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- low-wage employed. The author examipes’ the.process by which welfare.
recipients move into the employed ranks and the extent to which this:

~is accomplished. through participation in employment and training -
programs. It is pointed out by the author that women receiving, Aid
for Families vith Dependent Children (AFDC) fall into three groups:
~about 10% who are on welfare mast: of their wcrking years, about Lox . -
vho fluctuate between low~income employment and welfare, and about

- 50% tenpor}rily on welfare because of circumstances. A sighificant’
reported £ nding ig that APDC mothers with the highest pgducation and .

~recent work experience leave welfare more readily than other ‘mothers.

In addition, about half of the children of welfare households move
out of‘poverty. According to the author, people move off-uelfare vhen
‘they find jobs té enable them to achieve a higher living standard
than welfare provides. Studies reviewed by the author denonstrate
that 47% of the low-income pecple employed may remain poor, 25% may
.be out of poverty most of the.time, and 28% may be out of poverty
about half of the tile. (CSS) ‘u SR
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Co-

Evaluap.on and Research, Employment and Training Admmlstratlon,
- Devel

- longit

The Offlce of Research and Development of- the Offlce of Pollcy,

t and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962, and then under the :
Compr ive Employment and Training Act (CETA) of 1973, to conduct -
.research, experimentation, and demonstration to solve social and _
- econanmic problems relative to the employment and training of - A
unempl yed and underemployed workers. Research also includes natJ.onal
surveys of age cohorts of the populatlon at critical
tran51t1.on stages in working life which examing the labor market
experience of these cohorts.: Studies are conducted on labor market

Epartmant .of Labor, was authorized first under the Manpower

. staructures and operations, obstacles to employment, mobility, how
c J.ndlv1duals do job- searches, and various problems that pertain

part:.cula.rly to disadvantaged persons. Experimental or demonstration

' progects may test a new technique of intervention, a different ~

mstltutlonal arrangement for dellvery, or 1nnovat1ve ways to
ccmblne resouroes.

Analyses of the results of the most s1gnlf1cant of these studles, '
descriptions of process, handbooks of procedures, or other products :
des1gned\ specifically for planners, administrators, and operators in -
the CETA system are issued- as monographs in a continuing series.

. Information concerm.ng all progects in process or campleted durlng: |

. the previous 3 years is contained in an annual catalog of act.1v1t.1es,

Research and Developnent Projects. This publication ‘and those" in the

, nonograph serles may. ‘be obtained, upon request, frcm

Inquiries Unit ’ '
" Employment and Training Adtmmstratlon
' U.S. bepartment of Labor
: Rocm 10225 Patrick: He.nry Bu:leJ.ng
.- 601 D Street, N.W. _
~ Washington, D.C. 20213



" ‘Ariother section of the monograph discusses changes which have . -

- fesulted in higher incomes among the pdor. The studies reviewed

. by the author point out that the low-income employed may not

- necessarily spend the remainder of their lives being poor.  Abou
A7 percent ‘may. remain poor; about 25 percent may be out of pover--
-ty most of the time; and a final 28 percent may tbe out of poverty

 low4wage4emp1oyed.“; : e ,

;‘apt to leave welfare.”
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"This;moﬂ;graph is a review and én&lysis’af‘oVer 50 research and.

development projects sponsoreéd byfthe’Office'of Research and . -
Development’ which have dealtuwith“welfare<recipientsgand the

'Therﬁohqgrapﬁ!sfautﬁor} Dr. Mary Fish, ProfeSsor of Economic%

at The University of Alabama, examines ‘the process by w 'd'j,ﬁ
welfare recipients move into the ranks of the empIOYed,hiﬁg/t‘e

- extent to which this is accomplished as a result of participation
~in employment and training programs. Dr. Fish points out that

those on welfare, particularly women receiving Aid for Families

with Dependent Children. (AFDC), fall into three‘grdups; -about -

- .10 :percent who' are on welfare most of their:.working years; about -
- 40 percent who fluctuate between low-income employment ‘and wel-
~ fafe; and a final group of about 50 percent temporarily on wel-
- fare because of bad luck and  circumstances.- Afsignificant”finding
"'is 'that AFDC mothers with the highest education and recent work., -

expeérience leave welfare more readily than other mothers. In
addition, childrén of households on.welfare do not necessarily

continue on in a welfare pattern, since about half of those who . -

grow up . in-homes which are permanently poor eventually move out \f
of poverty. o : ‘

. ' 3 . Lo o

ACgprdinéitpvthé'aﬁthor, people do move off of:wélfare-whén'they

-

~.can find jobs which -enable them toé achieve a higher standard of.
. . living than welfare provides. If work is available at .or above
“" the 'minimum wage, and if welfare recipients believe that the

chance, of being unemployed . in theﬁﬁutﬁ e is slim, they’are-more4:

S
L%

/’i'abOut-half of‘theftime..*. ! o , | : \

" This monograph is an important source of information for policy-

-~ makers who are concerned with programs aimed at improving the lot

of low-wage earners¥and moving the less fortunate permanently out

" of poverty and into a life of income and employment.

. HOWARD ROSEN
| , . Director.. = :
. L o L Office of Research
S ' o ~and Developmént
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. Preface -
‘ ,.‘L' ...- ‘ ! .
N : — P .. . -
I Many ‘of today s poor famili'es will escape poverty in the next few years

-‘others will become enmeshed in a continuous cycle of temporary escape and -,

reentry, and ‘'a few will remain poor. .New research f1nd1ngs indicate, however, ., ‘ -

~that if a hard-core group of poverty fah111es really does exist, subs1st1ng on

welfare generat1on after generat1on, it is much smaller than previously =~ . '
? imagired. Low-wage earners <do move 1nto and-out of poverty and often move .
' "permanenfly out of the poverty class. . New data also indicate that considerable
movement ex1$ts among all income groups--low, m1ddle and upper. '

%
" This study spec1f1cally describes and analyzes the process by which

~poverty—str1cken individuals and families move out of the‘poverty group:. from
- welfare, to low- -wage employment, and, finally, to a level above poverty, or
‘even the middle-income category. . It is a synthes1s/ana1y51s of over 50
. Research and Bevelopment (R§D) projects. sponsored by the Employment and Train-
~ing Administration (ETA), on the subjects of income and employment. In } o
4. addition, selected contributions from other sources are included in order to
4‘!‘ clarify.or supplement the treatment of the basic issues. Several of these
contributions have examined how individuals on welfare become ga1nful}y
employed and, once employed, move into jobs with wages adequate to raise their
‘ -standard of living above the poverty level. Findings of these R&D projects,
© . when-examined as .a body 6f cumulative knowledge, can be yused as-a framework .
- for develpping effective policies and techniques for’ the various employment
and - tra1n1ng programs focused on the econom1cally disadvantaged.

Interest in income - d1str1butlon 1nequal1ty, and .change among social.
scientists has recently mushroomed Within the last year, several books and
numerous articles on these topics have been published by institutes, associa-
tions, and Federal Reserve organizations , while ETA R&D work offers 1nvestigators
the results oﬁ substant1al pertlnent research on income patterns -and movements

Spec1f1cally, thlS study reviews and. analyzes' (l) the extent to wh1ch
welfare reclprEnts and the low-wage employed change income levels as a result .

. ‘of participation in employment .and. training programs; (2) the characterlstlcs -
- which allow worKers to move from an inadequate to an adequate wage- income- “level;
- (3) the change in income levels achieved by programs designed to upgrade skllls';
“and (4) the type. and amount of “income change program participants can expec .
- This report is primarily intended for use by planners and practitioners,: wH _
“implement policies and programs dea11ng with the problems of welfare rec1p1e"ts~j
and the low wage employed : ,

-

. Dur1ng the preparat1on.of this report Saul Parker was both a stern o
taskmaster and a superior project officer. His contr1butlons, coupled with
Judah Drob's worthwhile, Sugge%anns and encouragement, ‘were excellent. 1I- thank
them. The guidance offered By 'The Director. of the Office of Research and - ‘
Development, Dr. Howard Rosqp has been very instrumental in this project. “q&s
far51ghtedness and 1ns1ght in assisting numerous researchers in the projects.
synthesized in this report have been acknowledged so often that hls total '
contr1butlon is 1mmeasurable

vii : ’ "



. An.Overview

, Developed dur1ng the 1960's, the concept of hard-core - poverty stressed the
idea that the obvious financial disadvantage of persons living in poverty -
created- or reinforced numerous other disadvantages, both physical and mental,
whose effects could be irremediable. In addrtlon it was assumed that many
poor persons could not remove themselves from poverty because they did not
have equal ‘opportunities--that, at least for a portion of our population, the °
American system no longer allowed income mgbility. Since Americans are ‘
inclined to believe that people should not have to suffer in dire poverty, the .
,nat1on became very concerned. This concern was man1fested in legislation to
assist people who were poor, particularly when it was not their fault. As a
‘result, both the welfare rolls and the amount of transfer payments to- the
poor grew considerably: Total spend1ng for all soc1a1 welfare programs -
. increased from around $77 b11110n in f1sca1 year 1965 _to over $286 b11110n n
jf1sca1 year 1975 o ‘ _ = /ﬁ\ -\\ Lo
‘Bureau.of the Census statlstlcs indicate that there has- been
no substantial decline in the percent of Americans living in poverty.in . -
spite of extensive governmental programs to assist the d1sadvantaged Accord1ng
-.to Census data, 19.1 percent of all households were poor in-1965 and: 13.8 ‘
- percent were still poor -in 1975. However, recent income statistics: from the
- Congressional Budget Office which include large in-kind welfare payments ‘and
~adjustments for taxes indicate that the percentage of households ‘(families and
~ _ individuals 11v1ng alone) living in poverty in 1976 was)down to 6.9 percent,"
(= Since the mid-1960s, the attack on poverty has indeed beenimpressive.if
~ in-kind payments are included as part of family.income. +According to the
' Congress1ona1 Budget Office, 4.0 percent of all American/ families lived in
< poverty in 1976, compared to the Bureau of the Census f1gure of 7.5 pércent
The Congressional Budget Office.also estimated that, ih 1976, 22.0 percent of
all-indiyiduals living alone were below the .poverty 11ne when ‘the Bureau of -
. thé’ 2ensus income definition was used, while only 14. 5 percent were 11v1ng in
' poverty 1f the revised def1n1t1on were used. X . '

Employment and tra1n1ng programs prov1de complementary,‘not alternat1ve
means for reducing the slze of the poverty populatlon and improving the position
of the low-wage employed. -These programs make up. only one element--although -
an increasingly important one--of national efforts to improve the economic.

..status of the poor. Economic growth policies hopefully diminish the size. of ,

- the poverty population by generating new. oppbrtun1t1es for full-time and better
paying employment. Income transfer: programs increase the disposable.income of
‘low-income individuals who are aged, dependent disabled, or without work ,

- Extension of collective barga1n1ng and minimum wage laws also 1ncrease§ the' °
incomes of poor persons who are employed in low-pay1ng occupat1ons. oo S

e

Just as much recent soc1oeconom1c analys1s was not' jble- before the

'".development of. the computer data concerning individual emponment and 1ncome
- patterns over time were unavailable before the advent of long1tud1na1 case .,
"studies. ETA is now support1ng and has prev1ously funded ‘a number of" stud1es )
" which portray the changes in labor force participation and income recelved
: over time. Bas1ca11y, the long1tud1na1 studies - 1nd1cate that over the years,

Q
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* one-worker and several sources of 'income. For ‘instance, in 1975, 54 percent

i - . ) - ;! ! / ' . . N .
o . ;! L . ‘ S . . L .,
. - : ") N
‘. s . i . <
! D/v : .'. ’

. there has been a significaﬁt‘éﬁounf'qfvhobiQity améng income classes, suggesting .
.- :that a gread deal of opportunity Still-emi§t§'within;9u: system. .

. [y

The-longitudindi:$tﬁﬂiésfhéﬁe7opened'the doo?.'to hew'énQ‘teVolufionarY'

+knowledge concerning the income movement of workers and their families over

their l'fe'cycle.].TheyihaVe;focnsed.on.thféerareas}”HCI)vlifeLCyc}e income -
patternp and the prime reasons for income changes over time;. (2) movements on .
and off welfare of recipients and the contributing factors to these“shifts;
and (3) income fluctuations over time of the low-wage employed. - y

‘Life cycle income patterns. People’ move between income groups. although
‘movement among the high and low income groups is 1€ss frequent. OQver a
~fifteen-year period, it is‘anticipated that around 70 percent of all male .

workers change their relative income position by moving an average of 21. -«
“percentage points up, or doWn«tBe'éarnings-diStribution*scale.,rFactors which -

- affect the relative earnings position of a licusehold head includégeneral and "

techhical.edqtation,lexperiendé, Qn-the—job"training;}aging,ﬁsek,1and Tace.
In addition, family income and status. is altered by the presence’of more. than

of American families had two,or more workers. .t ;7

"Movements on and off welfare. The welfare cases--particularly women who
feceive Aid for Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) --represent three groups
of people: aLsmall‘grpup'of hard-core unemployed who spend most or all of
their working years on welfare (10 percent); a larger group who move back and
forth between low-income employment: and welfare (40 percent); and a final

~group who are temporarily on welfare because they are down on their luck (50~

percent). Most importantly, however, the children of welfare households do

- not necessarily perpetuate a welfare pattern. -About one;half_of the children

- who grow up in homes ‘which are permanently poor will everitually move. out of -~

poverty.

\ b . . .. .
. One of the main reasons that people dre on welfare is that their earnings
cannot adequately support all members of their household. Families who remain,
on welfare have probably made ‘economic comparisons.between the in§ome received
on. welfare as. opposed to leaving welfare. The decision to leave or remain on
welfare may be made -with either full knowledge of the actual situation or with

~only limited knowledge. Families leave AFDC as a'result 'of change in the =
family structure, because income earned by ‘the mother disqualifies the house-

~

- hold or the father works over the 100-houi1méximum, or the eligibility standards

and their application change.  However, other factors are equally important-.

People leave welfare when the income they can receive from wages enables them
‘tQ achieve a higher standard of living. If employment is available at or above

the minimum‘wagq and a 16w fufure'unemployment rate is anticipated, people are .
 more apt to leave the welfare rolls and not return. AFDC mothers with the

"".highest[education and/o¥.recent job experience leave w?lfare,more quickly than

- other mothers. - _ L.

Income movement of low-wage employed. The low-iricome employed ﬁill'ﬁot s

necessarily spend the rest of their lives being poor. Movement into the main-

' . stream economy occurs ‘quite frequentdy. Some, however, remain in poverty,

_while others move back and forth. - About. 47 percent of the people who have low
incomes (excluding cash welfare payments) will remain poor; about 25 percent

.-2 9 I8 o
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w1ll be out of p0verty fhost of the t1me, and around 28 percpnt w1ll he outugf

. poverty about half of the tlme . =l ,f

, . ;‘ J ;~‘ 4 .

Chances of tfle fam1ly of a low 1ncome employed household- head-mov1ng ‘up,’
‘are greater if the worker is white. and.male and the family is not Llapge. A YTow,
local unemployment rate also helps.. Families leave poverty when the ] household

4
.

o
[N

head or another family member gets a. jump in eégrned wages, perhaps beCause of &

gett1ng a bptter job, when there is a change in family structure,on when — - %=
. another family member goes to work. In order for .women: household heads to move
-out of the low-income bracket, generally both the hours worked' and wage rate’. :5-
received must increase. . The outlook‘for female-headed household or a black
“household leaving poverty is not as promising 4s other types oﬁqhouseholds..J
-In® add1tlon, we know that the younger the head -of 'the househon qperhaps up to
~the age of 45--the lower its chances of moving out of poverty; agd the larger.
the number of children in the household, the _poorer its changés. ef leaving =%
poverty--that is, until the children grow up. Thus, programs; !
‘on the basis of the prohable income pattern of the part1c1pa 't
' ass1stance P ) . _r{s R -

« .

- T - ' - ‘ .7 v - JA“ oo

s 7 o

~ Program planners and\pract1t1oners must recogn ze that program part1c1pants
‘3re quite varied in background Participants in thg Work Incentive Prdgram

.»+(WIN'II) are not more likely to leave welfare than n part1c1pants although

their. employment increases and the level of welfare. payments ithey receive
decreases ‘Recent data show that in the first year after receiving WIN 11 ﬂ. .
. services, part1c1pants increased their annual earnings by $330 to $470 oveg
" those who received, no services. Male part1c1pants%ancreq§ed thelr annual,

' employment by two ‘to three weeks and, women by three’ to four: wéeks 4. ~For women

vocational training 1ncreased their average annual. earnlngsmby $SOG “3ob place-

B mgnt assistance-increased income by $300, and .on- the -job ‘training and public-

service. employment by $1,400. Men who received: op- the-Job ‘tfaining pr publlc N

”1 service employment as opposed to those who did nog 1ncreased -their.annual earnings..

by $1, 900 in’ the first year after receiving assistanges Work  incentive programs

—encourage more women to accept employment but' dor not ehéourage famIlaes to .
~leave the welfare Tolls. - l1;_n¢ - fﬂ t/n T
. J ' .0" . ” Y o

- e

L ’ Program p anners and practitioners should know thatoln order for a. worker

"toymove from low-income’ employment that tra1n1ng is. needed tp quallfy for a
o] wh1gh.pays a higher wage.: And f1nally, if a:worker - ;is.poor desp1te being

/»w 11- qual1f1ed then he or she needs help in f1nd1ng an appropr1ate job.

v

" The' 1mmed1ate needs of the low- -wage employed and of welfare recipients

‘are varied. For the. hard -core poor, the entire gamut of empLoyment and training -

services is needed.. The low-wage employed who ‘are alternatlvely on and off
welfare need programs which will increase thei wage level and the- nhmber of
- hours worked Thase who are temporarily down on their. Tuck need hefp 1n@speed—
ing.their economic recovery The well-traingd labor practitioner helps program
part1c1pants set-clear and achievable goals In addition, practitioners need
. to recognize that famlly income often becomes a dec151ve factor in both ‘moving
on and off welfare and in accept1ng educatlonal tra1n1ng and employment oppor-
tun1t1es - ‘} : o A e ,
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With the new data from longitudinal studies ‘proyiding information on the
‘income patterns of people over time, we/can begin to consider the long-term
effects of various programs. It is’important to know how WIN and CETA programs o
_”écﬁuﬁh}y change the pattern of wage income throughout a participant's earning ‘
* years.-  Planners andﬁpractitioners'need‘;qﬁbndetétéhd'incomefahd mobility o
- patterns of welfare recipients’ and the ilow-wage employed in order .to provide
effective employment and training squﬁcgsxf,The,followingichapters elaborate .

on each of these topics. - T - R
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A ,
: Distributi@n of Income

Lo

Because "the United States has a long-standing commitment .to social
mobility," according to Ginzberg, "it is important to ask what proportion of

the population can reach a reasonably satisfactory level on the 'occupation-income
ladder."l 1In other words, because we believe in socipeconomic mobility, we need

to measure tHe extent to which it is ‘present, in our system. Ginzberg points - -
out that level of income depends upon both employment and the wages received.?

We can clearly perceive that the income of a household. is dependent not only on

the employment stability of the household head and other members of the family -

but. also on sshe wages they receive. = - v . _
In Mﬁ&%ﬂ@ercent of the 3,020,000 families with male household

heads who dived in poverty in 1975 were in the labor fotce. The comparable
figure .for all male-headed families was 80.6 percent.3 - Although male heads of' *
~poor families had a significant labor force participation rate, their unemploy-
ment rate was 15.9 percent, which was much higher than that of male household
heads as a whole (5.0 percent). Coupled with their high unemployment rate,

poor male-headed families receive low wages. . _ o

~ For the 2,430,000 poverty families headed by women in 1975, the labor

force participatién rate is much lower and the unemployment rate is much higher - -
than for women household heads as a whole. Only 34.8 percent of the women
~heading poor families were in the labor force. Their unemployment rate was.

25.6, considerably higher than the 9.8 figure for women household heads as a
whole.4 For women’ the problems are low labor force participation, high
unemployment, and low-Wage rates. - S '

, Levitan and Taggaft also suggest that low eafﬁings are at least as”much .
a problem as unemployment.” Many full-time wgfkers earn strikingly low wages -

which are inadequate to support their families. The family lives in poverty :
- ' although there is a full-time breadwinner. Freedman indicates "that only about . ‘.,
' one out of every ‘four employed persons has an earned income sufficient t '

provide a family with at least a moderate standard of living."6. e

o

e

;lMaera K. Freedman, Labor Markets: . Segments and Shelters (Montclair, '
- New Jersey: Allanheld, Osmun‘and Co. Publishers? Incr, 1976}, p. x. '

W

ZFreeQman,‘Labdr-Mérkéts,‘p; X, o

3u,S; Bureau of~fhé'Céhsus, Current Populafion‘quofts, Ser{es P-60, No. 106,
Characteristics pffthe*Population;Below_the‘Poyefty_Levelz ,}975”:(Washington; ‘
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977), p* 104. - C

.

