 11.20 with 8 F = 4.23 with 8
, and 147 d.f.  and 95 d.f.

£ .001 P<£ .001
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