_ 4U:S. Bureau of the Censh§; Cdfrent:Populatibh'Repbrts;vSéries‘P;GO,‘NO.‘106,

p. 104, e e e ‘

“Ssar- A. Levitan and'Robéff\Tagéart,;IIi; Employment and Earnings‘lnadéquacy:

" A New Social Indicator, Policy Studies in EmplqymEnt and Welfare No. 19 '
(Baltimore, Maryland: The Johns Hopkins Uidiversity Press, 1974).

| .é{ . ‘QJ';_:_' B . | _ [".. .
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’6Freedman, Labor Markets, p. x:
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* same .fraction that average i

' go up. : , »

.

of course ‘not a11 workers{ support|a famlly, and many fam111es have more
than one wage earner.. Of the estimated 5,465,000 families with civilian heads
in the United States in 1975, 12.6 pertept of the families had no workers,

- 34.3 percent had one worker, and 53.2 P{rcent had two or more workers in the ,

famlly 7
| Part1c1pants in employment and training programs have income ‘godls for
the1r families. Exact ‘definitions of a "jyst income distribution' and "equal‘
opportunlty" are .elusive. - Ngvertheless, Thurow8 maintains that.an income -

. level that is regarded as necessary for a family to live decently exists and
_is recognized. He concludes that people estimate their own family needs to be

a fraction more than half khe United States average family consumption® 1ével.?
And the income level a fami ys they need will continually increase by the

%%Bme increases in the nation. The income level
that we regard as satisfactory--and the level necessdry for a- fmally to afford
basic necessities--seems -to be hovering .around the current average family iIncome
.level. People in the United States do have an idea of how to categorize their
nelghbors as rich, poor, average, or prosperous, and they do so rather c0n51ste
'1n terms of a relative average income. . .

poverty is a relat1ve concept. In the United States the official poverty 1
is- based on the poverty index adopted in 1969 by the Bureau of the Budget

What we refer to as poverty thresholds--the level .that is socially and econom
1ca11yi mecessary to. surv1ve~—1s contlnuously increasing as standards and pri es

.
I

Ore of the obJectlves of.a democratlc soc1ety is to 1ncrease the number
of people yho are truly participants.in the mainstream of economic life, from
the standpoints of both income earned and the goods and services they can purchase.
Rainwater recommends that the minimum acceptable income figure be’ placed at. about
80 percent of the current median family income. Rein,and Millerll 1ike this
‘formufa bekause it allows for large differences in income but limits the number
of poor. The'plan would facilitate almost full participation in the "good life.}
For example the median 1ncome in the United States in 1976 was $14, 958. 12 ' '

Kl

'7U.S,;Bureau of the Census, Current PopuIation Reports; Series P-60,
No. 106, p. 105. ‘ | | B

8Lester C..Thurow, Generating'Ine:ﬁality: "Mechanisms of Distribution in -
the‘U.S. Economy (New York: ‘Basic Books, Inc. ,. Publishers, 1975), 'pp. 46-47.

9Thurow Geheratlng Inequality’, pp. 46- 47

10Martln Rein and S. M. Miller, "Standards of Income Redlstrlbutlon "
Challenge, Vol. 17 No. 3, July/August 1974, pp. 20-26.

11 | :
Rein and M111er Challenggﬁ Pp. 20 26. o e
12U S. Bureau of the Census, Current Populat1on Reports, Series P-60,
No. 107, '"Money Income and Poverty Status of Families and Persons in the
@' ited States: ~1976," Advarice Report (Washlngton D.C.: U.S. Government
EMClntmq Offtce 1977), p. 11. . 13
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Table 1. Income Distribution by Ruce, 1976 : . o
ot . ! o ‘ (Numbers in thousands, “Families and unrelated .

. Individuals as of March of the following year)

e T
o . Y

. ¢ - ' . )

oney incon : ' " Families . .~ Unrelated individuals !
‘ ALl ruces U hhite " Black : Al Races “White ., | - Black

Number Tercent | Number 1. Percent Number ~ | Percent | Number Percent” [ Nunber -| Percent "[ Numbel Percent

-

—

18,594 - 100.0 2,55 - 100.0

Total 56,710 160.0 50,083 100.0 5,804 1000 21,459 100.0
Inder $2,000° 1,106 2.0 835 1.7 M8 4.3 2,607 12,4 b3S [/ B § . 489 19.1
2,000 to § 2,999 1,086 1.9 720 1.4 339 5,8 3,165 4.7 70 2,564 13.8 7 SN 04
3,000 to § 3,999 Il 3.1 1,22 24 500 8.6 2,561 1Le 12.2 ., 260 10,2
4,000 to § 4,999 , 1,90 34., 1,48, 2.9 a 7.4 1,753 8.2 b,§ 8.3 \187. 13
5,000 to & 5,999 2,20 1.9 1,82 3.6 3 - 6.3 1,58, T 1,36 .3 168 6.6
'6,000 to § 6,999 2,216 3.9 1,830 3.7 357 6.2 1,332 6.2 1,19E 6.4 EE I
7,000 to § 7,99 2,194 3.9 180 17 M5 . 5.9 1,177 5.5 1,01 5.5 W6 « 5.7
5,000 to §$ 8,999 2,31, Al 2,08 4.1 LT 44 41,048 4.9 94] 1, 99 . 3.9
9,000 to § 9,999 2,061 - 3.8 1,865 3.7 ibs B X 913 4.3 $26 4.4 75 .9
10,000 to $10,999 2,355 4t ,m 4,2 28 3.9 VL 4.6~ 869 4.7 <101 3.9
11,000 to $11,999 2,08 39 1,088 4.0 A3 .3 62 v 542 29 . 2 R 1 B
12,000 to 512,999 2,349 4,1 2,086 4,2 220 3.8 654 ° 3.0 593 AT S 52 £o
13,000 o $13,909 2,317 4.1 2,059 4.1 228 3.9 428 S0 380 0 W 1.7
$14,000 to $14,999 2,132 3.9 1,992 4.0 208 3.6 LAy 2.0 . 389 CAl . ‘ ‘l.'0‘ ’
15,000 to §15,999 2,513 44 2o 285 4.6 199 3.4 389 18 348 1.9 <38 1.5
16,000 to $16,999 . 2,138 3.8 1,950 3.9 164 2.8 208 14 265 14 3 1.2
$17,000 to $17,999 2,266 4.0 2,014 4.1 . 165 2.8 23 1.1 221 i1 19 0.7.
518,300 to $19,099 . 3,907, 6.9 3,596 1.2 %4 . 4.4 363 W 39 1.8 < 1.l»
£20,000 €0 824,099 1,32 . 1.9 6,800 13,6 21 14 , 459 .19 432 ) 2.3‘\ ‘ Lo 0,9 -
§25,000 to $49,999 9,013 15.9 8,504 17,0 379 6.5 364 11 87 1.9 b 0.2
50,000 and over, 1,098 L9 1,060 21 18 0.3 n e vé).s G, 04, T o
. v . . . v : PR , X ) L [} | -
) oy w1 gem o ' 80

Median Income $14,958 4 Ta §15,63 . $9,0! © 05,378 § 5,606 * 33,840
* Mean Income . $16,870 ; 4 817,525 . 31,276 . § 7,23% $ 7,499 $ 5,478

NOT: Totals do not add to 100 percent due:to rounding,

SOUR(.E U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Re rts)cries P.60, No, 107, "Moncy Income and l‘ovcrty Stntus of anilies and ‘
ersons in the United Stntes: 1976, (Kavbnnco Report) U.5. Eovcr ent l‘rlmlng 0ffice, anhlngton D.C., 1972, p. 1.
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. Rajnwater .1s puggest1ng that the official poverty line-be drawn at §11,966..
us, no fam11y s income would fall more than 20 _percent below the middie" .
jncome. Of course, this gives.an income distribution that places a large numbers
of people in a small range on the left side of the med1an and an equal number

over a large range on the right side of the med1an 13 - T,

-

How i's income actually d1str1buted in the Uni ted States? Table 1 presents
- the income received by the 56,710,000 families and 21,459,000 persons who, live
alone,, referred k6 as unrelated individuals, in the Un1ted States.. For all
races, the median or middle income in 1976 was $14,958; “$15,537, for white
fam111es and $9,242 for black families. The 'mean or average income for fam111es
of all races in 1976 was §16,870; $17,525 for white families and $11,276 for .
black families. Unrelatid black persons had a median income of $3,840'and a =
mean income of $5,475; white unrelated .individuals had a medlan income of $5,606
. and a mean income of $7,499. Table 1.also ‘gives thé number’ and percent of:
families and unrelated 1nd1V1duals that fall 1nto each money 1ncome class by
race. i ‘ . \
Table 2 shows the share of family income in 1976 . recelved by qu1nt11es or
- groups comprising 20 percent of the families. The fam111es falling in the lowest
‘quintile, those with incomes from 0 ¢¢ $7,441, received only 5.4 percent of
-total family income in the Unitéd States. The families in- thethighest quintile’
received 41.1 percent of th® famjly income. It is qot surprlsrhg that, the income:
- distribution among white families and families of blacks reveals, the same basic "’
‘pattern. Nonetheless, among black families. income is digtributed more unequal- _
_ly: lowest 40 percent. of the black families received 14.8 percent of the black =
famlly income #nd the highest 40 percent got 69.0 percent of .the income. in 1976.
"For ‘white families, the lowest 40 percent recg}xed 17.9 percent of famlly income
" while the h1ghest 40 pércent claimed 64.5° percent of the famlly income. - -

' .‘

A persOn 11v1ng alone and earnlng over §11,000 a year is in the top 200
percent that receives 48.3 percent of all income pa1d to Unrelated" 1nd1v1duals,

. an income of $2,464 or below, puts one into the poorest - qu1nt1le and among the

~ -group that had claimed to only 4.0 percent’ofi the income paid to unrelated :
- individuals. A similar pattern is shown for both whites and blacks. It can be
seen that unrelated 1nd1v1duals face greater 1nequa11ty in income than famliles

. Rein and Miller, Challenge, pp. 20-26. , ' .. B
. . v, LY # . ‘ [ ‘ " N ,
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'1Tab1e723',Incémé'Recéived‘by Families and Unrelated

O . Individuéis; Percent,Distribution o -

I by Quintiles, 1976

- 'Quinfile_position _ réfa&’,‘ Whitq | Black
I ‘ - \
' _ ~Families N b
Lowest 20% “ .'“"$7;441_Qr below 4 5.4 . 5.8 4.8H 
-Second 20% ° - $12,400 or below : '11.8 - 12,1 < - 10.0

. Third 20% $1724508 or below S 17,6 L1707 - 16.4
Fourth 20%- $23,923 or below = .- - 24,1 1 23.9° . 25,5
High 20% . -above $23,923 . Y I 41.1 40.6 43.5

L ) - L . . . ) ."_-' r d

-

- : : ) e
« ..

Q .
-

Uﬁielated individuals

-

Lowest 20% .~ $2,464 or below 4.0 4.1 - 3.7
Second 20% .- $4,032 or below - 78.8 9.0 8.7

- Third 20% " . .$6,836 or below 14.8 - 14.9 14.0
Fourth 20% - $11,000 or below 24.1  ".24.0. 25.0

' above $11,000 48. % 48.1 48.6

" High 20% | :

" SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series
R-6Q, No. 107, "Money Income and Poverty Status of Families and-Persons in
- the United Statqﬁz 1976,' (Advance Report) U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D:C., 1977, p. 11. ’ . 5 .

-

LS

~.

A Lorenz curve is drawn to depict the distribution of .income by showing the
cumulative percentage' relationship between the percent of income and the percent -
of families. The curve is viewed in relationship to a diagonal line representing
complete ‘equality in the distribution of income. The Gini ratio measures the |
extent, of inequality: 0 is no inequality and 1 is complete inequality.  The -
ratio equals the area between the Lorenz curve and the diagonal line, divided by ,.
thé area under the diagonal ling. The 1972 Lorenz-Gini calculated for both. o
persogi,living alone and families is .400; the comparable figure for familiés is
. 359, ‘ - ' S . o ' ‘
* It is commonly accepted that progressive taxation and other government
programs have had little equalizing effect on the distribution of income. Since

T ‘ ‘ S » ) ‘ .
ﬂ3-14beton Paglin, "The Measure and Trend of Inequality: A Basie Revision,"

American Economic Review, Vol.. 65, No. 4, September 1975, p. 603.
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World War II federal- and state expenditures for education and training have :
“accelerated alorg with programs aimed at increasing the opportunities of the

economically disadvantaged, not to mention the increases in cash welfare benefits

and escalation of in-king benefits to.the poor since the mid-1960s. ‘Despite.
“these extensive efforts, commonly used measures to determine the extent of

-..unequal distribution of'income such as the Lorenz curve and the Gini concentra-.

» tion ratio have recorded only slight impacts on the distribution of income.

. Table 2 and the Lorénz-Gini should be interpreted carefully. -One might -
think that 20 percent of the families rightfully should get .20 percent of the
income, 50 percent of the families- should get 50 percent of the income, eté. ~
This implies that regardless of skills and age of* the wage earners, all families
should receive the:same income. We know families have variations in income
- over thejr life cycles.  The family headed by a young wage -earner. anticipates a. -
- higheér income as the wage earner matures. The average family income increases .
- with the age of the family head until the principal wage earner reaches fifty.
When'the;E0usehold head nears fifty, the average family's income begins to
“decline. 1® A comparison of the income of heads of families who are in their
-early twenties with those in'their late forties depicts a considerable difference

in income that is due to age. | S gy

_ Paglin has adjusted data for the years 1947 to 1972 for 1life cycle.*income
changes by comparing families at the same state-of their life cycle. By recog-
nizing that family income and wealth vary both over the life cycle. f the.

- family as well as among families,-Paglin'differqntiates between "intrafamily

* variation of income over the life cyclé",and "interfamily income variation."16

' Paglin sheds new light on the impact .of the iricome redistribution policies
’in«i.ti{ated_ during the last. thirty years. The 1972 Paglin-Gini for households is
-+249 and for families .239. According to Pdglin, an application of hi§ concept
- of equal lifetime family incomes, but differences among generatipns, '"to U.S. °

income and wealth data reveals that estimates of inequality have been overstated

by 50 percent, and the trend of inequality from 1947 to 1972 has declined by'-_
23 percent.”lﬁ ' o . 5 _ . ' ‘

PVvA

.vaerty Level .

Table 3 presents the number of families and unrelated individuals wﬁ§¥werér:'

living below the poverty level in 1976. The 5,311,000 families in poverty 2+~ : -

" represented 9.4 percent of all American families. The figures-aLSOfshow{ ﬁH3f ;.

3

- | o N | nout T
15Pagl_in,.American Economic Review, pp. 598-599. . v LT R
16paglin, American Economic Review, p. 598. ° - ;,f‘fffﬁaé o

17Pa'glin‘, American Economic Review, p. 608.
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- 24.9. percent of a11 unrelated* individuals or 5 344 000 were 11v1ng.below t e’
. poverty level. ' Some common trends found among the poor are dep:cted 1n Table- 33
- Only 7.1 percent of the white families were bélew the poverty level, /as. pposed
to 27.9 percent of the black families. Female headed families were more apt to
‘be poor than male headed ones. While only 5.6 percent of the male headed
families were poor in 1976, 33.0 percent of families headed by women were o
..~ poverty-stricken. Of the white families headed by women, 25.2. percent/(l 37 OOO"
. families) were below“the poverty level. Reing black and 1i ving 1n a famlly x\\
. headed by a woman resulted Ln a 52 pe_cent chance of be1n poor 7o

4

Table 3 Fam111es and Unrelated Indlvaduals d_w

Y

N N Below the Poverty Level 1976f 4
LA E i - . /'

o (Numbers nuthousands Families éd ynrélated
individuals as.,of March of the fQIIOWing year)

- .

C

-CharacteristiE.-, . ‘_' ',7 s v/z Number
" LAl families. - - . 5,311
Male head - - ° . . 2,768
Female head 7 o / | 2,543 °
g o, < o ; s o ’ S
. Whlte fam111es S TTe s 3,560 o
o~ Ry i AT fe )] S : o
Male head o e L i CLol k - 2,182 »
Female head 5f - e b A oo 1,379
. . ' ] IR ' | ' . . o
.Black fam111es o '
Male head ', e -
Female head S : ~ : 1,122
~All unreiated individuals:’ ‘ .
‘Male e | 1,787
Female o s

3,557

. T ~
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, durrent Population Reports, Series
P-60, No. 107, '""Money Income.and. Poverty Status of Families and Persons in
the .United States 1976," (Advance Re' Tt)" U S. Government Printing Off1ce
, Washington, D.C., 1977 p 20

. The poverty statlstlcs pub11she ‘by the Bureau of the Census were des1g-
nated by’ the Office of Management and Budget as.the official data series to be
d by federal agencies. This was ased on. an index developed in 1964 by the

-
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, , L : o o _ , |
" Social- Security Administration and reviSQ%{iniQég by a Federal Interagency
Committee. . The index is. based on' the Depaftment of Agriculture's 1961 Economy
-food plan and is intended to reflect differences in the consumption requirement
of families based on their size amnd composition, their residence (farm or nonfarm)
' and the sex and age of the family head. The poverty level is set at three, times
 the present cost of obtaining the Department pf Agriculture's 1961 E&onomy Food
"Plan. The food-to-income ratio .of one-third is based on ‘the DepaTrtment of
Agriculture's 1955 Survey of Food Consumption that demonstrated that families
of three or more persons spent approximately bne—third»of_their income on food-
‘and the other two-thirds en other items such as ¢helter, clothing, and trans-
porfation;lg‘,The poverty thresholds’ are' updated each year to reflect changes
in consumer prices. Table"3 reflects the 1976 poverty cutoffs hased on size of
~family, sex of head, and .farm versus nonfarm residence. A nonfarm family _ .
~ .consisting of four persons had a poverty cutoff of $5,815 or less in 1976; a .
..comparable farm family would not be at the poverti level until its income falls '
fo $4,950.19 S A : |

e . . T . : ,

-

’

The poverty income cutoffs are used in the CETA programs to determine an
applicant's economic eligibility for employment amd training programs. According
to ETA, .an economically disadvantggéd person is one who either is*a member of a
family whose- income based on family size and location is not above the current
poverty guidelinés or whose family receives®cashiwelfare payments. ' Poverty.
income thresholds set by the Department of Labor for employment and training
‘. programs are continually updated. 'The 1977 income guidelines presented in
Table 4 were on.the average $320 more for an urban and- $275 for a farm family
than ;the 1976 guidelines used by ‘the Bureau of the Census in Table 3. The
poverty income levels,set in 1977 as guidelines for a family of four living in
; the continental United States were $5,850 for an urban and $4,980 for a ‘farm
~-family. However, in Hawaii the comparable figures were "$6,730'-and $5,730, while
in Alaska, they were still higher at $7,320 and $6,230.20 '

, o ) ) - ) . .‘L\‘-‘ . : . . L
. "ISU.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Pdﬁgﬁation Reports, Series P-60"
No. 106, pp. 4-6. . v . . .

3

, ‘ 19U.S.‘Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Seﬁiesﬂ§-60,
- No. 107, p. 20. : ' :

’
-

ZUEmployment and Training AdministratiBJ{TU.S. Départment of Labor,
ETA Interchange, Vol. III, No. 4, May 1977, pp. 1 and 3. '

-
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.- . Table 4. 1977 Poverty Guidelines by Family Size

and Farm-Nonjarm Residence

-,

Family =~ Continental U.S. - . .. Hawaii =~ . ' Alaska,
Size': . . Nomfarm - Farm Nonfarm - - Farm Nonfarm ~  Farm
ﬁ' > $2,970 ° $2,550 $3 430 $2,940 - . $3,720°  $3,200 §
.2 i:: © 3,930 3,360 - . 4,530 3,870 - 4,920 4,210
‘3. . . 4,890 . 4,170 5,630 . 4,800 6,120 5,220 °
4 . 5,850 . 4,980 6,730 5,730 - -7,320 - 6,230
.5 + 6,810 5,790 . 7,830 - 6,660 - 8,520 7,240
6 7,770 - 6,6G0 - 8,930 7,590 : 9,720 - 8,250

N " . A . o , - . ! . . . ' - N . - k3

SOURCE: Un1ted States Departmeﬁt of Labor, Employment and Tralnlhg
Admlnlstratlon ETA Interchange, Vol. III, No. 4, May 1977, p. 3.

The publlcatlon of Poverty Status‘of Fam111es Under Alternatlve Def1n1t1bn;f
- of Income2l by the Congressional  Budget\Office trlgggxed\gbcontroversy concernlng
the number of families and persons in the United States whd actually live in
poverty. The number. of families that the Bureau of the Census classifies as poor
. - partially depends on the definition of income used by the Bureau. The Bureau of
the Ceiisus definiti'on ‘of income includes all money income before taxes*and govern-
ment cash transfer payments, for example, social security, government pensions,
" -and welfare payments. .The Bureau of the Census omits all in-kind income .and tax
- payments from the official definition of income while the Congressional Budget
. 0ff1ce includes in-kind payments and subtracts taxes from its -definition of in-
come.  Following thé publication of the Congressional Budget Office's Background
'Paper on poverty, Alice M. Rivlin, the Director of the C ngre551ona1 Budget
Office, and Mollie. OrShgnsky, a statistician for the 5089a1 Security Administra- -
tion who developed the poverty index initially adopted by the Counc11 of Economic
Adv1sors in 1964 have carrled on a 11ve1y debate

The d15cuss1on is st111 not settled ‘Statisticians, welfare workers and
'.pract1tigpers are lined up on both sides. Orshansky is presently revising the
OfficiaT™Poverty Base in terms of the food index. The arguments in favor of -

1nc1ud1ng in-kind payments as income when determining the income status of
families are probably.strong enough to eventually change the offjcial concept .
of income to one that 1nc1udes government in-kind payments and deducts ‘taxes.

;». | | | .‘/\ . ..‘ |
21Congressiona_l Budget Office, U.S. Congress, Poverty Status of Families
Under Alternative Befinitions of Income, Background Paper No. 17 (Washington, -
.D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, January 1977). S '
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7 When;thefpreSeng official Bureau of the Census' definition ©of poverty
income was developed in 1964, a number of judgments had to be made regarding
what ‘items to include as income and whether taxes should be. subtrhcted from a
the income figure or left in as they were. Social welfare programs involving

~in-Kind payments were far less important ip~ 1965 than ‘they are“now,22 when .

“such payments  represent an important form of income for the poor. . Yet, it*

~ is-unrealistic to assume that government administrators and legislators. are °

~ eager to include in-kind paymentSréggfﬁeofficial definitibg of income. To .
qualify for a number of federal ai _programs, .the Officialbgéverty cutoffs -

~are used. 1If in-kind pgyments are designated a5 income, both the number of

people eligible. for a variety of programs and the federal funds that can be

claimed for these programs are lessened.

The number of persons eligible for CETA programs would be affected by a
change in the definition of income if the official poverty thresholds are.
altered. Some of the participants in CETA who are receiving food stamps,
Medicare, and Medicaid may well be disqualified. This would be a mistake. An
alternative would be to.define an economically disadvantaged person as a member

.

~ of a family receiving cash or in-kind welfare assistance. - : o N

: The use of the afficial poverty thresholds 'to achieve more than one
objective is the heart of the problem.  The number.of Jiduseholds living in

.:poverty if both cash and in-kind welfare payments are included as income is a

* statistic which gives us some under tanding of the number of people who are: poor.
The standard of living that a numberLof families achieve is a combination of '
earned income and several forms of welfare assistance. The question is not
whether they-have earned the income or ‘the form in: which the income is paid;

~ the question is what is ‘the standard of living they are able to acquire. The

issue of qualifying for "various federal programs needs to be handled on a _
different basis,  Employment and training programs should assist individuals and
families to begdme self—supportingrat,an‘income-above.the poverty level.

Income Movements ' - .
iy et i ’

The Longitudinal Employer-Employee Data file compiled by .the Social
Security Administration contains quarterly observations on individual earnings
‘histories for 1-percent of all the labor force covered by Social Security. .
Schiller's study focuses on a sample of 74,227 .men in this file, who were between
the ages of sixteen and forty-nine in 1957 and who earned at least $1,000 in that:
year. The men sampled also had earnings in 1971, the final year covered by the
study. Since the earnings of these men varied from under $853. to over $17,665
.in 1971, they represent low, middle, and upper income families. Schiller. traces
the changes in the relative earnings positions of these workers over the fifteen
years studied:23 For each year,fthe’earnihgs.distribution is divided into twenty
parts or ventile§i'the twentieth ventile is the*bottom and the first is the top.

o 4

22CoﬁgreSSibnal Budget Office,'Poverty,Statué of Families, p. vi.

23Bradley R. Scﬁ&ller; "Equality, Opportunity, and the 'Good Job,'"
- Ttgblic Interest, No. 43, Spring 1976, p. 113, S :
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‘Each man 1nc1uded in the sample was 3551gned a vent11e in 1957 and 1971, depend-

’1ng upon his earnings p051taon in each of these years" His earnings' movement
was determlned by COmparlng “the two asSlgned ventiles. -

The men in Schlller s study demonstrated con51derab1e income moblllty

throughout their working years.® Schifler deflnes mob111ty as the movement up

or down the income distribution by éﬁt least 10 percent. - Seventy-one percent.of

all the workers were,‘ln fact, moh The average move was 4.22 ventiles - *

" (21 percent) up or down'the earnings distribution.24 As many RaVe suspe ted,

~ the poorest - and the richest families have less of a-chance to change their

. economic status than’the middle income famllles .The weakest rates- of 1ncome

mobjility were experlenced by the lowest 'and h1ghest earners. . For example; 48

‘.Lpercent of those labeled as the highest earners in.1957 remained at the top in

1971; but one-third' of those classified as the lawest earners in 1957 were, still
the poorest in 1971. This also means, however,' that 66 percent of those in the"
lowest ventile in 1957 did not-stay there during the next fourteen years. Only -

" 29 percent of the total sample did not change their ventile position. 25 Few were
poverty-stricken one year and rich the next or vice versa, but within the bulk
of the- system there was considerable mobility. A low income- famlly is- nbt locked
into pOVerty and a low- -wage earner has hope of betterlng his. earnlngs '

P Although ‘the same percentage of black and wh1te worker$ had income mobility,
~.on the ‘average black workers moved 'smaller distances, 3.7 ventiles versus 4.2 '

- for white workers. Furthermore; bragk workers wha were in the bottom ventile.

~ found it more difficult than'wh1te workers to move to higher ventiles; and black
- workers who began in the top ventile found it more'difficult than wh1tes to _
rémain there.” Blacks did not improve their relative p051fione in relation to
. white workers during the years of study. 26 The average position of the black
worker remained at the thirteenth ventile. Between 1957 and 1971, black workers
received lower earnlngs ‘than white workers and had fewer opportunltles to
1ncrease.€he1r earnlngs throughout their careers. :

_ Researchers have suspected that the pattern of income -distribution in the.
* United States had become quite rigid because statistics on the percent of total
" income claimed by the poorest 20 percent of the families and the percent of

1ncome recelved by the richest 20. percent have remalned about the same over the

... years. 'Schiller provides a provocatlve explanation of why the income distribu-’

"~ were mobile.2

tion pattern %ppeared to remain remarkably stable over the years, although workers
He draws, an analogy between the distribution. of income, in a givenv

year and the game of musical chairs.” While each of the chairs remains in a fixed

position, the people circle around the chairs as the music plays. Each time the .

243chiller, Public Interest, p, 115.

253chilleér, Public Interest, p. 115.

265chiller, Public Interest, pp. 117-118.

- 27schiller, Public Interest, pp. 111-120..
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‘music ‘stops people sit in .different chairs, but the chairs stdy in the same spots.
Although the chairs remain in the same positions in the circle, different people
sit in the chairs. iIn.terms.of income distribution and mobility, the poorest
20 percent of the wage earners continued to claim less than 5 percent of the
- -tatal income, but,only one-third of the wage garners in the lowest 20 percent
in 1957 were still in this group in 1971. .. Y e

LY

>

L .
) It is one thing to recognize that income mobility exigts in the United o

- 'States; it is another specify why the men in the sample move from one income = ‘*
group.to another. Increajes in the relative earnings position of workers over.

- the fifteen-year periodlzk Schiller!s study were dnly partially the. result of _ .
aging and gaining experience. When workers obtained special experience or B
training different .from that of others in their specific cohort, their wages ' ‘
increased. In Schillen's study,, the special experiences of the workers had a -

. greater impact on income over thgilifé of the study than did the process of
.aging.ZB jThis_indicatesuthat}oqﬁﬁhe—job-trainingh\skill development and-.a; o
variety of job experiences enhangss the 1ife-tima earnings of men in the-workforce. .\

In addition, there is an unmgasured individual difference among men asso- _ "“!
ciated with ability or humanfweaTﬁﬁ;prt not attributed to family background,
education, 6r>measureg ability, thﬁtf"accountsfforf4q percent of the total
eafpings variation."? Nonetheles's, the research of Schiller and Lillard indicate

that individual investments in basic education, technical education and on-the-job
training, for example,’do have significant positive earnings results. R

15
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28g¢hiller, Public Interest, pp. 111-120. .
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© 29¢e A. Lillard, "Inequality: Earnings vs..Human Wealth," American Economic -
Review, Vol. 67, No. 2, March 1977, p. 49. : ‘
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* - In The Human Economy, Ginzberg. (Chairman -of the National Commission for .
. Manpower Policy) places the welfare movement in our country in sharp focus when:
he sdys that we realize :iteis "morally wrong" to expect individuals to be always
self-sufficient.: Events of life,- accidents, sickness, disabilities, aging, and;
a high unemployment rate, for exaigle,cannot be controlled by an.individualj;
but he or she must live with the ffects.1 - e TR

. . . R . ) . C L ..J,j-,'lglv".'
. The Federal .Government administers a number of programs which are designed -«
to.take over whenever these difficulties occur. -These programs can be divided , -7 °
into two types: those that are designed to maintain individuals and families,
preventifig them from falling below a very low standard of living and -intended
" to meet their most pressing needs; and those designed to help indiiduals and
families“overcome_whatever.disadvantages-may be keeping them in poverty;;;f ‘
Examples of the first type of programs are Aid to’ Families with Dépgn&éﬁt~
Children (AFDC), food stamps, public housing, 01d Age and Survivors Insurance, S
- and Medicaid. &Each of these involves some kind of means or earnings test. and
“is intended to express society's determination to establish some- floor below
“*which nobody need sink. . : AP
.. " The seconid type of program includes those conducted under CETA and WIN.'
In a real sense Unemployment Insurance is also of the second type. These =~
" programs assume that participants are tempotrarily in trouble but that they can’
be assisted to rise out of their dependent status/ Much R&D :work has been done
to determine how these programg can best achieve their goal of promoting an end
- . to dependence. ' - o ‘ . :
‘ ~ To make the best use of each type of program it is esséntial to distinguish
between those individuals and families who have what it takes to make their way
upward in terms of income and those who are forced by their circumstances to
‘remain -dependent. " - 3

In 1976 the UI system spent over $19 billion on unémpioymént compensation - -
" benefits for seven million people. Unemployment compensation is a program which
~ is reciproc¢al in nature: the higher the national unemployment rate, the larger
‘the number of people receiving unemployment benefits and the higher the gross
amount of benefits paid. However, the program is not linked to any test of
need. 01d Age and Survivors Insurance and Supplemental Secial Security income
programs totaled some $73 billion. In 1976 the almost $6 hillion paid out under -
", Supplemental Security Income represented assistance primarily to the aged, the
disabled, and the low-income, fatherless children. The costs of Medicare, which
provides medical benefits to the aged and disabled who receive Social Security |
aid, totaled some $10 billion. AFDC benefits amounted to some $10 billion.
Medicaid, a subsidy providing for medical care for families receiving assistance
from the AFDC program and for other low-income families, cost over $15 billion
in, the same year. The Food Stamp program, which is a food-voucher program for

)

+
-

4

113 Ginzbe;é, The Human Economy (New Yorki ‘McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976), -
np. 55-56. | T v | | -
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IbwiiﬁC§ﬁeﬁfamili" ,-paidﬂbgnefifs Qf'over $5 billiOn,iandgpuﬁiic housing costs
‘totaled abbut $1:5 Billton in 1976.2  Food stamps , ‘Medicaid, public housing, -
. ' school-lifich progfgmskféﬁymbdity\diétribugign, andiMedicare: 'all of .these are §
. .in-kind ‘welfare programs:’’ AFDC and Supplemental Sécial Security income are cas '

¥
B L4

wélfare-prdgrams;\?Unemplqymgﬁt“insurange_benefitéfélong:with 01d Agg and- .

- Survivors Insurance-are based on pasgsemploymeﬁttdnd‘are-Social insurance programs. . ‘.
A oy - R TR ’ R - o S “ c ) ‘ - . -

e In geheral,;Welfarq usually FgSERAFDC, food stamps, and. Médicaid. - These".-
Programs are- the most®controversigAERt hughf. wi g dissatis; 2
Mispﬁe}of.funds‘ogcaSignally_bcqu\?&"fhinjﬁhése;EFngamsl du® to>mismanagement - %

- and fraudulent claims by recipientsT‘,Qomp}aihté“bf‘legiSlators“and'the;gengral )
}_wppbficfinvolvg]our{attitudesfregarding:the three'goalsfwh;g
- . attempts to. achieve simultanequsly. 'First, we chogse to, ‘prove , o

- level “of living to people’ who canpot_prqvﬁd9°fbr”themseiVés"(for example, chil-"

:- dren and disabled persons),;~Sepbnd;pwelfare(reéipientsjwho-are'able, aTe =~
.. éncpuraged to wo¥k and Temover-themselves from the welfare rolls is.soon as

- possible. Finally ‘the dollar cost of welfare programs,should be kept to a

iminimum. Since it is difficult: to focus on.all three goals simultaneously, pro:

 grams‘a§tempt'to.achféve.onewor two of‘theSe‘goals,-for'example, to provide b

,subsistence and to minimize the dollar costs of the programs. While controversy
usual%y‘involves all three criteria, it often focuses on the goal the.program;->
may not have assigned as its top- priority, in this case, to assist the employable
‘to become :self-supperting. o ' :

' '%ﬁwbllfafe system
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.. The Social Security Act of. 1935 proyvided for permanent old-age insurance -
and temporary unemployment insurance.3 Eligibility for Social Security,depends

<, On past work ‘force participation and involves contributions on the part of both
the employer and employee. An added component of the Social Security Act, ~AFDC,"
was originhlly envisioned-as a temporary federal program. .The responsibility ‘for
the blind; aged, and mothers with'dependent/éhildren was to become the responsi-

© bility of states.4 Instead, beth the insurance.programs*for old-age and public
assistance programs have remained primarily a federal concern and have mushroomed.

s’ In the last several decades, AFDC has experienced phenomenal growth . ;
Levitan, R&in,. and Marwick discuss the reasons for this. " They note that,:.since
1840, our population has increased Gver 50 percent and the *population under |

,fourteéen years has ‘grown more than 80 percent > In the. South, the labor force

e " . . b

- N R .:
A - .

N

? 2Social Security'Administration, U.S.?erartment;of ﬁeéltH,_Educaﬁibn‘énd

Welfare, Social Security Bulletin, Vol. 40,- No. 1, January 1977,

i’

SGeorge'F( Rohrlich, "The Place of Social Insurance in the Pursuit of the ,
General Welfare," Journal of Risk -and Insurance, Vol, 36, No. 4,nSeptember*1969,_.
pp. $33-353. T L ! . LT

. . i & A . * . :
4Rohrlich, Journal of Risk and Insurance, pp. 333-353. S o

i
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>Sar A. Levitan, Marﬁip Rein, and David Marwick, Work and Welfire Go ngether,.
Policy Studies in EmplOyment?;nd Welfare‘No. 13- (Baltimore, Maryland: .The. Johns
Hopkins University_Pre;s,~1972),.p. 9. o ) o
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‘needed in’ agrlculture has greafly decl1ned, causing people to migrate to urban
centers or to- morealndustrlalmzed areas of the" country“in search of jobs and
a better life style. .A large city requares d dlfﬁprent type of labor force and r
often createe\a dhanged,famxiyvstructure As more’ mothers have become household -

= ’heads--whether: throug ‘divorce, desertion and separaﬁlon, 111eg1t1macy,'or what -

have‘you-—the number “AFDC . cases has 1ncreased . . -

-
Ty

‘The Federal Government and somg local and«state welfare agencies have' -

_ eased the eligibility requirements by.allowing familles with unemployed fathers

- to receive benefits. The Federal Government has. assumed a greater share of the-
~ costs of welfare programs. ‘The growth in. food stamps, Medicaid, and publlc'

« - housing beneflts, as well as- 1ncreases<1n allotted child-care payments ",
and expenses which are work-related, have enlarged the expend1tures~9f .
the programs. As the AFDC program has ,continued to offer’ ‘expanding i kind -and’
cash benefits, the attractiveness of the welfare program in relationShip to: -

_other ways of acquiring income has increased. 6 ‘Friedman and Hausman suggest

" that program structure has a powerful effect on welfare- participation. . The
states which pay the higher| benefits also have a larger number of " cases, although
these states also Mave higher average family incomes.

The nat10na1 welfare rights movement _accord1ng to Lyon, ha been h1ghly ‘
effective in its program to inform low-income families of their bgnefits or
rights under the welfare system,-as well as in ”legrtlmatlzlng off the dependency "8
He also states that no factor has been as important a cause for the increase in
. welfare caseloads as the knowledge and acceptance of the right of dependency
The upswing in AFDC caseloads in the late sixties and early seventies was only
partially the ‘result of more famjlies qualifying for assistance; it was also .
the result of more of the eligible poor reglsterlng for AFDC benefits. Many
eligible families who in the past were not aware of or w1111ng to accept welfare
moved on to the rolls for the f1rst time.

>

Recipients Who Can Leave Dependent Status

Famllles move onto welfare generally when a job is lost or. when there
is a layoff or a dramatic change in the’ structure of the household (for example
‘a desertion, a divorce, or a new baby) ‘Whatever the cause, the availdble.'income
becomes inadequate to meet the’ famlly s needs and the household quallfle{7for ‘
welfare benefits, ST > « T

\
\

;" i < : ‘ el ) : : -
SLevitan, Rein, and Marwick, Work and Welfare Go Together, pp. 8-19.

7See Barry L. Friedman and Leonard J. Hausman, Work ind Welfare Patterns of
Low Income Families (Waltham, Massachusetts: The Florence Heller Graduate = °
School for Advanced Studies in Social Welfare, Brandeis Un1ver51ty, ‘Juné 1975) .

pp. 3-7.

: 8David W. Lyon, The Dynamics of Welfare Depen ‘dency A Survey (Santa Mon1ca,‘\
Californiat The Rand Corporation, December 1976), p. 25. . = - . . .

9Lyon Dynamlcs of Welfare Dependency, P 25 .. - '5;\

""" 19 E L
19 on . .




-

One welfare recipient ‘may move from welfare to an adequate earned income,

and return to welfare in the future. Another recipient may leave the welfare
rolIS“bustEot leave poverty. Remember that being a welfare recipient sometime
in the future is a distinct possibility for many of the low-income employed.
Friedman and Hausman point out that many potential welfare recipients are. in
jobs which do not carry the protection of unemployment: insurance benefits. The

- low-income households have scant assets to tide them over a period of unemp10{6

ment.  As.a consequencé, for many, unemployment results in a move to welfare.

- Friedman and Hausman suggest that movements to the welfare rolls increase

when the ‘unemployment rate increases.ll A trade-off is occurring. Part of the . _
increase in the number of families on welfare is due to an increase in unemploy- - -’

~ment. - Many of those who are laid off or whose jobs are eliminated when the

economy moves into. a recession must move directly to welfare. For these people,
‘their direct cost on welfare may well.be greater than the cost to the government

. of providing public service and other types of jobs. As Lyon notes, "there is

.

increasing evidence that th# job market does have a measurable effect on ‘the
. welfare decision in spite of widespread -concern that 'welfare' is somehow a
 system quite apart from the ups and downs of the national economy." “He goes on
to say that "many of the factors that bring about the turning to the AFDC rolls, _
_-such as separation, -loss of job, loss of ndnea{ned income, are likely to increase
~ during a recession when unemployment is increasing.'12 T B o

Most fémilies'probably use the welfare system as it is-rasvé temporary o

income-support program to assist them during periods of prolonged unemployment

- or of loss of income normally received.. Welfare researchers know that families
go on and off welfare'continuous}y. Some households do not stay on welfare very
lIong, but return Intermittently. - A large number leave welfare never to return

« again.13 But there 1s. also a’permanently entrenched welfare population\mired "

in poverty. The ‘underclass aré the poorest who have little hope of leaving
poverty. ' S - X - L

ﬁein.ahd-Rainwafé anélyzedﬁwomen in the University of Michigan Survey

Research'Center's‘Panel'Study of Income Dynamics (a national: sample of over
10,000 adults from over 5,000 familiés).14- They estim#te that only about 14
percent or 7 million of the 50 million women in the United. States in the 18 to
54 age range. in 1968 were welfare recipients during the decade 1968 to 1977. -
They found that of the roughly 7504000 women age 18 to.54 who move to AFDC each
year, the average will be on the welfare rolls for about four out of the next

ten years. Generally, the woman recipient will spend two years on welfare and
X . ) . i . . e ,= ] . J . o .

-,

}loFriedmanfand Hausﬁan, Workﬂénd.Welfare Patterns, p..20.,

_ . - . ‘
: 1;Friedméﬁﬂand.Hausman, Work and Welfare Patterns, pfjéo.- . I R
12Ly6n; Dynamics of Wélfare'Dependency;.p. 21, _ o - .

13Lyon, Qynamics of Welfare Dependency, pp. 4-5.

1"‘Mar'tin Réin and Lee Rainwater, '"How Large Is the Welfare Class?"

VIChallenge, Vol. 20, No. 4,'Septemb§r/0ctober 1877, pp. 20-23.
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~ then legve the rolls for one or® more’ years before return1ng for several more
.-years } s iy :
' - .- e - b .

Qf the 7 million women'on welfare durlng the decade, 770,000 or 11 percent o
stayed on welfare for nine of the ten-years under. con51derat10n The actual
number of entrenched welfare women was even smaller. Of the 770,000 women, some
154,000 of thoseé.receiving'long-term beneflts derived less than 5Q percent of

_ the1r family income from welfare. Families in this group are tHose that recéive
welfare payments for the foster children. for which they are caring. Thus
only one of every ten, famllles eaded by women rece1V1ng AFDC beneflts at a,
glven time are entrenched welfare 1p1ents 16

,c . } ot
1 4
: . . _‘I

i

" Boskin has used the,State of California's AFDC five- year survey data on
individual households*,over the perlod 1965 through 1970 in two studies, one with
Amemiya and the other, w1th No1d.1l7 In the Boskln Amemlya study of 658 households .
that came on welfare in 1965, it is noted that 17 percent or 113 of those sampled

- remained on AFDC for the entire perlod In 1970, 213 households or 32 percent
-of the 658 families were 'receiving AFDC pdyments. Again the same pattern of
movement on and off -welfare is seen. Although employment opportunltles decreased
between 1965 and 1970 for the California households included in the survey,
according to the authors, only about one-third of the households on welfiare in -

1965 who -left the: rolls returned by 1970. About 17 out of every 100 families on
welfare in 1965 stayed over the five year period, 30 out of a 100 fmmL‘E¥_ oved
off and on welfare during the five years. This means that in the State of /

California dur1ng this study a bit over 50 out of every 100.cases on AFDC. ou1d

leave their present AFDC c1a551f1cat10n -and probably not return, whereas 47 per-.
cent .of the households would have a d1ff1cu1t t1me providing enough earned -income
to support their families: 18

- In the Boskln-Nold study, the researchers state that the med1an amount of
_-total time a case spent on welfare during the period was fourteen months. 19 - They .
_note that "the estimated expected duration on welfare éeac time on welfare)

ranges from about eleven months to over sixty months." Conversely, the
' | , o o B

-
L

| 15Rein and‘Rainwater;,Challenge, pp. -20-23. “l,. '_ :_f_ N
16 ' 5 ' ' . ' e C
Rein and Rainwater; Challenge, pp. 20-23.

17Michael J. . Boskin ”Welfare-Dependency and Low Income Labor Markets
(Palo Alto, Ca11forn1a *Stanford University, July 1975)

\ 4

18Takesh1 Amemlya and Michael Bosk1n ”Regre551on Analysls When' the
Dependent Variable Is Truncated Lognormal, with an—Appllcatlon to the
Determinants of the Duratlon of Welfare Dependency," 1n Boskln ‘Welfare

B DeEendency, pp. 1-21.

| 19See Michael J Boskin and Frederick C. Nold, "A Markqv'Mcdel of Turnover"
in Aid-to-Families with Dependent Ch11dren " pp~ 22- 53 in Boskin, Welfare ' -
vDeEendency, p- 32. - -

20Boskln and Nold "A Markov Model of Turncver”'in'Bcskin, Welfare-Dependengy)i

28
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anticipated number of months off welfare (each time a person comes off) varies
from fifteen to thirty-four months. 21 The expected duratioén off welfare is ,
longer for whites than nonwhites and for those who receive wages higher than the”
- minimuh. Clearly, whites who can get a job that pays above the minimud wage not .

1

only ‘are ISESvapt to be on.welfare, their length of stay on the rolls is
"shortened.“* At the tige of‘the%BoskinTNold study a pattern of racial discrimi-
. nation in employment waS\clearly operative--one that,led to a longer time on
welfare for nonwhites thai for whites. o

|

! » Lyon points out tﬁat'rgsearchers-have found that "two years is the median °
length of stay' -on the rolls. Thirty percent of the cases receive aid for one
year ogsless .w}ui}e only- 18 percent remained on welfare-for more than five _
years.”” . Welfare benefits become long-term for a limited ‘percent.of the cases.

‘The statitics quoted by Lyon, taken from the work of Rein and Rydell and others,
indicate that the chronically welfaré dependent represent at most one-third of
all cases receiving assistance over a long time period.?24 B ’ ' ‘

.~ Rainwater and Rein.-in an earliéf,analysis, based upon the data im
University of Michigan's Panel Study of Income Dynamics, followed female-headed
families that were on.welfare at least once between the years 1967 and 1972.25
By 1972, 41 percent of the women involved were employed, although at the time of
the interview some were on and others were off welfare. In add;tiqn; 69 percent
were employed at least oncé during-the five-year period. In fact, 50 percent of
all income the women received during the five-year period came 'from,earnings. _
although for those women on welfare in 1967 only 24 percent of ‘their income -‘that
year came from earnings.26 - Thus, women who head families provide for their
~children's well-being‘from several sources often at the same time. Wher
" potential earned income ‘was larger than the combination of earnings and welfare

the women left welfare. But a number of women on welfare earn wages to supple-

ment their families' welfare income. When women are on welfare their earnings .
~have fallen. : . 2 : ' '

The New York‘stor}'is.sad; many of the welfare recipients are migrants
+who have tried to be_self-supporting for several years. They eventually move-

~

>
8

o 21Bd‘i<in'and'Nold; "A Markov Moael of Turnover" inléOSkin,'Wélfare
. Dependency," p. 39. A : g ‘ . -
22Bbskin and Nold, ”A[Mafkov Model'df Tﬁrnover” in Boskin, Welfare

Dependency, p. 39. . .
_23Ly¢n,_DYnamicé-of-Welfare Depén@ency;-pi 5.

®a

8

©

.‘f24Lyoh, Dynamics of Welfare Dependency, p. 9.

2lee Rainwater and Martin Rein, Sources of Family Income and the D€ferminants

of Welfare, Joint, Center for Urban Studies of MIT and Howaqd University, May 1976,

o

" is’cited in Lyon, Dynamichs of Welfare Dependency, p.'35.

o "2§Réinwdfer énd?Réin,‘Sdufﬁés?bféFamily Income and the Determinants of
"Welfare,‘cited'in_Lyqn, Dynamics. of Welfare Dependency, p. 35. '
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onto the welfare rolls\because of physical or mental handlcaps or other problems
not related to their jobs. . Wélfare cases in New York may be unique, as Ostow -
and Dutka mention in their. research based on a review of- SZ;ected case records
from 1971 through 1973.27 Their study does not present a pattern comparable to.
iother cities, for in New York City cases are not as mobile and the gap between j
“work and welfire appears wide. The reasons that recipients originally become

_ welfare rec1p1ents--d15ab111t1es and handicaps--may preclude even part-time

- employment and offer a- d15ma1 -employment -outlook. Fewiof the New York recipients
-are employable; less than 5 percent of the males and even fewer females find
vemployment between perlods on welfare.28 o .

'Capacity to Become Independent . - : ; o ' T 4

Over the. years a number of myths have developed concernlng welfare
recipients and théir environment. Goodwin's research. clearly demonstrates that
welfare recipients do not differ.markedly from other persons with low incomes
with respect to basic life goals and work ethics. Both groups represent ‘the
same social strata and face common problems. With respect td personal characteris-
tics  and background, the two groups are similar. Thompson, and Miles compared
the personal characteristics of welfare recipients with those of former
recipients and low- -income persons who had never been on welfare. Welfare
recipients fell within the average range of scores on characteristics .sych as
"emotional ‘stability," '"undisciplined self-conflicts,'" and '"tenseness." 0 Their’
‘welfare status was not associated with deviant personality characteristics:
However, the white women who were on welfare had less confidence and felt less
.secure than those who had -left or who had never been on welfare. Their recent
fallufe to support their fam111es and need’ to ‘turn to AFDC explains their lack
of self confidence.31 | : e .

¥ e

27Miriam Ostow and Anna B. Dutka, Work and Welfare in New York City, Policy
Studies in<Employment and Welfare No.” 21 (Baltimore, Maryland: The John Hopkins -
University Press,.1975) pp. 72-77. ‘ ‘ . , '

Lk

2'805‘l:ow and Dutka, Work and Welfare in New York C1ty, pp. 72-77. "~

R

29Leonard Goodwin, What Has Been Learned from the Work Incentive Program and
~Related Experiences: A Review of Research with Policy Implications (Worcester,’
.Massachusetts Worcester Polytechnlc Institute," February 1977), p. 31.

30Guy H Miles, DaV1d L Thompson, and Albert J. Macek, The Characterlstlcs
of AFDC Population- That Affect Their Success in WIV Vol. 5 (M1nneap0115,'
-'Mlnnesota North Star Research and Development Institute, October 1972) is
.01ted 1n Goodw1n, Work ‘Incentive Program and Related Experlences, p. 22.

31Mlles, Thompson, and Macek The‘Characterlstlcs of AFDC Populatlon cited,
by Goodwin, Work Incentive Program and Related Experiences, p. 22.
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B In ‘their comparative analysis of working welfare recipients and low-wage .
employed in_.Detroit, Miller and Ferman32 emphasized that both groups have about - |-~
the same income level, but those on welfare had larger families and fewer income | -
sources. The kinds df jobs they hold, primarily low-paying sérvice oriented | .-
jobs, do not differ. In the Miller and Ferman 1972 "study, ‘94 percent of. the;’
men on-welfare,qndv90,percenz/of the low-income men not.on welfare worked at .. |

. least 50 percent.or more of the time. -Of the poor ‘women who_received no welfare,| -
66 percent worked at some job at least one-half of the time axd the majority ofﬁ,\"_

> .

the women on welfare did the same. For -both groups, a combination of factors-«.
‘race, sex, family disruption and size, education and training, and Southern '
origins--lead to 1ow-wage employment. T T 3

- . . . \

/ ' Nonetheless, there are some differences between welfare recipients and * ' -
other poor persons. Generally welfare recipients have a lower level of education,
their job potential is less bright, they have ‘more medical problems, they have -
.more children and fewer resources to fall back on in case of an emergency than -
non-recipient poor persons.33 -Low-income households whenfbbmbarded'with_family C

"instabilities and problems. choose welfare.as a viable alternative for a particular
time in the life of the family, but. there is no_indication it is chosen as a - '
long-term source of income or as a way of li_fe,34 - - t. ‘ N

. . . N ST : _ ) ) R
Using national data from the late 1960s,.Hausman examined the earning = *

(potential of both men and women on welfare. ..Using a combination of educational
level and occupational category, he forecast what their expected earnings might -
be in relationship to their,needs‘based-upon family size. His work clearly -
reveals that about two-thirds of the female and about one-third of the male
recipients- on welfare under AFDC, because of their education and skill levels,

g probab%g could not earn enough to support their families at or above the poverty -
level. 2» : - : ' ' : L

) OVerJSO percent of all poor families have at least five members and man
~ are both large and disrupted. The causal implications often drawn from' these
~ Statistics, that families are poor because they are too large and have unstable

4

- 325, A. Miller and L. A. Ferman; We}fare Careers and Low;Wage Employment
. (Ann ‘Arbor, Michigan: ‘Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, . December 1972).

'3§GoodWip, Work,Incentive Program and Related Exgprienceé,_p. 31.

. 34Miiler'and‘Férmaﬁ, Welfare Careers and Low Wage Emplbymeht. pp;.vax:

3SLeonard J. fausman, The Potential for Work Among Welfare Parents N |
(Washington, D.C.: 'U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration, Manpower
Monograph No. 12) is cited by Goodwin
Experiences, p. 12. ™~ =

in Work Incentive Program and.Related |

- . \
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'-marr1ages, collapse under closeiscrutlny Most poor families had 1nsuff1c1ent _
funds before the family grew large or broke up. Economic insecurity may be a _
factor that contributes to both the d1srupt10n of :a family and to-its high -~ ¥

fertility rate.36 Among the poorest families, separatlon is associated with o
~ unemployment or low 1nterm1ttent income. Research shows that unemployment or

‘inadequate wages may cause a father to. lose his‘ "feelings of confidence and

authority w1th the famaly," wh1ch may u1t1mate1y lead to desertlon

’

L
\

Researchene recogn1ze that ‘the ;ncrease in female—headed fam111es dur1ng
© the last decade has broad and deep-seated origins:: However, studies do show
- that the welfare' system does not counter the trend toward female-headed families
. in any way and may encourage it. The research survey by Lyon (referring
‘to Honig) shows that the size of the average AFDC payments received by women’ has
i an-"effect on the proportion of adult women who are heads of families and ‘on the .
~welfare- part1c1pat1on rate of these’famllles."8 In short, the welfare program
'_probably does have some effect, although it may be 11m1ted in nature,'

U31ng the M1ch1gan Panel Study ‘of Incdme. Dynamlcs from 1968 to 1972,

- Sawhill and her associates have documented the,rapid growth in the number of
‘female-headéd families, which now comprise a-majority of all poor families.

“They doubt that there is. any impact by welfare programs on family structures.
After allowing for state differences in AFDC ‘qualifications. ﬁnd beneflts, they
‘note that the system does not affect the rate at which families break up. How-
‘ever, they also point out. that the type of welfare program -available does affect
~ the decision of low-1ncome women to marry or remarry.>”  Thus, AFDC ‘payments ta
- mothers may, in some. cases, actually 1nh1b1t the format1on of two -parent house-"
Ty 'hO].dS N T ) : S »

The opportun1t1es of mov1ng up eConom1ca11y are greatly enhanced when
there are ‘two breadwinners in a family rather than one, so a family that is
intact has a potential economic advantage-. Goddwin empha51zes that outer-city
- ‘black families who have become economically self-sufficient usually have an
. -income. comprlsed of the wages of both husband .and wife. In his study of such
- families, he finds that husbands with only'a tenth grade education on the
Javerage were worklng at jobhs that were’ not much different than those held by
‘men part1c1pat1ng 1n the WIN program or by'men who were still. 11v1ng in the ghetto
f
36. Bradley R: Sch111er, The Econom1CG of . POVer_y and Discrimination
(Englewood Cliff, New Jersey Prentlce Hall, 'Inc., 1976 2nd ed. ), . 100.

37See GoodW1n, Work Incentlve PrOgram and Related Experlences, pp- 84 and 87..

38MarJor1e Hon1g, "The Impact of Welfare Payment Levels on Fam11y Stab111ty,
in Studies. in Publitc Welfare (Part: I) The #am11y, Poverty, and Welfare Programs
Factors Influencing F@!ﬁlyflnstab1lltz, U.S. Congress, Jpint Ecenomic Committee,
Paper No. 12 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Offlce, 1973) Clted
by Lyon, Dynamics of Welfare Dependen;[, p. 24. ‘

. . 39Isabell Vs Sawh111 Gerald E. Peabody, Carol A. Jones, and Steven B.
" Cdaldwell, Income Transfers and Famlly Structure (Washlngton, D C.: The Urban

Inst1tute, September 1975), p V11 ‘
o ;
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. The one impressive difference is the wife's contribution \of wages. These
outer-city black men have stayed on the job and married women (with an eleventh -
'grade education on the average) who contribute 30 percent of.the family income.
‘Thu$, ‘“Wwhen low-income families remain intact,.there is a much greater chance
- of moving out of poverty. In addition, a major way out .of poverty for a ,
low-income mother is marriage, which allows her to combine her earnings with
those of a husband.40 - o ' AREEREE ’
L - o o o o o
: Wiseman found that over 50 percent of. all mothers who were household
'headﬁ/had_childreh too young for kindergarten, and that almost"902percent had .
'chiidren young -enough to require supervision if the mother or father is -
. expected to be away for extended periods of time.'4l The Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, in a survey of AFDC mothers #n ten cities, found that
.adequate. provisions for child care could be made -if they were given a gb_od'job.42

Levitan and Taggart éonﬁlude that much of.the diffeféﬁtiél between welfare

and non-welfare mothers is explained by handicapping employment ‘characteristics.43

Even if a ﬁglfare mother has no. child care responsibilities and is in good =
health, lack of employment experience is often,a.majo;‘problem. Levitan, Rein,
and Marwick estimate that 27 percent of welfare mothers have never worked. . Few

- welfare mothers are well educated. It is‘“true that the median- educational level of -

-welfare mothers during the-decade‘of the 1960's rose from less than nine years
to more than ten years. Nevertheless., tHeir educational level still zepresents
two years less education than the median level for wdmen in' general.#* Those
women who have worked have held jobs in occupations that pay. very goorly, that -
‘require only low skills, and which are often temporary in nature.4”¥ The

[

. 40Leonard.Goodwih, Do *the Poor Want to Work? A Social Psychological Study
. of Work Orientations (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution,” 1972),
Pp. 8 and 27. S ‘ ' S —

‘ 641Michae1'Wiseman;-"County Welfare: Caseload Growth and Change "in Alameda
County, California, 1967-73," in Frank S. Levy, Clair Vickery, and Michael
‘Wiseman, The Income Dynamics of the Poor (Berkeley, California: Institute of
.~ Business and Economic Research, The University of California; January 1977),
Cp.o225. s S . P

42Levitan, Rein, and Marwick, Work and Welfare G0'Tbgetherw'p;'58;':.

438ar A. Lévitan‘and:Robert Taggaft,;IIi,_Employmeﬂt'and Earhings Inadequacy:
A New Social Indicator, Policy Studies in.Employment and Welfare No. 19 - '
" (Baltimore, Maryland: The Johns Hopkins-University Press, '1974), pp. 21-22.

441evitan, Rein, and Marwick, Work and Welfare Go Together,-p.vsg.__,_

45Levitan; Rein, and Marwick, Work and Welfare Go_Togéthef, p. 62. .
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‘severely handicap their employability.’ ,
“nificant number of those considered nonemployable because of medical problems can

.
.
.,

women earn very little and cannot Support the'number‘of childreh,they have.4Q”
\”Goodwin notes that many of the women who‘lack‘Child-care=responsibilities'

and who are neither working nor look1n§ for work have health problems which =
The work of Rqe suggests that/a sig-

become functional in the employment market. Roe, found that the disabilities of
59 welfare recipient women and 12 men in upper state New York were most commonly

"~ dental problems including decay and improperly fitted dentures, gross obesity,
“emotional disturbances, andt other common physical problems such as the need for
. proper glasses and anemia.’ Although the program lasted only six months, so the
results of the remedial steps taken are limited, medical treatment and counseling
. along with rehabilitation helped about 15 percent of thoSe persons. cla551f1ed as
'mbdlcally disabled- to find JObS or stay on JObS 48

‘ a :
" Women on welfare. need the opportunlty to gain work exper1ence and to

Aupgrade their skills in order to obtain better paying jobs. There should be an.
intensive effort to train the better educated women for more technical employ-
. ment. Women AFDC recipients require health care and child-care facilities.

Moreover, they need more effective measures to combat racial and sexual discri-
mination, part1cularly for those quallfled for entry into high-wage blue-collar
jobs. The problem is a compounded one; many have never worked-and need to be

-placed ‘in their flrst job. Others have worked but need to be placed in better

jobs which often” means a needed 1mprovement in their skill level. TFor an AFDC -
mother to leave welfare she nust have a job that pays her an adequate amount to

: support an average fam11y of three chlldren

Fathers are present in about one-fifth of the AFDC' fam111es ~ According

. to Levitan, Rein, and Marwick, about two-thirds of the AFDkaathers are-
-1ncapac1tated for various reasons while receiving benefits. Those who are not
- handicapped have either exhausted their unemployment insurance, have worked in

noncovered employment, or -are unable' to support their typically large family

on the wages they earn. 49  Often, these men are members of minority groups.
.In 1973, 60 percent of male heads of AFDC families were not in the labor force.

Another 12 perc¢ent were currently employed and about one- -half of these were
employed’ only part-time, leaving about 28 percent unemployed Of those. currently
unemployed over a third had worked w1th1n the prev1ous year :

46Fr1edman and Hausman, Work and Welfare Patterns, p.’ 41

L

47Goodwm Work Incentlwe Program and Related Experiences, pp- 12—13.

Daphne A Roe Physlcal Rehaﬁilltatlon and Employment of AFDC ReC1p1ents
(Ithaca,;qu Yorﬁ Cornéll University, 1975) c1ted in Goodw1n Work Incentive
Progrqg “and Related Experlences, pp. 13-14.
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49LeV1tan, Relnr”and MarW1ck Work and Welﬂare Go Together PP 51 52. /
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: In 1969, only 20 percent of welfare fathers were high school graduates
“and only about one-half of the fathers had not completed the eighth grade. |

Less than one-fifth of the total labor force has this little formal schooling.
Although” almost all of the unemployed fathers have worked full-time, few possess .
valuable job skills. They are primarily service workers in jobs that offer
‘little-job stability and very low wages.® ’ S ' - o

The men on AFDC are older than the women household heads and usually have
a spouse and older children. While the majority of the AFDC fathers are unable -
- to work, those who aré part of the labor force experience high-Unemployment.
Those who.are employed work at- blue-collar jobs for decent wages, but still
their wages afe inadequate to support their large households. . The men clearly -
- need added income to Supplement their earned ‘wages.>2 Besides .employment -
- opportunities, they need more skill training and upgrading as well as job ‘
- counseling to assist them in obtaining higher paying jobs and *ones that offer
- more security. Enforcement of the laws against racial discrimination would be.
highly beneficial to AFDC fathers. - e S L ' "
- Goodwin asked welfare recipients how they feel about work and welfare.
He asked, "Do you want to work?" 'He found that men and women on welfare, be
they black or white, identify working and having a good job with self-esteem
- and esteem for others. The welfare poor thus have the same attitude toward
working and a good jobfas do members of the middle-income group and theqworking
poor. Moreover, the ajpirations of welfare parents are the same as those of
middle-income parents:’they want a good education for their children, a nice
house, and a good job. The aspiration of having a "good job" and a belief in
the work ethic are, unequivocally, parts of the welfare home. Goodwin points
~ out that the teenage sons of mothers who have been on welfare throughout the
children's lives believe in a strong work ethic and understand clearly the
" importilce®of work.. - Welfare becomes an acceptable alternative to them only
after they have ‘experienced continuous failure in the world of work. Thus, .
welfare parents and their Children do not need to be educated in the merits of
- work; to the contrary, they need a chance to be successful in a job that allows '
them to be self-supporting.>3 - K : ' '

A family that leaves the-welfare'rollswand.becdmes'self-supporting achieves
several secondary goals which®ihelude an increased feeling of self-worth for the
~ head of the.family which has beneficial effects on the' children of the family.>4
- Poor adults differ from the affluent ones in terms of their experiences of
success and failure in the economy. And there is evidence to suggest that

v v . : »

SlLeﬁitan, Rein, and Marwick, Work and Welfare Go Together, p. 52.

52Mi,llef and Eerman,‘Welfare'Careers and Low Wagé Emponment,_p. 14.

-

53Goodw'in, Do the Poor Want to Work? pp. 101-113.

_ 54Guva. Miles, David L. Thompson, and Albert J. Macek, A Study of Low-Income
Families: Implications for the WIN Program, Vol. 1 (Minneapolis, Minnesota:
North Star Research and Development Instiﬁyte, July 19729, p. 2.
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' children who ‘are born poor face discriminatory barriers to advancement in the
educational and occupational worlds which thrust them into failure more often .’
than their middle-class counterparts. - But, be assured, welfare is not passed
‘on from'generation to generation-for either boys or girls.SS : R
: ' N L ' . R N L ’ ' . .

' Goodwin's findings have important implications for program plénners-and»
employment service personnel working with young people raised in welfare homes. .
These youth often do not haye.theftraining and skills needed for participation .
in the ‘job market, but they usually do have a favorable sociological orientatian
toward the necessity of work. On-the-job-training, skill courses,and 'how to .
do it lessons" are needed by these youth, but they do not need’to be taught the -
merits .of working and earning wages. When a youth from a welfare home leaves a

. ..job, the reason for leaving; whether the youth is fired or quits, probably has
"little to do with the youth's work ethic. " o ' -

\ L] -

" Decisions That Recipients Must Make

. Households move off welfare because. they are no longer eligible to receive
'benefits. This ¢an occur for several reasons: -the family structure changes, -~ =
_the income earned by the mother disqualifies the -household, or.the number of -
hours a father works on a job disentitles the family. ' Of course, families can

often arrange their-affairs. to establish or maintain their right to receive _
benefits. For instance, a father who works over. 100 hours a month may move away
from the household to prevent the loss-'of welfare beneéfits.. If a family can do
better on welfare than on its own, it probably will remain’on the rolls; if it
can live more comfortably on its own,income, it will move. off welfare. The
" impact of the work ethic is.indirect: if the family can have a higher income
‘1iving on earned. wages than on welfare benefits, they will work. What we are

concerned with here are the specific factors which affect-a family's decision to
" move off welfare. - . . = .- : B A ' .

Stack's studies of black second-generation welfare families show that poor ‘'
families living in the ghetto have developed strategies to survive amidst their
_poverty. She hastens to say that the strategies do not compensate for the poverty .-
.nor do they. perpetuate dependence on welfare from generation to generation.>°-
Of particular relevance to an analysis of the income. changes of welfare families
 is Stack's belief that many authorities fail to recognize that some conditions
" which are often described as characteristic of the 'culture of poverty'--for
‘example, underemployment, unemployment, low wages, harsh and crowded dwellings--
“are simply conditions of the poor and in no way portray a unique culture.d’

e

'55Goodwin, Do the Poor Want to WoxK? p. 118.

- 'v-4 ‘:-.' . R . - r» ) . . - .“ , .

- 3%caro1 B. Stack, All Our Kin: - Strategies for Survival in a Black Community -
(New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1974), pp. 128-129. -

\

57stack, All Our Kin, p. 23. -
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If long-feim weifaref:ecipients are not part of a unique culture, theyndo not
have special beliefs or ways of life to pass on to théir offspring. -

-

Stack carefully examined the welfare family's decisioh-making"proces_s.58

- The family has to weigh the security"of-welfare versus the possibitity of upward

. mobility that employment might bring. If the family chooses not to take a job,
most potential for upward mobility is lost and .the family's 1ife pivets .around
welfare poverty. On the other hand, if the jobs available are low-paying and -

.;temporéiy,‘clients.must-chOOSe between the permanent security of welfare payments’
and the unstable earnings<in, the job market. If seasbnal’or-temporary'employment
is available, the family must decide how this job will .change their welfare

- eligibility. They must consider if they will loose Medicaid and other benefits

- that are often more cherished and reliable than cash welfare payments. For _
example, families lose:gbout 45 cents in food stamps for each additional dollar .

. earned. For families receiving income from several welfare programs, the loss -

" in benefits could be as high as. 70 to 80 percent when family earnings, increase.

If the loss in total benefits is too great, the job will be turned down. Since

" getting reinstited on ‘the welfare rolls is 'difficult should the job not work out,

often involving investigations, mountains of red tape; and hours of waiting in

the welfare office, familigs at the margin of poverty run a crucial risk of =~

being without income by accepting a job that removes their welfare eligibility. 1,

A welfare recipient is much less likely to leave welfarevandhmuch.more
‘apt to return to welfdare if the wage he or she anticipates is less than the . .
minimum wage. Conversely, one who will be receiving the minimum wage or above
. ‘has a far greater chance of both .moving off and staying off welfare for longer
‘periods. In turn, a person who expects a high unemployment rate is much less .
apt to go off welfare and more likely to return in a"much shorter period of

- - time than his' friends who seldom face unemployment.60 This is one of the

‘reasons that.nonwhites are more apt to stay on welfare and return to welfare:
their wage level is more apt to be below the minimum wage and their expected

duration of unemployment is more apt to be long-term.6l

‘characteristics of welfare programs have an important impact on turnover. rates

since they determine the eligibility of the applicants.- "Benefit levels,

" benefit-1oss (or tax) ‘rates, income accounting systems, work registration

- requirements, and the myriad of other welfare rules and their administration all

- affect turnover--even if they have no impact on recipient behavior--by determining
-the conditions of their eligibility.062'»Welfare‘authorgties work under rules and

' \H; - Friedman and Hausman believe that the regulhtions énd'adminiStratiVe1
c

i
+
14

S8stack, All Our Kim, pp. 23, 24, 114, and 126. v

5'9Edgar K. Browning, "How Much Eﬁhéiity Can We Afford?" The Public Interest,
~ No. 43, Spring 1976, p. 97. . R B - T

6OBo$kin and*Nold,”“A‘Markov~Mode1 of Turnover" in Boskiﬁ, Wélfare Dependency,
I)*- 36. ‘l . ) . . . ) - N , }
',61Bdskin:aﬁd Nold, "A;Markov Model of-Turnqver" in Boskin, Weifaré"Dependengy,
p.‘ 36. . ' ) ’ v ’ . . ‘." “‘n ' ) ' . N ) " - A . . o A J o o
G"2}T~‘riedman énd_Hauéman,_Work and Welfare Patterns, p. 2.,  +
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regulations, time constraints, and often overburdehing caseloads. Most agencies
face budget limitations. - Caseworkers:-manipulate their cases in expedient ways
that affect new case openings, closings, and turnover.rates. : N
o . - : . / o . , :
© _ Ostow and Dutka state that non-work factors, rather than seasonal or o e
‘unstable employment are the primary cause of movement on and off welfare in
' New York City.. New York City wélfare recipients again appear to be unique. In
their study less than 10 percent of the women- leave welfare because they get a
good job, and only 25 percent of the men leave we'lfare for’job-related'rgasons; 3
- Job related reasons for leaving welfare in this study included employment,
“increased earnings, and in a few cases the receiving of unemployment ' :
insurance benefits. The other reasons given. for ending welfare benefits, those
" classified as non-job related, included decreased need, 'refused compliance,"
client's request, and miscellaneous. ‘It is possible that removal from rolls due
to economic reasons is a bit higher than indicated.because the category refused
compliance would include people who had concealed earnings.or. jobs from the
* welfare agency as well as other sources of income. Although- the results of the
- study regarding why families leave welfare are somewhat ambiguous, it-is-clear
that only a limited percent of the New York welfare families leave welfare - - <
bgcause'of'increasedﬁemployment_earnings." o : R ”

.-

N . . Welfare programs, particularly AFDC, attempt to reduce poverty and also
. to give welfare recipients- an incéﬂtive to work. The AFDC work incentive program -
is especially noteworthy in that it disregards a ‘portion of the earned income of
clients in the calculation of benefits. The AFDC program's ultimate goal is for
the family head to become econémically self-sufficient; however, the program
recognizes that itAs also 'a worthy goal for a household head and/or its:other - =
' members to achieve partial self-support. ‘ T o

During the 1960§: over half the states permitted monthly earnings of up .
‘to $50 per. child or-$150 for all children in any family to be disregarded in" = [
determining welfare payments. The 1967 amendments to the Social Security .
legislation made it possible for the first $30 of monthly earnings plus one-third - - -
of all additional income to be disregarded in determining benefits to be-paid to-.
welfare mothers. AFDC mothers lose 67 cents in benefits for each dollar earned” .
over $30 a month. Male family heads, should:they -work more than 100 hours .per -
month, are excluded from AFDC rolls. £ . e e : o

_The actual amount of earned income that is disregarded varies from state
to state and among individual caseworkers within a.state, since the Social
Security amendments of 1967 left room for intérpretation. Some researchers are
not convinced that welfare recipients underStand'ﬁﬁé'bperation of the earnings

 disregard.®4 Calculations are complicated, if not quite confounding. Inter-.

! :

630520“ and Duika; Work and Welfare.in NqﬁEYbrk City, pp. 74-77.n R

o 64Michaei Wiseman, ''County Welfare: Caseload Growth and Change in Alameda

"‘County, California, 1967-73," in Frank S. Levy, Clair Vickery, and Michael
Wiseman, The Income Dynamics of the Poor (Berkeley; California Institute of .
Business and Economic Research, University of California,.Janqary 1977).
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. Preting work-related expenses and incgme is often left to the individual N
caseworker, who may chapge from month o month and who may not understand the .
‘calculations too well. - - . SR - S ,:J

‘ The~work'incentive-incorporated'into the welfare program is measured b .
looking at the beénefit-loss rates on work efforts of recipients--the rates at

-~ which welfare income is taken awdy or 'taxed" as earnings increase. - The Rreak-
even level refers to the amount of money a person can-earn, excluding disregards,

- before losing all Welfareibenefits. Beyond the break-even level of earnings,

the recipient no longer receives any ‘cash benefits. R S

_ Studies show that the higher the loss rate, the less the work effort; and
- the lower the loss’rate, the ‘more the work effort, For example, Hausman's -
analysis of AFDE mothers- in Alabama, Kentucky, and Mississippi offers an oppor-

tunity to compare recipient behavior with varying benefit payments and income
disregards. 66 -Although he cautions}against géneralizing-his findings to other
States,; Hausman points out that AFDC mothers in these three states are aware of
changes in their;family‘inCOmes,’ghéther,the change occurs in the form of cash., -
~or in-kind welfare payments or in'other types of non-welfare income. Hausman'gk;\\--
analysis also indicates that increased welfare benefits or negative income .taxes -
would'encourage‘spmg-reddction in employment. If the benefits outweigh the
losses, welfare mothers do work.. The'mothers,"perhAPS.appropriately, are not
as aware of the precise benefit-loss rate changes on earnings calculated by ,
economists as they are of .the actual dollar and centg,changes in family income.67 -

.- ... The most difficult problem in evaluating work incentives-is that an. . -
"AFDC qualification based on a means-tested program also allows additional . °
welfare benefits .such as. food stamps, Medicaid, public housing, and child care.
‘Although each program has 4 separate income threshold establishing eligibility,"
~earned wages nibble away'at the inﬁkind,prOErams. The loss in benefits as £arned
income-increases-varies:among the programs.©8 Most analysts estimate that if
. cash and in-kind benefits are added together,;as‘welfare'recipients‘begin to
earn income they lose more in benefits than the wages they receive. Duringf"¢
Congressional ‘debates dealing with negative income taxes, it was pointed out that
AFDC fainilies receiving food stamps, .Medicaid and housing subsidies, and other

fo "jb%;in-kind benefits face a tax rhte.as. high as 120 percent on their

" earnings: %2 " That is to say, a dollar's.increase in earned wages will result in

-

L3

B "65LeVitan; Rein, and Mérwick; Work .and Weifaré”Gd-Togefher, p. 81.

861e0nard J. Hausman, "The Impéét of, Weifaré;on_the_wbrk Effort of AFDC .“jT
» Mothers," The President's Commission oh Income Maintenance Progrfams--Technical
Stu¢ies (Washington,‘D.C.:.-Government~Printing-Office,'1970), pp. 83-100.. . ...

!;,L67Hau§man, "The Impact of Welfare on the Work Effort of AFDC Mothgrs;“s

. N

" ‘The President's Commission, p. 98. -, o | . oL - *"j

68Edgar k;eBrowning, ”Hoﬁ'Much.More EQUalitnyan We ‘Afford?" The Public
Interest, No. 43, Spring 1976, pp. ‘90-110.. \\; S 9

l‘.ﬁgiyoﬁ,'gxnamics'of Welfare Dependency, p;_13;
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a loss of up to $1 20 in comb1ned in- k1nd and cash welfare benef1ts rece1ved
-~ .
: One of the most - 1mportant 1n—k1nd payments appears to be Medicaid.. S
Several .researchers conclude that a number of welfare cases move onto the rolls
merely because of the need for medical ass1stance 0T health insurance: ItrIE\\\ !
- clear that short-term welfare cases have impressively higher levels of Medicaid
'~ payments than cases that are on the roli for three years ' or more. Several”
studies focus on the fact that if the cash welfare and in-kind benef1ts are ¢
- totaled, the welfare rec1p1ent's income level,will be greater than the amount
rece1ved on a full-time minimum-wage Job ‘Cash benefits represent only abour
55 percent of the income available «to 'the welfare rec1p1ent .the /in-kind program
-and other benefits represent 45 percent. Clearly, the in-kind programs haye a
s1gn1f1cant effect on a household dec1s1on'to remain on "the welfare 611s.70, . .
. . - t
- Lyon in’ summar1z1ng the research on welfare’ 1ncent1ves, 1dent1f1es two
studies in this ‘area which are.of speC1a1 interest: Appel's study on AFDC
“mothers in Michigan and a study by Garf1nkel and Orr using national data. The
“ researchetrs' findings indicate that after the implémentation of a lower. tax
rate on'earnings, more mothers jwork; however, the average welfare - mother does
‘ not increase her earned income.’ What probably happens is ‘that more benefit .and
less 1loss from earnings encourages more mothers to take some employmﬁnt Jbut .
- the average number of hours worked per, mother -does not increase. ' The researchers
noted that employment rates seem 'to increase somewhat as the benef1t lbss incen-

. tive increases, ‘but they- also found that 1ncent1ve ‘programs do not part1cular1y

encourage fam1l1es to leave the ‘welfare rolls. 71

Goodw1n bel1eves that S%ifh's f1nd1ngs ver1fy that -the 1967 earn1ngs
_exemption had little impact. ter reviewing 2 national longitudinal- study in
twelve cities, Sm1th points out that 16.6 percent of the 'AFDC mothers were”
‘engaged in full or part-time. work in December 1967 and that in January 1977 the
comparable f1gure was 17 1 percent——less than a 1 .ﬁercent.rncrease
. . . .

Wlseman f1nds no 1ncreased 11kel1hood of unemployed AFDC fathers tak1ng
jobs due to the earnings exemption. The I00-hour limitation reduces both the
probability that parents will take jobs and that they will" leave welfare.
Since the 100-hour limitation is not adjusted for family size-or. need, the
. larger the family the less likely the father will take a job. TIf 4 father
,deserts_and then finds employment, he can actually improve the. total famlly

\ 1ncome.?3, Some fathers do leave their families to accept jobs which, alone,
could not provide earn1ngs comparable to what is available on welfare

) R F. )
. R P - [
- . S . .
—_— : :

: 70Lyon -gynamics-of Welfare,Bependency; p. 14. = k T R
71Lyon Dynam1cs of Welfare Dependency,.p. 16, Y

7 See Vernon Sm1th Welfare Work Incent1ves (Lansing: M1ch1gan Department
of Social Services, 1974) cited by Goodwin in Work Incentive Program and
‘Related E;per1ences, p 69. L AR L e

T 7;y1seman, "County Welfare" and "Change and Turnover" 1n Levy, V1ckery, and
Wise - ‘ »

an, Income«Dynamlcs ’
\)“ . . ' .
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. 'Giveh_the orféhtation of the ‘Work Incentive'P:ogramv(WiNj-?bne*of | 7

.concentration on finding job$ for welfare recipients--it is important to ‘deter-
- mine the program's impact on the employment, iricome level, and welfare benefits ,
of participants, Whether a WIN enrollee moves off of welfare and becomes self-

~supporting depends upon several factors: the compgosition of the family, the

;__nynmmugjuijhmuly_woxkers_andfthei{imnﬁﬁshéincﬁme4re¢eivedhby”the household

- from welfare and other- programs, andthe income-level change anticipated if the-
family shifts from welfare payments to a totaf?wageeearned income.  All of these
factors determine whether or not a family leaves 'welfare and becomes self-
supportyng. In most cases, the family is the economic deciSibn—making unit for
the household, not the individual. ' Most welfare programs, AFDC for example,
concentrate on” family income. The. earnings-test is based on family income.

Family income determines the economic position of the individual.
_ _ ndividual, the goals for the individual in the
program are related to the family. Employment and training practitioners as
well as social workers need to recognize that the family situation of WIN
" participants affects. their decisions. -In one fashion or‘another, participants
weigh factors that. affect their families' well-being. Employment and training
staffs assisting WIN paFticipants to become economically self-sufficient reed
~ to take into account the economic decision-making of the participants. -
. ) e

How WIN Has Reduced Deperidéncy_ - IR S ' .4 v . S

1 : ' ' . . A ¢

‘While WIN works with the i

The Work Incentive Program (WIN) authorized in 1967 by amendments to

- . Tigtle IV of the Social Security Act, helps .employable welfare recipients find -
job¥ and, therefore, achieve economic independence. .All recipients of AFDC who
are sixteen years of age or over are required to register- for WIN to be eligible

. for AFDC. Exemptions, however, are provided for persons in poor health, those
-who are too old, and those who have preschool children.” WIN registrants who

. are provided with needed services are required to accept appropriate employment
when it is available in order to continue to receive ARDC benefits. '

~ ~ State agencies or the public employment services in most states are
responsible for the training and employment of WIN registrants under a grant
from the.Department*gﬁ,Laﬂbr. Between 1968.and 1972 (WIN ‘1), the program
focused on developing the individual through counseling, training, and other
- social services. * However, amendments. to the Social Security  Act in 971" (WIN II)
directed the program to emphasize direct job placement and to provide training_
and other assistance when a job was not feasible. Since that time, direct,
placement has been continually strengthened through intensive employment.services
provided to WIN participants. When registering with WIN, AFDC recipients are
* referred to employment, counselors who try to find jobs for them immediately.
- If an appropriate job is not available, the recipients may be provided with
public service employment. If training and experience is clearly needed by a
' recipient, on-the-job and classroom training is available. '
Goodwin notes that about 10 gercent of the adult AFDC recipients are able
.to participate in the WIN program.’4 In fiscal year 1975, 328,000 welfare
: s . ' ’ 7 ¢' _— ..

I4

| [JiﬂéSOOGQ;ﬁ,_WorkIhcentive—Program and Reiatéd Expeiiences, pp.'12-13.
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rec1p1ents ‘were cert1f1ed as enter1ng WIN while over three m1ll1on heads of .
households were AFDC recipients. Goodwin f1gures that if the WIN program omits’
.. the 16 percent who are presently employed, then nearly three-fourths of the

' AFDC adults (100 percent minus the 16 percent and 10 percent) are classed as

.- .unsuitable for employment or training because of numerous problems such as lack

of ch11d -care arrangements old age, poor-health, and other things. 75

| Part1c1pants who have been placed, unquestionably, are an elite.subgroup
- of .the AFDC rec1p1ents.76 Studies. of WIN partic1pants in states as diverse as
. Minnesota and New Jersey substantiate~this fact. For example, the WIN program
. in Camden, New Jersey, is a rallying point for "career-oriented" ‘woen. The
.research in The Work Incentive Program: Making Adults Economically Independent
showed that the WIN participants ''are active and extroverted personalities and °

. are oriented positively to the world of work." 77 They seek social mobility for -

themselves and their families. During the-process of screening AFDC recipients,
the most able, the ambitious, the younger, and the better educated are.automat-
ically placed in the WIN program. The older, the poorly educated, the ret1r1ng
AFDC recipients are given the training slots that are left if there are any.
This -approach to the.selection of WIN participants is probably not planned by
-.the employment and training practitioners or welfare workers; rather, it is the

" automatic result of choosing the best person for a p051t10n. The policy ends.

up as a double edged sword. On the one hand, the ellite participants of WIN are
more apt to-Become employed and receive wages that call for a decrease in .

- welfare benefits. Yet, they may well have found satlsfactory employment without

~*the: program. . The AFDC recipients who are less promising employees to begin with

are less apt to benefit from WIN and are also less able to find employment and
to 1ncrease the wages they earn without professional ass1stance

A Report on Predicting Job Tenureja considers ES appl1cants and WIN
enrolleesin New York, Houston, Los Angeles, Detroit, Washington, D.C., Denver,
and San Antonio. The study investigates the potentlal of developing and
adminlsterlng a biographical information form that eventually could be used for

~ forecasting individual employment outlogk. For WIN enrollees, basic identifica- .

tion information, their history in the program, and type of program term1nat10n‘
were collected. More extensive data were collected for ES appl1cants

7SGoodwin; Work Incentive Program and RelatedgExperiencee,}pp.:lZ-ldL

7anmue1 Klausner, et al., The Work Intentive Program: AMaking'Adulte
Economically Independent, Vol. 1 (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: University of .
Pennsylvania, March 1972). - '

!

77K1ausner Work 4EE_nt1ve Program, p X.

: 78Frank W. Erwin and James W. Herr1ng, A Report on Pred1ctggg Job Tenure °
Among ES:Applicants and Completion of Job Entry Among WIN Enrollees Through the
Use of B1ograph1cal Information (Washlngton, D.C. R1chardson, Bellows, Henry

: and Co. ’ Inc , January 1975). :

'79

Erw1n and Herring, Report'%n'PredictingiJob Tenure.




Along the same vein,.HubbardsolbéliéVés:his»régearch verifies the potential of
using.biographicgl data to identify the subgroup of both ES applicants an§ :
WIN enrollees who are most apt to stay on the job and in the employment and .

training programs and, .therefore, aré potentially the more successful..

a iAs'Hubbard points out, by_identifying the most promising persons among the
disadyantaged, the costs’ of the employment and ‘training programs in relationship .
- to the benefits would fall.81 Nonetheless, if thb’opportgnif3es-tq participate
in the programs are based on potential success, the outlook for the disadvantaged
is bleak. S R o - c S
The primary goal of the WIN program is to help enrollees obtain a job or

move to a better paying one and, thereby, reduce the level of welfare payments ' .
and number of cases. 1In fact, the WIN .program should allow a combination of
~'goals for all participants are not able to achieve the same objectives.- WIN
participants have different backgrounds and have varying qualifications for
employment. For some to hold a half-time job is a sterling achievement, others
“are nearly ready to support their families with the wages they earn.

‘ Numerous studies conducted on a local, regional, and national Ievel, have
evaluated the impact of WIN. Of course, to review all of these prodects here

is not germane to our objective of 'sketching the process by which welfare recip-
ients are able to .move up the rungs on the ladder to full-employment and income
. §elf-sufficiency.f’Sihce-WIN Is 'a step in this process, it is appropriate to _
present some, of the recent RED studies to give a glimpse of the present and
potential impact’ of the WIN program. : ‘

Wiseman'S study indicates that job experience significantly improves the
chances of subsequent employment. He also states that a significant positive
effect exists as a result of previous employment training through WIN 1.82 gSych’
training may be decisive in upgrading ‘a weman's job qualifications. Considering
WIN I, Wisemap says that he suspects that completion of the program resulted in
employment or at least greater likelihood that AFDC recipients would take jobs
~ and become self-supporting.8? R )

Schillef'SJIOngitudinal study, completed.in 1976, evaluates the impact of

)

SORobert Hubbard, Interaction Effects of Personality, Job Training, and
Labor Market Conditions on Personal Employment and Income (Ann' Arbor, Michigan:
Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, The University of
Michigan, May 1976¢). S :

¥
E  81Hubbard,‘Interaction Effects of Personéiity, Job Training and Labor Market -

Conditions, p."59. o o

82Wiseman, “County‘Weifhre” and ”Change and Turnover,'" in ﬁevy, Vfckery;'and,
‘Wiseman, Income Dynamics. ' ., '

~ 83Wiseman, "Counfy Welfare" and '"Change aﬂd Turnover" in Levy, Vickery, and
. Wigi?an, Income Dynamics. ' : S .

’
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WIN II between March 1974 and September 1975.84 Overall its primary aim was

to measure any-nét gains in earnings and reductions in welfare payments '
experienced by active part1c1pants as a result of WIN II. A national sample of
a total of 5,000 registrants‘at seventy-eight WIN sites and a series of three oy
interviews per. part1c1pant were used to determine the difference in earnings /'
among comparable registrants who part1C1pated in the WIN II program ‘and those
who merely registered. The difference between the earnings gains and welfare
reductions of the participants and_the nonpart1c1pants was con51dered to be
. the net impact of the WIN program

.
v

o The average earnings gains of part1c1pants in the f1rst year after
‘receiving WIN II services were some $330 to $470 over that of comparable WIN
. registrants who received no services. Average net gain in annual employment
was two to three weeks for men and three to four weeks for women. However,
the benefits were not identical for all participants. Those participants who
had little recent work experience had larger net earnings increases than WIN
participants who had recent work exper1ence 'For participants with little
recent work experience, the net earnings increase was $600 for men and $675 for
" women. Participants with recent work experience did not do much better than
comparable groups who had no WIN services; their net gain amounts to only about
'$190 for men :and $40 for women Average net benefits to black participants were .
far below those for whites.  Among black men, participants did no better than
comparable nonpart1c1pants, among white men,:the program participants gained an
average of $580 more in earnings Than ‘their nonparticipant counterparts.. The
average net earnings gain in the fiXst year for black women participants. versus
mnonparticipants was $255. For white women, the gain was the largest for
part1C1pants over nonpart1c1pants with an earnings d1fference of $635.8

For women, Sch111er s results 1nd1cate a 51gn1f1cant 1mpact on earnings
from vocational training ($500 per year), from job placement effort (about $300
_per year), and a respectable impact from on-the-job training and public service
employment .(about $1,400 per year). On an overall-basis, WIN II had a beneficial.
effect on the job earnings of the women who participated in the program, more so
than for men. Male participants in general education, job placement and voca- -
tional tra1n1ng programs showed no 51gn1f1cant increase in earnings. "
zy”- - For males in WIN, interviewed between March 1974. and September 1975, only
. 7 on-the-job training or public service ‘employment part1c1pants show_an earnings
improvement over their comparison group These men receive about $1 900 more
per year than their counterparts during the follow-up period. A word of caution
_ voiced by Schiller should be inserted here, however. - When these results were
' tabulated a_number of the participants, both male and female, were still in

‘
-

84Brad1ev Schiller The Impact'of WIN-I1: A‘bongitudinal.Evaluation-‘
(Washington, D.C.: Pacific Consultants, 1976) ’ - -

- 85U S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Report of the Pre51dent
1977 (Wash1ngton D C.: U.S. Government Printing 0ff1ce, 1977), pp 60- 63

86U S. Department of Labor, Employment and Tra1n1ng Report of the Pre51dent-
1977, pp 61-62. .
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 subsidized on-the-job training or publié¥service emplojment,.'Th§‘question, of
course, is whether current government-supported higher earnings will continue -
if recipients can shift over to the private sector.87 ’ '

. WIN participants in the Schiller study were no more likely, on the average,
to leave welfare -than nonparticipating.registrants with similer < eristicss
This is explained largely by the work incentive features of thé WIN program .
,(earnings and worKYexpense disregard), which provide for only a partial reduction
‘of the AFDC grant--rather than elimination of welfare benefits--as individual '
earnings;increase up to:a specific level. -In Schiller's study, nonetheless, the -
level of benefit payments decreased by about $165 for men and $105 for women in
the first year.88 Wisemdn: also notes that employment services do not signifi-

- cantly increase -the-ljkelihood of welfare termination but that they do increase
‘the likelihood of employment.and lower the level-of-welfare paymernts.?® -

In a recent summary, Goodwin points out the dilemna ‘between the impact of
WIN I and WIN II. _The first program ''was not very effective in moving large -
numbers of persons off welfare and. into workfare,' While WIN II placed more °
participants in jobs, immediate job placement is not as important as ''the
extent to which WIN graduates obtain higher paying jobs ,and hold them longer °
~than a comparable group that does not regeive WIN servites.90 Using the last’
two criteria of higher wages and longer employment,. according to Goodwin, WIN I
~ was more effective than WIN II,91; S ' : o
The welfare case movement studies recently:completed provide good approxi-
. mations of the flow of AFDC cases. - We now have a relatively good grasp of the
~patterns: of merely passing through for many, of moving in and out for others,
~ and of being-ﬁ&;ed in for some. WIN participarts fall into all of these  groups.
Analyses of the yearly benefits of the WIN program in terms of chadnges in employ-.
ment, wages earned, and numbers who leave welfare are needed in relationship to
the anticipated pattern of the WIN participant prior t0»enrqllm§nt in the program.
Thexe is a difference between shortrterm'qﬁﬁ\dong—térm success. The
program which seeks to move people from welfare to work may be successful on a.

—_— | - | gQ&* S DU
o 87See Schiller cited by Goodwin in Work Incentixe Program and Related
~ Experiences, p. 50. . ' - '

+

88y.s, Department of Labor, Employment  and Training Report of the President,
.1977, pp. 61-62. SR '
-' $9Wiseman; "Coﬁntx Welfare" and "Chaﬁgé/;nd Tﬁrnovef"”in Levy, Vickery, and
Wiseman, Income Dynamics. . o S ' o
190

GoodWin, Work Incentiye ngggﬁm and Related Experiences, p. 100., '

v.

9'lGoodw:‘m; Work.Inceitive Pfogrhm and Related Experiences,” p. 100."
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short term: ba51s but unsuccessful on 2 1ong term basis.. When recording

short term results. a program may overlook the possibility of long-term:success. 92
- We now can verlfy the short-run beneflts of the WIN program, but little 1nforma-

tion is known about long-term results, The WIN program is over ten years old.

Now is the time to set up StudleS that measure the long—term beneflts recelved

————by—WIN—par%ieipan%sﬁa - e

< It is important for staff members to assist WIN part1c1pants 1n settlng,:.
practical short-term and long-term goals. From a ‘time perspective, a short-term
success may be for a participant to leave welfare or to find an appropriate job.
To lessen the number of times an individual retuqns to welfare, or to increase

. the number of years off of welfare could be a worthy long-term goal for some.
'This is not an easy‘task but. it is’ the only way to truly begln to record the
impact of the WIN program on dlverse part1c1pants. ' : o

o

2

92¢riedman -and Hausmah,'Work_and Weifarélpétterns, p.’226?
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 The Lo'inl_V'Vag.'_,e" Empl_oyed' |

The low-wage employed have several shared characteristics that diffefentiate

‘them from the general work force. They are generally young, primarily women,. - .
-and/or members of a minority race. More often than not, they are low-skilled,’

have little education, and frequently work only part time. 1" Each of these
characterlstlcs warrants a closer look. - c o

It can be generally stated that the greater the number of women wo klng in
the firm, the ‘lower the wage rate, and the fewer the women, .the hlgher he average
wage rate.? Women make up more than two-thirds of the work force in the apparel

-and textile manufacturlng industries, -in- general merchandlslng, and in medical

and other health services. In banklng, insurance,. eating. facilities, and personal
service jobs, women comprise more than half of the labor. force Even when they
work in the same industries and occupatlons womén generally rece1ve IOWer average

- wages than men:3. o ot

4

Nonwh1tes h1$torica ly have ‘been relegated to occupations and 1ndustr1es

" which are- low-waged. Thei employment opportunities are limited to the secondary

labor marketz' They face segregation and discrimination, part1cu1ar1y in gaining
access to skilled and technical occupations. When holdlng comparable job slots,

“they .frequently are paid.lower wages ‘than whites. 4 - Because the jobs available

to them were limited, minorities tended to dévelop skills in those. occupatlons

which were opéned to them,. instead of developing new skills. The economic
problem caused by d1scr1m1nat10n becomes almost self-perpetuatlng

- Forty- two percent of the poor populatlon 11ved in the South in 1967 com-

. pared to 24 percent of the nonpoor. ‘However, when these data are screened for
-the impact of race, the difference between the South and other parts of the .
- United States becomes ‘less 1mportant As. Levy explains 1t .""poverty is dlS- :
" proportionately nonwhlte and nonwhites live d1sproportlonate1y in the South

When data are co trolled for race, the 1nf1uence of the South per se. becomes
less 1mportant " : A -

5. A

lcharles T. Stewart Jr., Low-w_ge Workers in an Affluent Soc1ety (Ch1cago,

. Tllinois: Nelson Hall, 1974), p. 13.

2Franc:n D Blau, Pay leferentlals and Differences inlhhe DistributionIOf_
Emptowment f Maredand Female Office Workers (Cambrldge Ma;éachusetts
HaﬂVa g,UQfVers1ty, January 1975).

RV

*’Marcia K. Freedman“ Labor Markets . Segments and Sheﬁters (Montc1a1r, o

. New Jersey: Allansheld, Osmun and Co. Publishers, Inc. ¥ 1976), p. 88.

' 4Stewart3 Low-Wage Workers,,pp..ZOl-ZOS.

~. SFrank'S. Levy, "How Big is the American Underclass?' pp. 27-170 in

« Frank S." Levy, Clair Vickety,- and Michael Wiseman, The Income Dynamics of the

T

Poor (Berkeley, California: Institute of Business and Economlc Research . e
Un1vers1ty of Callfornla January 1977), p 63
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Most: of the”i6w4paid work“'force have less than a high school education.

" Poor and nonpoor, female household héads were not dramatically different in .-

regard to educational attainments, although the poor had about one-to-twolgradeB"
less education.§ ‘Male heads among the poor have four-to-five years less formal
education than the.nonpoor. Most blacks in low-wage jobs have low educational

levels.’ The numbers and proportions of minorities receiving ‘a higher education

is now increasing. However, unless there are opportunities. for* blacks to enter

--_the’highér'skil}ed;occupations, increased educational levels amongst blacks will
not result in any pay off. to their human capital or personal investment.8 . -

. A high proportion of farmers, farm and nonfarm laborers, domestics,
operatives, textiles and apparel workers, ‘and employees in retail stores, hotels
motels, hospitals, and restaurants earn. relatively low wages. Manufacturers. -
of lumber and wood products; furniture and fixtures, rubber and miscellaneous
plastic products, leather and leather pfﬁdupts, and miscellaneous other manu- .
facturing industries glso employ a large number.of low-wage -workers.9 These
industries are generally crowded with minority workers, comgetitive, low-profit

L]

The  Employment and Training Report ‘of the Presidentll emphasizes that the
income support offered by additional workers in the family varies by both the
type of family and the member who is\unemployed. .Families headed by women
seldom have other members of working ‘age, .while male headed households do.12

.. Where the unemployed male heads a household, in about half of the cases another
. “family member i$ employed. When the household head is - an unegﬁloyed woman, -in

" only about 8 percent of the cases is there another employed f

. Income Dynamics, p. 57.

1977, p. 17.

ily member.

A large numbei of the'10wewége*women pféyiﬂé ddditiOnalmneeded‘income for
the family. The proportion ‘of families in which husbands and ‘wives -are both
‘earners has steadily_iQCreased since World War II. . In 1975, 52 ‘percent of the

SLevy, "How Big is‘the;Ameriéan Uhdei&iéss?ﬂ in Levy, Vickery, and Wiseman,

7Stewart, deiWage“Wdrkers,‘pp;'202-205,‘and-Barry-A; Berstone,lThe Personal

. Earnings Distribution: Individual and Institutional Determinants {Ann Arbor,
. Michigan:” Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, The University of
.-Michigan, 1974), pp. 276-279. . e o ,

. I Y

‘SBiﬁéStone, Personal EafﬁingSVDistribution, p- 279.

PStewart, Low-Wage Workers, pp. 16-22.

AY

ﬁ“;qulpgstone, Personai-Earnings;Distribution,,P- 276. - |

lllU;SffDépaftmentfof Labof, Emplqzment‘aﬁd Training Report ‘'of the President,.

) 1977 (Washington, D.C.: U;S, Government Printing'Office, 1977), p. 17..
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‘wives in husband-w1fe famllles were employed and in only 3 percent ‘of these
families the.wife was ‘the only wage earner.l3 Among the husband- wife families
‘designated as -poor in 1975, only: 24 percent of the wives worked and an .

- additional 4 percent were the only breadwinners in the family.1l4 1In poor .

- families, wives have a low probability of being able to supply -additional

-:income. 15 In_a_poor_fam;ly*w;th_two_workers,_hoth_anomes_MLllabemlow 16
Still, the additional income provided to the family may mean the difference

' between a family being poor or belng able to move: above the poverty level to a
more comfortable life. :

Whether one's annual income is above or below the poverty level depends
to an impressive extent on the number of hours worked. Among the .poor, there

- are a large numbper of unemployed and temporary, part-timpe, or seasonal workers.
One out of every four of those workers who ame employed less.than half the year

‘is poor. Conversely, only one out of twenty of those who are employed at 1east
thirty-five or7more hours per week throughout the year l1ves in poverty -

Children-in poor famllres are sl1ghtly younger than childrep in nonpoor
families. 'This often prevents wives in poor families from entering. the job -

. market. HoweVer as the  children grow up, mothers have more opportunities to
enter the labor force Eventually, the children themselves are old: enough to
enter the labor force, at least om a part-time basis. It is almost as if the’
young famlly 1s passing through poverty and then mov1ng on to a better life.

EyiAhalysis ofyCharacteristics

U51ng Michigan's Panel Study of Income Dynamlcs Levy exam1ned employment
patterns and work force character1st1cs by comparing poor households with those
- that are not poor. 18 He did. not count welfare payments as part of the family -

13U S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports; Ser1es P-60,
‘No. 106, ”Character1st1cs of the Population Below.the Poverty Level l975”'
(Washington, D.C.: U. S .Government Printing 0ff1ce 1972) P- dOS

| 14U S. Bureau of the Census Current ngulatlon Reports, Serles P-60, No. 106,

15Freedman, Labor Market p. 104.

v 16gar A. Levitan-and Robert Taggart III Employment and Earnlngs Inadequacy
A New -Social Indicator (Pollcy Studies in Employment and Welfare No. 19, :
Baltimore, Maryland: The Johns Hopklns Un1vers1ty Press, 1974), p~ 25

17Brad1ey R. Schiller, The Economlcs of Poverty and Dlscr1m1nat1on
(Englewood Cliffs, New JerSCV‘ Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1976 2nd ed. ], Pp. 66-67.

- 18Levy MHow Big is the Amer1can Underclass°”.1n Levy, Vlckerv, and Wlseman
‘Income Dynamics-, p 63, :

Q




cruclally disabled;

income. and includes only househdiid heads who are under slxty and who are not .
A poor household has earned income that falls below the

poverty line.” His 1967 poor (9.9 percent) and nonpoor, populations are shown
The table portrays some -

by race and sex of households in the table beJ,h
‘interesting differences between ‘the- poor and

e nonpoor households. - Sixty

percent of the poor lived in male-headed households, whereas 91 percent of the

-

. a
RNY

- nonpoor lived in male headed househoIds. .
households were headed by nonwhltes, 55 percent of the- poor. households were -

headed by nonwhltes.

- Table 5.

Whilé 9 percent 0f the nonpoor

’POor and Nonpoor by Race and Sex

" of Household Heads (millions of individfials)

~

Type of household

-1967 Poor population

1967 Nonpoor popklation

heads - Number Percent - Number -~ Percent
White males - 5.02 31 1123.45 ) 83. . ..
~Nonwhite males - 4.70 29 '11.89 > 08
White females : - 2.45 15 +.-10.49 07
Nonwhite females . 4.18 26 cL2.21 01

Total | 116.35 100 148.04 100

SOURCE : Frank S. Levy, "How Big is the Amer1can Underclass?" in

Frank's.. Levy, Clair Vickery, and Michael Wiseman,

Poor (Berkeley,.California:

-Unlver51ty of Callfbrnla, January 1977), p. 57.

The Income Dynamics of the

Institute of Business and Economic Research .

o '.,:., \_\ ;

Levy v1v1d1y portrayed the odds of- -being poor in 1967
_'1n 1967 was under 60 and the head of his household was both under 60 and“not

. cr1t1ca11y disabled." ‘A person in a white, male-headed household had only a

Members of a: family headed by a nonwhite man

4 percent chance of being poor.

-~ had a 28 percent chance of living in poverty.

female; one's chances rose to 19 percent.
nonwhite woman had a 65 percent chance of be1ng ‘poor.

Poor male household heads worked almost as much as the nonpoor ones (in: .

"Suppose aaperson

9. In a family headed by a white

A person in a fam11y headed by a -

Levy s study, only 5 percent of the poor lived in households where the male

v .
o,

19Levy "How B1g is the Amerlcan Underclass7" in Levy, V1ckery, and Wlseman,,

Income Dynamics, P 56.
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does not work at af1). But the poor male household heads averaged about :
nineteen hours of work per week, while the nonpoor ones averaged twenty-three = |
hours a week. 0 There was,. however, ‘a- significant difference in work patterns o

of poor and nonpoor. females who héaded households. Half of the poor female

:g' “household heads did 'not work at all,"and those who did averaged l ,000 hours -
. “'annually compared to 1, ,600 for nonpoor fam111es headed by “women. ‘ '

A Actual wages for male ‘heads of households in the poor populatlon are
about_35 percent of those earned by male heads of households living above the -
poverty line. 21 Levy calculates what he: ‘calls. "an average estimated wage" for
a worker--the wage which he should earn given his experience, -€ducation, and -

 present location. The average wages received by male heads of households in . .

.. the poverty qategory are 40 percent below their estimated wages.  Female house-

. hold heads. in the povertygroup were similar t¢-the males in regard to the _
percentage received of their estimated wages, 22 ‘The study shows that. the wages.
the poor received need not be permanently low since.they are only part1a11y

 based upon the_qual1f1cat1ons of the worker. However, for female household

heads, neither. yages mnor low hours really make a difference; the substltutron

of the average estimated wage and normal hours makes little change in their

level of living. Even reducing . families to two children will, at best, only .

reduce the problem by 30 percént., This is because the dlstributlon of wages . o

;_recelved by women household heads 1s lower. than that of men,

Unemployment and’ Income. - o

Unemployment is a transrtory phase through wh1ch bart of the work force
‘ passes but does not' stay, according to Smith.2% -The incidenée and duration of
Unemployment decreases as a worker ‘ages. Black unemployment rates and those
of women ‘ark h1gher partlally because the1r ]ObS are ‘more l;kely to be per1phera1.,

As the unemployment rate reached 1ts h1ghest post World. War 11 levels in
_the m1d 19705, the Department of Labor initiated research on unemployment

-

"~

20Levy "How B1g‘1s the Amer1can Underclass?" 1n Levy," V1ckery, and Wlseman, i
Income Dynamics, p. 65, and Batry L. Friedman and Leonard J. Hausman, Work and
‘Welfare Patterns of Low Incomé Families- (Waltham, Massachusetts: The Florence
‘Heller-Graduate School for Advaneced Studles in. SOC1a1 Welfare Brande1s “
,Un1vers1ty, June 1975), P: 63

. 21Levy "How. Blg is the Amer1can Undermlass?” in Levy, Vlckery, and W1seman -

Income Dynamics, p.-71. = =~ - = . o | | 2

. 22Levy "How B1g is the Amer1can Underclass?" in Levy, Vlckery, ‘and Wiseman,
- Lncome Dynam1cs, P 7l .Lf‘.”' : : : :

Levy, "How Big is the American Underclass7" in Levy, Vlckery, and W1seman
Incomeraynamlcs, pp 76 77. :

!

24Ralph E. Smith, '"The 0pportun1ty Cost of Part1c1pat1ng in a Tra1n1ng *
- Q ogram," Journal of Human Resources, Vol.. 6, No. 4, Fall 1971, p. 5l1l.
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‘insurance exhaustees to gain a‘greater‘unders}aﬁding'of{their!labor.market'behavior,‘
behavior.and,changeslin family economic status and to examine  several pertinent '
' 'policy issues. Over 2,000 individuals 1iving in Atlanta, Baltimore, Chicago,,
arid.Seattle who exhausted their regular unemployment insurance (UI) benefits -
in. October, 1974, were interviewed: at the time their benefits ran out; four
months later;25 and, over a year after the exhaustion of regular benefits.26
Fifty-nine percent of the sample recelived some extended unemployment benefits
during the post-exhaustion year.® Exhaustees were more likely to be women and
Older.. The interviews indicated a high level of 'work related disabilities."

Most of the involved families were childless. Exhaustees generally had incomes
below.the general population, but clearly did not regresent 3.p0verty population,
and covered a broad range.of family income classes,z -In-addition, exhaustees
were employed in occupations and industries similar to unemployment beneficiaries: -
~ 1n general. . Unemployment exhaustees were a diverse group who. represented a -
cross-section of the unemployed, -They experienced a substantial amount of =~ -
employment during the study; but they did not use UI benefits as a long term means
of income support.28 - L ’ A s

E ’ : [ )

i Unemployment lowered family income by a third, while exhaustion of unemploy-
‘ment benefits on the average caused a decline of an additional third. But the
~actual income decline depended upon whether or not the family had other wage :
earners or sources of income. In the second set of personal interviews (four = -
months. after. exhaustion of benefits), households, on the average, had re- - "
established their incomes, to what they were.prior to exhaustion of benefits.

- “More than fifty percent of the restored income came from the wages earned by
- exhaustees and another 30 percent represented an extension of unemployment
- benefits -and means-tested transfer programs.29 At the final interview, average

~ family incomes were above those received before the regular unemployment benefits -
were exhausted. Young, white, and malg exhaustees had higher'reemployment.ratqs '
_ - than old, nonwhite, and female exhaustees.>® -Four months after regular benefits -

/ »

. 2SWaltérﬁNichoison'and'Waltéi""Corson, A Longitudinal Study of Unemployment
Insurance- Exhaustees, Final Report on Waves I and II (Princetpn, New Je@ﬁl&?ﬁ
Mathematica.quicy Research, Inc¢.;.January 1976). . '

\
bl

_ ~26Walter-CprSOn, Walter Nicholson, and Felicity Skidmore, Experiences of - o
Unemployment Insurance Recipients During the First Year After Exhausting Benefits,
Final Report Wave III (Princeton, New Jersey: 'Mathematica Policy Resegirch, Inc.,

~ August 1976).- . - : . '

'27Nichdisbn and Coiédn,'A Longitudinalfstudy of Unemployment Insurfince
Exhaustees. Lo < o

'28Corson,,yicholson; and Skidmore, Experiences of Unemployment Insurance

Recipients.

29C6rson, Nicholédn,'and Skidmore, Experiences of Unemployment Insurance

Récipients.. - _ . .
. 30Cor§on,fNicholson, and Skidmore, Experiences of Unemployment.Insurance
* Recipients. p. 13. ‘ - E

.-\)
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‘1;.  ere exhausted, the réempldyment rate was about Zslpércéht;iafter_é_yeéi'é time. -
2.1t increased to 36 percent. More than two-thirds of the reemployment took place
~. in the*first four months after unemployment benefits were exhausted,31 . Re- '

" employment hopes-decrease as the months go by.

at one time or another during the year; 24 percent of the families received -
.. food stamps and about'7 percent receivéd AFDC benefits. Few of those éligible =
< applied and many exhaustees were not eligible for most "means-tested' transfer
-~ programs.. Unemployment benefits are targeted to replacing losses in_earnings,
not to reducihg,poverf?f/ﬂAs a result, when _benefits are efﬁ?usted;;the use of
- means-tested welfaye programs is not: large.32 - I

4 - S | A
c .. . ~ “ . . . s . o .
' v . . . . C- v ) .
. 7 -
. P

‘-Movement of the Low-Income Group - -Uq\ S

A limited numbér of exhaustees said they were transfer program recipients - '(;5

. ‘Levy categorized people as poor or nonpoor according to the proportion of |
§f$tziﬁe they spent in poverty.33 Over the sevenVyears.of‘hisgstUdy,_7S-percent of
" ™the original-poverty population moved out of poverty at least once, and 37 per-

cent moved back“@nd forth across the line more than-once. .Fifty-eight percent
- left poverty and did not return. - The other side of the picture presents a _

- sadder qutlook: 45.percent of the 1967 poor remained.- in poverty at least four
“years of the'seven'yea}3studyg.and only 25 percent lived above.the poverty line

I;wusat“Iééét”fiVéVGf“thOSefyears: 4 R
The pofential-fbr‘leaving,pove;ty'véfies with different;demo"aphic ‘ *
- -characteristics. - Male-headed households are more likely to leave §£vert than

are fg?ale-headed ones, and the odds are bétter-for small- families than large
ones. , o - ' . ' : oo

‘Levy, in examining the movement of the pdor-pdpulatioﬁ-BetWeenf1967'and
. 1968, found that during the space of one year's time, 31 percent of the poor .
. crossed thé poverty line -- either because the household head or another member.

Recipients, p. 13.

~ 3lcorson, Nicholson, and Skidmore,‘Experiences'of Unemployment Insurance

- 32Nipholson>énd:Cprson,"A'Loﬁgitudinal Sthd}iof Unemployment Insurance S
¥ Exhaustees and'_orSOn, Nicholson, and Skidmore, Experiences of Ur{employment '
‘Insurance Recipients,,p,}SZf,« S :'“_. Y o o -

- -
[

33Levy, "How Big is the American Under ass?" in_Léﬁ&, Vickery, and w»$emaﬁ;
Income Dynamics, pp.¥27-170. o : R

34Léyy,a“wa Big is the American Und'rclass2"fin'Lévy, Vicféfy; and“Wiseman,. *
Income Dynamics, p. 130. oo e ) o

* g

"_35Levy,_"How»Big'is the American Unferclass?" in Levy, Vickery, and Wiseman,
Income Dynamics, pp. 115-123. o S o
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.of the household experlenced a change in income, or because the head of the
household changed generally. through marriage. 36 Households that moved dut ‘of
poverty were primarily male-headed, with fewer than three children. .
However, the key’ factor was a sizeable jump in the wage rate received - _

by the household head. Levy points out many of thosg who left poverty still )

- had 1ncomes low enough so ‘that "a piece of bad luck ﬁﬁﬁﬁd 1eave them poor
agaln " o ) S e

The 1967 data 1nd1cated that male household heads in‘the’ poor populatlon
\ﬂagther on welfare or not, were worklng nearly full ‘time. They were _poor

becduse they had large fam111es and low wages. . Their wages were not only. 1ower:3we"

than the.national averages but also lower than would be anticipated; based on
their quallflcatlons 38" A worker moved ‘out of poverty because he found a job
for which he was qua11f1ed 39+ Whites, ‘however, had a much higher ¢hance o}
finding an approprlate job and 1eaV1ng poverty than nonwhites. . In addltaon, the
unemployment rate makes a difference, because "when -the country's unemployment
.ratg- rises from 4. percent to 6 percent, a male -household head's probablllty of
4 leaV1ng poverty is. cut by one-third. nd0 Levy empha51zed that male household
'heads in his, sample may have had Just p1a1n bad luck. : -

_ Inasmuch as poor. female household heads have sueh low 1ncomes, the 11ke—,
lihood of their leaving poverty. through their own resources is limited. White

females whose families actually left poverty in 1968 had both wage and hour

increases of 40 percent, They also received other pr1vate 1npome including:.

: a11mony and child- support payments. BetWeen 1967 and 1968; nonwhlte Ffemale® .

- heads 1eav1ng poverty had wage ‘increases’of 40 percent and hour increases o6f -

70 pg{cent In these nonwhltglhouseholds add1t10na1 pr1vate 1ncome was negllgi-
ble ' S . oo o : , e
) . . . . ) Coe - . 3 . . i

K ' ~ - : : . ~

" represented abou¥ 70 _percent/0f the 7.7 million people who were poor most ofl’
the time between 1967 and 1973? Although Levy recognized that the . ‘panel study
contained ‘a.limited number of observations on chlldren who were in poor house-< .
~holds in 1967 and who by 1973 were’ old enough to fbrm households of~the1r own, '

What is- th? dest1ny ogfthe ch11dren under e1ghteen years -of age who

.ot . . .
N . P . | . - O ! _".'_‘ -
2y U, A . : : ' .

36Levy "How Blg is the Amerlcan Underclass?" in Levy, Vickery, | and Wiseman,
Income Dynamlcs, pp 113 114 ' S . L R

Levy;ﬂ"How Blg is the Amerlcan Uniérclass?" in Levy, Vickery, and Wiseman;"

I;Eome Dynamlcs, p. 135.

38Levy, "How Big is the American Underclass?" in Levy, V1ckery, and Wiseman,
Income Dynamlcs, p- 9. S S . Cowe T

39 |

Income Dynamlcs P 78. e -

-

40Levy, '"How Big is the Amerlcan Underclass?"nin LeVy,'Kickery, andfwiseman;

Income Dynamics, p. 108.. - ~ = .0 oo N L e
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Levy, "How Big'is the Amer1can Underclass?" in, Levy, Vlckery,xand-wlsemﬁﬁi

e Dynamics, p. 96.
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- nonetheless, the inferences are exciting. Young wh1te males grow1ng up. 1n
.poverty had a 90 percent chance of permanently moving out of poverty’ when

formlng their-own households. ~Nonwhite males had an 80 percent .chance of
moving out of poverty. For yo g,fEmales from poverty households form1ng their *

_own homes, the correspond1ng figure dropped to 40 percent. Levy calculated
- that -about one-half of the permanent poor were children who. will eventually

-move out. of poverty. 42 Thuss Levy syggested that the poor have. far more mob111ty

| - than. 1s generally be11eved

e

I3

~ Education and Trainingrll?rograms

R
4 N o

Research concern1ng the. re1at10nsh1p of educatlon to h1gher wages is

.. fraught with methodological problems. Past experience substantiates that there

~is a positive return to.éducation as a whole. Wirtz pointed out that the. nimerous

studies conducted during the 1960s indicated that the rates of return to the

"~ ‘worker on money spent for. education in térms of increased lifetime income are

| Income Dynamhcs, pp. 117- 123

~and 25 percent

between 6 percent and. 22 percent. 44 ‘Although the exact. ‘percentage of national

' economic growth attributed to the education and training of the 1abor force is .

not precisely known, Wirtz suggests that the f1gure falis between 15 percent

oo

-~

-~ Fteis also clear that T1ifetime earnlngs resulting from educatlon depend —
upon the occupation in which it is used. Earnings are related to the qualltg
of the job, wh1ch may. or may not be related to the expertise of the worker. 4
There are wide discrepancies among . lifetime earnings resulting from education
by age, race, and sex. Educational pay'offoor minorities and women are limited

“as long as they are forced to enter and remain in ungkilled jobs. “Although

minorities as a’whole are now less educated than whites, even if their educa--
tional levels were higher across the board, thy might not get better jobs or
earn higher incomes to the same extent as whites. The job specifications might

- merely rise with general educat1ona1 levels and minorities would contlnue to

be the last h1red L _ - .

The 1eve1 of educat10na1 attainment in the Un1ted States has taken a S
giant step in the last three decades. Wirtz emphasized that the_mean educational': .

-

42 Levy, "How Big -is the Amer1can Underclass7" in Levy, V1cke : and'Wiseman,

_ 43Levy "How Big-is the Amer1can Underclass7” in Levy, V1ckery,_and W1semanJ -
Income Dynam1cs, pp 67- 68 : ,

44W1llard W1rtz and the Nat1ona1 Manpower Inst1tute The Bound1ess Resource

A Prospectus for an Educatlon/Work P011cy (Wash1ngton 'D.C.: The New Republic

Book Co., Inc., 1975), pp 158-159.

45Wirtz; Boundless Resource, p.- 60. v:‘ “ : . ::;;‘;VIQflt;f

46Freedman,.Labor Markets;,p.'4;

Q
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level of the labor force ‘aged eighteen through sixty-four rose from 8.6 years-
for men-and 9.8 years for women in 1940 to 12.0 years for men and 12.1 years
for women in 1973: He alse pointed out that competent studies have verified
that. during the past quarter century there has been little increase in the
skill requirements of jobs within "homogenéous -skill clusters' and no signi-
ficant changes in-the educational backgrounds the jobs require.47 '
- For “both men and women, education plays a role in acquiring higher-level’
jobs. High school graduation continues to be  an important demarcation point,
but lifetime earnings attributed to the B.A. degree appear to have declined
‘over the decade of the 1960s. Perhaps it is meaningful to think of diplomas
as permission slips needed to apply for particular jobs. Educational qualifi-
cations allow people. to compete for jobs, but they do not necessarily guarantee
employment.48 - ; S 3 ' E e -
- Expenditures in education should result in a reduction in on-the-job
“ training costs. If reductions in ‘training costs are larger than the costs of
acquiring the education, there is both a social benefit and a personal benefit
to the individual. Conversely, if the reductions in training cests are smaller
than the costs of acquiring the education, there is.a social cost and actually

a negative return to society. However, the return to the individual is a
~different matter.49 Workers who will require the lowest training costs for an -
_employer most often get hired. As Thurew and others have emphasized, education
. 1s a badge @Eat indicates a worker knows how to learn.>0 Certainly, if all o

workers inc®ease their educational backgrounds, they do not change their relative

positions. ' Tf a few choose not to follow the crowd, not to become better educated,
however, they cannot'qualiﬁy for the better paying jobs and will fall behind.>!

. _Therevigga great need for the careful identification of jobs-@hich require
skills that are not readily available and.for the training of persons so they,
can meet the requirements for these jobs. - Employment and training programs can
develop workers with the appropriate education and training to fill jobs for

which there are shortages 'of workers. -

4"7Wirfz., Boﬁhdless'Resouggjg pp- 88-89. -

48Freemah, Lébor_Markqts,fp. 97.
. MlLester C. Thurow, Generating‘Inegyality; Mechanisms 6f Distribution in
. the U.S8. Economy (New York: Basic ‘Books, Inc., Publishers, 1975), p. 185. N

-

SOThurow, Generating'Ineqyality,xpp. 86-88. :

51Thurbw, Géneratihg;Inéduality,fpi_léS;
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‘A- d1ploma is merely a flrst step to obtalnlng a JOb After the basic
job requ1rements are met, work experience and training become very important. 52
Training may take place .in vocational schools, but most workers learn their:®™ o
skills on: the job. According to Schiller,>3 not only does the worker learn on

the job, but both the quality and quantlty of on-the-job training have a definite

effect on the worker's wage rate. Schiller indicates that workers who receive

+-more training also experience hlgher rates of promotion and,. therefore, receive -

'higher earnlngs Conversely, those who receive little on-the-job training
experlence slow promotions and even slow WET wage- <rate increases. On-the-job
training is the basic explanation for higher earnings in Schiller's research.
_He also points out that the most important features of a job are the number and
quality of skill development opportunities it provides. Although recognizing
that it is not entirely clear what determines the availability of on-the-job
training, he believes that SklllS in a plant are primarily passed on from worker
to worker.on an informal basis. . He concludes, however, that the amount of

training offeéred depends upon . thn size-of the firm and ‘the. "amount of 1nteract10n L

between workers of dlfferent skllls 154

Slnce they.are establlshlng themselves in the world of work, a high
pr0port10n of teenagers and young adults . under twenty-five are found in low-wage
employment. Low-wage jobs have a constructive role as trainers of the young
and as temporary. employment for workers who have upward mobility. According to
Freedman, merely growing older is one of the most important factors leading to
an opportunlty for a higher paylng job for white men. The top one-third of the
earnings distribution belomngs «in descending order to mature males; to young
males; to mature females; and finally, to young females. Although' the middle
one- thlrd of the earnings distribution has more equal representation, mature
men still hold the strongest position. Following a different order, “jobs that
~ develop in the bottom one-third of the earnings distribution pr1mar11§ go to

young women; to.Jmature women; to young men; and finally, mature men. For
‘women and black men, growing older does not yield benefits that are comparable
~ to those of the whlte male. Black workers and women continually face higher
unemployment rates, lower earnings, ang more involuntary mobility than their
‘white ‘counterparts.®® Both women and black men are clustered in poor- paylng
occupatlons and 1ndustr1es that offer 11tt1e promotional potentlal

The manner in which JObS, partlcularly low-wage JObS, are allocated
generally is based upon educatlon, sex, race, age, and personal behavior. 57

.

Stewart Low- -Wage Workers, p 211.

53Bradley_R. Schiller, "Equallty, Opportunlty,-and the 'Good Job r )
The Public Interest, No. 43, Sprlng 1976, pp. 111-120. a

54

Schiller,,delic Interest, ,pp. 119-120.

'SSFreedman, Labor Markets, p. 74.

- 56

Freedman,.Labor,Markets,‘pJ 97. "
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57Freedman,' Labor Markets, p. 71.
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. Most of the low-wage jobs go-to minority groups and females. Training,
education, and work experience can pay off for these workers in the form of = «
- better jobs and higher earnings. Perhaps it ‘is true also that the extent to - .
which better jobs and higher earnings are available varies significantly '
according to sex, .race, and class.5%. o
o Stewartsg 1ists the- following deficiencies -and drawbacks which present -
- problems for low-wage workers: 1lack of basic education for rottine job-entry . .
. and as a necessary foundation for vocational training; lack of skills; paucity. 5
of training; lack of information: about. jobs: unwillingness to accept available =
- openings; lack of appropriate work attitudes; discrimination; and employer ”
ignorance about realistic job requirements. Stewart also mentions other
problems such as possession of a skill not in demand in a locality, lack of
availability of full-time or continuous employment, and low-wage foreign
competition: S o o S . : o
Ways of attacking the problems of the low-wage employed are through the
changing of hiring standards, reducing the high school dropout rate, providing
training and vocational education, restructuripg jobs: to fit worker limitations, .
offering vocational guidance in employment services, training workers ‘to qualify
-for better jobs, changing attitudes in relationship to realistic expectations,
providing better job analyses, improving employer selection and training proce-
dures, and eliminating discriminatory practices.®0 The enforcement of equal
employment opportunities specified by federal legislation will assist in’
providing opportunities in the primary job market for minorities and women.
~Tax benefits for firms willing to employ and train the unskilled will open up
. new opportydities. TIn addition, the present minimum wage of $2.65 an hour is
to be raised to $2.90 in 1979, and to $3.35 in 1981. ‘These scheduled increases
will help protect the low-wage employees, particularly, nonwhite workers and
women, against poverty. However, the employment of youth and of’workers in
temporary jobs initially may be discouraged by these minimum wage incré§§¢s.

Do Ei:_lployment and Training Programs Reduce vaerty?

: The Department of Labor under the Manpower Development and Training Act S
of 1962 (MDTA) and Econmomic Opportunity Act of 1964 (EOA) was authorized to - . = |-
-.better the job opportunities of the disadvantaged and underemployed. Under - .- “._ '
MDTA, government-supported on-the-job training (OJT) by employers was
- emphasized. Skill training was focal, although related classroom instruction

and stipportive services were also provided.
- Although numerous studies evaluated the effectiveness of the training
provided under the program, it is extraordinarily difficult to measure the

*
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1ncreased earn1ngs generated Nonetheless, the results 1nd1cate that tra1n1ng
programs have a considerable impact on employee éarnings. Wirtz's 'summary of
these cosp/benefit studies .suggests that the rates of return from training
expend1tu es range anywhere from 12 percent ‘to 56 percent 61

ased over the amount ‘they otherw1se ‘would. have received ‘in 1965 by between
8 and 18 percent. Ashenfelter, the pr1mary ‘researcher of this study, contends
that although training effects on earnings decline over time, some effects on L
‘ earn1ngs pers1st even f1ve years after the training process occurred

most impact_on earmings, while prevocatiohal training and work experience had -
‘the least.®3 In 1964 the gain for men from institutional MDTA training was:- -
$1,447 ;and for women $i 182; the gain in OJT was $1,743 for men and $1,426 for
. wometf - However, the gains for women were gart1a11y due to the fact that theyj
were not fully employed\pr1or to tra1n1ng _

Perry concluded that skill tra1n1nj>and job development programs had the

, .MDTA was exper1mental in natureé and 1nadequate1y funded in terms of the
‘objectives set for the programs. As a- whole, the overall evaluatlons have-
been favorable.. Yet, when dealing with programs so sensitive that they‘may -
change -the l1vel1hood and lifestyle of labor force part1c1pants,'aythorit1es :
- will have: healthy d1sagreements about most facets of the programs. Criticisms
have often been leveled at.the training programs. of the Department of Labor.
‘The critics say that the jobs associated with the training efforts have actually
required little training and have paid extremely low wages.., Furthermore, the
. critics believe that-they are jobs with high turnover‘rates and not the types
that usually become permanent jobs, that training prov1ded was in low- -paying
" occupations and, in some cases, did not help trainees make the transition from
- low-1level jobs with substandard earn1ngs to jobs paying an average earnings
.level. Fihally, critics say that the training merely c1rculated labor from
. one set of low pay1ng jobs to. another.

MDTA was’ replaced by the Comprehen51ve Employmeént and Training. Act of
1973 (CETA). Today, CETA with amendments and exten51ons is the legislation
providing for basic employment, training, and pther programs for the econom1ca11y
d1sadvantaged ‘the.. unemployed and the underemployed ‘

S 'f‘/'

6lyirtz, BoundleSS'ReSOurce p. 159.

62Orley Ashenfelter "Manpower Tra1n1ng and Earn1ngs," Monthly Labor Review,
April 1975 1s cited by Wirtz, Boundless Resource P 159 \\ o

63 Charles R. Perry, et al, Impact of Manpower Tra1n1ng Programs-<4in General
“and on Minorities: and Women (Ph11adelph1a Pennsylvapla University of .
Pennsylvania, 1975) : '

64Perry, Impact of Manpower Tra1n1ngﬁPrograms p. 77.
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“ETA-policies and programs have resulted in jimproved employment and P
training opportunities for minorities and women, and have focused on the o
underclass. ETA is currently taking steps to strengthen the 1links between

employment and training programs and the-private sector, to expand the number

of industries where-apprenticeshipS'are“available, and to develop innovative

programs that are managed and staffed properly. ' As .continuing progress is made

through:these_efforts!and through further R§D contributions: of new techniques,
data, and insights, there is hope that. the remaining challenges faced by the
glow-wage,employed}will be alleviated. L ' ) S

- g
~ .' v

-




< Besearch REferent:es- of Interest to Reader’
' : ¢ o | | . h : , . .; :
Adams, John F.;. Br1ggs, Vernbn M., Jr ; Rungellng,‘Brlan, Smith, Lewis H.; “and .
Steptoe, Roosevelt. Labor Markets in the Rural South: A Study Based-on @ ¢
Four. Rural Southern Countles. . Atlanta, Georgla Georg1a State Unlver51ty,
March 1977. _ . :
o : : ' f 1
Arnold, ‘Mark R. "We're W1nn1ng the War on. Poverty " The Nat10na1 Observer e
February 19, 1977 P-. , ‘

il ;d-

. Berg,'Ivar. Educatlon and Jobs The Great Tra1n1ng Robberyr -Boston, h

Massachusetts: Beacon Press, 1971.

Blau, Franc1ne D. Pay leferentlals and leferences in the D1str1but10n of_
' Employment of Male and Female Office Workers. Cambr1dge, Massachusetts
Harvard Un1ver51ty, January 1975 ' . o »

Bluestone, Barry A.; Murphy, Wllllam M.; and SteVenson, Mary. Low:Wages and the
Work1ng Poor. Ann Arbor, Michigan: Institute of Labor and Industrial =~ .-
Relatlons The Un1vers1ty of Mlchlgan - Wayne Stai;;fnaver51ty, October 1971

,;Bluestone, Barry A, The Personal Earn;_gs Distribut: Individual and
Institutional Determinants. Ann Arbor, Michigan: "Institute of Labor and .
Industrlal Relatlons, The Uaner51ty of M1ch1gan, 1974

7

Ll

Booz, Allen and Hamllton Studz\of the Vermont Manpower Experlmental and
Demonstration Program, Final Report . Montpeller,‘Vermont State Department
of Employment Securlty, October 1973 ' :

Boskin, Michael J. Welfare Dependency and Low Income Labor Markets ‘Palo Alto,
- California: Stanford Unlverslty, July 1975. o ‘ P

. "Regression Analysis When the Dependent Varlable Is Truncated Lognormal

- with an Application to the :Déterminants of the Duration of Welfare Depen-

;dency,” by Takeshi Amemiya: and M1§hae1 Bosk1n, PP- 1- 21 ' : o

”A Markov Model of TurnOVer in Aid-to- Famllles Wlth Dependent Chlldren,_,
by M1chae1 J Bosk1n ‘and Frederlck C. Nﬂ!ﬁ, PP. 22- 53 .

)

Browning, Edgar. K. ”How Much MOre Equallty Can We Afford*" 'The Public Interest,
¢ No..43, Spr1ng 1976, pp 90 110. ST R

Carter, 1111am, Elchenholz JOSeph Maycock Ellen, Pfaff, ‘Anita B. d'
Pfaff{ Martin. Publlc Transfer Payments and Labor Foftce’ Part1c1pat10n
Wash1ngton, D. C Instltute for Creatlve Studles, December 1969

—

~ Corson, Walter, Nlcholson Walter and Skldmore Fe11c1ty Experlences of
Unemployment Insurance ReciPients During the First Year After Exhaustlng
‘Benefits, Final Report Wave III. Princeton, New Jersey Mathematlca =
POllCY Research Inc > August 1976. : : : )




LY Ty

| Crandall Robert W., and MacRae C. Duncan. "Economic SUb51d1es in the Urban
Ghetto "-Social Sc1ence Quarterly, Vol 52 No. 3, December 1977, PP 492-507.

Erw1n, Frank W., and Herr1ng, James W. A Report on Pred1ct1ng Job Tenure Among
ES Applicants and Completion of Job Entry Among,WIN Enrollees Through the o
~Use of B1ograph1ca1 Information. Washlngton, D.C.: Richardson, Bellows,
Henry and Co., Inc January 1975. o ¢ S .

Faunce W1111am A. Work Status, and Self Esteem. ‘East Lansing, Michigan:
- Mich1gan State Un1vers1ty 1977, .

: L8 . .
Freedman, Marc;a K. .. Labor Markets: Segments and Shelters. MontcLalr,.-
New JerSey' Allanheld Osmm and Co Pub11shers Inc., 1976.

Fr1edlander, Stanley L Unemployment in the Urban Core. An Ana1y51s of Th1rty -
C1t1es Wlth Pollcy Recommendatlons. New York + Praeger. Pub11shers 1972. .

Frledman, Barry L., and Hausman Leonard J. Work and Welfare Patterns of Low
Income Families. ' Waltham, Massachusetts: The Florence Heller Graduate- ,
" School. fbr Advanced Stud1es 1n Social Welfare Brandeis Un1vers1ty, June 1975,

G1nzberg, Ell.l The Future of ‘the Metropol1s Beople Jobs, Income., Salt Lake
° City, Utah: Olympus. Publ1sh1ng Co., 1974 T :

Gianerg, Eli. The Human Economy New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976

"’ Goodwin, Leonard. Do the Poor Want to Work? A Soc1a1‘4_ycholog1ca1 Study of.j
Nork 0r1entat1ons.. Washington, D.C.: The Brook1ngs Inst1tut1on, 1972. oS

-

Goodw1n, Leonard ' Summa of F1nd1n S and Dlscu551on ‘ Conference on Manppwer
Services for the Welfare Poor Washington, D.C.: The Brookings’ Institute,
November 1971. - ; , | L Lo Com A ‘

1 ' A ’

Goodwin, Leonard What Has. Bg@n Lg%?ﬁﬁa from the Work Incent1ve Program and
Related Experiences: A Reyview R¢search with»Policy Implications. - .
Worcester, Massachusetts “Worc ;Zolytechn1c Institute, February 1977.

,,GreenstOn Peter M., and MacRae C. Dupc Labor Markets, Human Capital’ and
the Structure of Earnings: Working Paper 3606-02. .Washanggon, D.C.: The
’ Urban Inst1tute January 1974. : o

'.\

Hansen, N1les M I rov1n Access to Econom1c ortunity: fNon—metro'olitan
Labor Markets in an Urban Society. Cambr1dge,.Massachusetts; Ballingef ;
Pub11sh1ng Co.,. 1976 . - r5'1= R o O

* Hausman, Leonard J. "The Impact of Welfare on the Work: Effort of AFDC Mothers"'”
" The President's Comm1ss1on on Income Maintenance Programs-+Technical' Studies.
Washington, b. C.: Government Pr1nt1ng ff1ce 1970 PP- 83 100. 'i, L

,Hausman, Leonard'J "Potent1a1 for F1nanc1a1 Self- Support Among AFDC and
AFDC-UP ReC1p1ents " Southern Economic Journal Vol. 36 No. 1, July 1969,
_Pp. 60- 66. . . o ‘

\‘l




Holt Charles C. MacRae C. Duncan; Schweltzer Stnart 0.,‘and Smith, Ralph E.
Manp;yer Programs .to Reduce Inflatlon and Unemployment: Manpower Lyrics
for Macro Music. Washington, D.C. The Urban Inst1tute December 1971
o : . L . . “. .
Hubbard, Robert. Interaction Effects of‘Persona11ty, Job Tra1n1ng, and Labor T
 -Market Conditions on Personal Employment and Income. Ann_ Arbor, Michigan:
... - 'Survey Research Center, Institute for Soc1a1 Research The Unlverslty of
Lo M1ch1gan May 1976. = - f

" Huber, J%an, and Form, Wllllam H. Income and Ideolbgy: An Analysis of the »
‘American Political Formula. New York: The Free Press, 1973. s

,Hurd Michael Duﬁe _ Changes 1n Labor Force Part1c1pat1on. Berﬁeley,_California:
University - of Ca11forn1a *1973. ' - BT '

: Kalc1c, Dimas B. Interarea-Educat1onal'Earnings'Differentials: A Cross-Seetion
‘v_Analxsis. St. Louis, Missouri: - Washington University, 1975.

)

’

- kershaw, David, and Fair, ‘Jerllyn ‘The New Jersey Income-Ma1ntenance Exper1ence !
Vol, I, 0perat1ons, Surveys, and Administration. Institute for Research on
Poverty Monograph_Serles . New York: Academlc Press, 1976. .. ° -

 Kesselman, Jonathan R. ;The'lmpact of Flscal Redlstr1but1ve Policies on the . i
- Supply of Labor:: Five Essays in Economic Theory and Program Design. T
Cambridge, Massachusetts' Massachusetts: Inst1tute of Technology, 1972. ¢,

dKlausner Samuel Z., et. al. The Work Incentive Program Mak1ng Adults -
: Economlcally Independent VoI. 1., Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: University ‘
of Pennsylvanla March 1972 e D S .

. ¢

Lecht, Leonard A. Poor Persons in the Labor Force“‘ A Universe of Need..
Washlngton, D.C.: ‘Center for Pr1or1ty Analy51s National Planning -
~ Associationj: Dctober»1970 ' . A ‘

Lev1tan, Sar A., -and Taggart Robert IIIL':Employment and Earnings.lnadequacy:
A New Social Indicator. Policy Stud1es in Employment and Welfare No. 19. = .
Balt1more Maryland .The Johns Hopk1ns Un1venslty Press, 1974. :

Lev&han Sar A.; Re1n, Mart1n and Marw1ck David. Work and Welfare Go ‘
°  Together.: Policy Studies in Employmentﬂand Welfare ‘No. 13, Baltimore,
-jj Maryland The Johns Hopklns Un1vers1ty Press, 1972 ' '

. Levy, Frank S H V1ckery, Cla1r, and W1seman M1chae1 The Income Dynamics'of
+ the Poor. Bezkeley, California: -Institute of Business and Economic .
N 3°';JResearch Un1vers1ty of Cal1forn1a J%EEEIXJlQ77

=7

o ”How B1 Is the Amer1can Underclass’" by Frank S Levy, pp. 27-170. .. )
8 .

"County Welfare: Caseload Growth and Change in Alameda County, California, ...
. 1967-73," by Michael Wiseman PP- 171- 255 T * S

."Change and Turnover in a Welfare Populat1on,” by Mlchael W1seman pp 257 346

)
I:R\ﬂ:"The T1meePoor A New Look at Poverty,' by Clair Vlckery, pp\ 347 382

== 63 .

57




¢ ) e

. ' "Education, Earn1ngs, and the Ghetto Problems in Inference from B C A\

Geograph;cally Restricted Data," by Michael Wlseman and Frederlck Doollttle,
- PP-.- 383 404. : .

L111ard Lee A. "Inequallty Earn1ngs vs. Human' Wealth " AmerlcanAEconom1c
Rev1ew, Vol 67, No 2, ‘March 1977 pp. 42- 53

Lyon DaV1d W The Dynamlcs of Welfare Dependency A Survey The Rand Paper .

Series, P- 5769 Santa Monica, Ca11forn1a ‘The Rand Corporatlon December
1976. : : ‘

R 4

Maxfield, Mlles, Jr. Study1ng Wage Changes with a Slmulatlon of the Labor
Market College Park Maryland University of Maryland 11975,

McGowan, Eleanor Farrar, and Cohen, DaV1d K. "Career Educatlon--Reﬁorm1ng
School Through Work," The Pub11c Interest No. 46, W1nter 1977 pp 28~ 47\
¥ ’ - -

Mlles Guy H.; Thompson David L.; and Macek, Albert J. M1nneapolls

- Mlnnesota' North ‘Star Research and Development Inst1tute

L

A Study of Low-Income Fam111es Imp11catlons for.the WIN Program;
July 1972 - .

Self Actuated Work Behav1or Among Low Income People May 1971 -

Factors Affectlng the Stab111ty of the Low- Income Fam11y, July 1972

- A Study of Low Income Fam111es ' Methodology, July 1972

ﬂhe Character1st1cs of AFDC Populatlon ‘That Affect The1r Success 1n WIN
October 1972 L ‘ S -k

Y . ‘f.

a

Miller, J.A., and Férman L. A . Welfare Careers and Low Wage Employment

-Ann Arbor, Michigan: Inst1tute of Labor and Industr1a1 Relatlons
- December 1972 e . 4

-

" “Nadworny, M11ton J Lawson R.B.; and Musty, R E Flnanclal D1s1ncent1ves
 for Welfare C11ents to Enter Public Service Employment: The Vermont. oo

- Experience. Montpelier, Vermont: State Department of Employment Secur1ty,-
September 1973. . o . NS . . C

B

v Nlcholson, Walter,'and orson,.Walter A Longltudanal Study of Unemployment
© Insurance Exhaustees,)Final Report on Waves I and I1. Princeton, New
'Jersey' ‘Mathematica - ollfy\Research Inc. January 1976.

Ostow, M1r1am and Dutka/, Afina B.. Wbrk and, Welfare in New York: Clty :
. Policy Studles in En 1oyment and'Welfare No. 21. Baltimore, Maryland: -

"*The ‘Johns Hopkins Un1ve‘sgty ress, 1975.. ' e - T
P%glzn\\MUIton - "The Measure anc Trend-'of Inequal1ty JA Bas1c Rev151on U
5. Qmer1can Econom1c Review, Vol 65, No 4, September 1975, PP 598-609.

:' ' ‘ B
. . P ) . . ) ) o /




s

. Perry, Charles R , et al.’ Impact .of Manpower Training Programs in General and
on Minorities and Womén. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: University of -
énnsylvanla 1975, v l SRR S '

-

. Rein, Mart1n and M111er, S M "Standards of Income Red1str1but1on," Challenge
‘ 01, 17 No 3 July/August 1974 PP- 20 26 S

Vol. 20,. No. 4 September/October 1977, PP 20-23.

-

'Reing Martln, and Ra1nwater, Lee.- "How Large Is. the Welfare Class?" - Challenge,

. ' Co h
Rlpley, Randa11 B The Implementat1on of CETA in Ohlo 'R&D Monograph 44. .
o Columbus, Ohio: ‘Ohio State Un1verS1ty, 1977 : SR AR

v

| Rohrl1ch George F. "The. Place of Social Insurance in the Pursuit of the
" - General Welfare," Journal of RlSk ‘and Insurance ‘Vol. 36 No. 4, September
1969 pp 333- 353 e SR 4..u'_ . .

Rosen, Suftner M. Tralnlngflncentlve Payments Program New'York:'_Institute of
Publ1c Adm1n1strat1on 1970 S . ' ' ’ S

e e

Sale,-T.S., III. "Interstate Ana1y51s of the S ze- D1str1but10n of Famlly Incomes,vv
1950-1970," Southern Economic Journal Vol .3, January 1974 PP- 434 441

»fA 5 and Caldwell Steven B.
Income\Transfers and Family. Structure Washlngton D C. The‘Urban Instltute

September 1975 ' B ,_;) . ' " - | _ f" .

'Sawhill Isabel V. Peabody, Gerald E. Jones *f;

wSchriler, Bradley R. ‘The Ecbnomlcs of Poverty and Dlscr1m1nat10n EngleWOod"‘ o
Cliff .New Jersey Prentlce -Hall, ~Inc 1976 2nd ed. S R

‘Schlller, Bradley R. "Equa11ty, Opportun1ty, and the 'Good Job ' The. Publié
' Interest ‘No. 43 Spring 1976, PP- 111-120. , _

Schlller,‘Bradley R. The Impact of WIN-II: A Longltudlnal Evaluatlon
- Washington, D.C.: Pacific Consultant, September 1976.

T

, “Schiller; Bradley”R.'.Internal and Erternal'Labor Markets: . An Analysis of
Manpower Utilization. College Park, Maryland: University of Maryland,
November 1975. .~ -~ .~ : - I T e
' A S . S ‘ S
~'_Sch1ller, Bradley R, ' Relative Earnings.Mobility in the United- States.

' College Park, Maryland j Un1verslty of Maryland Septemberc1975

4

Sexton -Patricia Cayo. Women and Work, RED Monograph 46. \Wash1ngton, D C.
Center for Commun1ty Change, 1977. - .

-
A

-Shelley, E.F., and-Co., Inc. Vermont Upgradlng Research.Project: Vermont-
EconomIE‘Eﬁd“Soclal Characterlstlcs .and Their Implications for Upgrading
the- Working Poor. Montpelier, Vermont State_Department of Employment
Secur1ty, May 1972 L LA - e '

A

Smith, Ralph E. . "The Opportun1ty Cost of. Part1c1pat1ng in a Tra1n1ng Program " .;;'_
o Journal -of Human Resources, Vol. 6, No 4, Fall 1971 pp 510-519.° :

¥ 7

E;fi | ; | ._Ai o f‘ bl |

a




A

’Stack Carol B, All Our'Kin Strategles\for SurV1val in a Black Communlty
- New York Harper and Row, Publisher, 1974 -

'Stelnberg, Edward quard Mobility of Low-Income Workers New York: The .
Inst1tute of Publ;c Adm1n1stratlon July 1973 o

Stewart Charles T., Jr. -  Low Wage Workers in an Affluent Soc1ety Chicago;.-
o Illln01s_ rNelson Hall, 1974. . Qf o

R Tannen Michael B. "The Dlstrlbutlon ‘of Famlléggncdmes. A Reexamination,"
Southern Economic Journal, Vol. 42, No. 4, April 1976, pp. 666 674.
] -\
Thurow, Lester C. Generatlng Inequallty Mechanlsms of Distribution in the .
U S. Economy New - York ~ Basic Books‘ Inc., Publishers, 1975 ’

| U S Bureau of the Census Current Populatlon Reports Serles P-60, No 106.
' "Characteristics of the Population BeloW the Poverty Level" 1975 "
Washlngton, D C U s, ‘Government Prlntlng Offlce, 1977.

-

U.s. Bureau of the Census Current Populatlon Reports Ser1es P-60, No. 107
"Money Income and Poverty Status of Families and Persons in the United ~
States: 1976." Advance Report.  Washington,. D C. u. S. Government Pr1nt1ng“'
Off1ce, 1977 . _ _ _

U. S ‘Congress. Congre351onal Budget Office. Poverty Status of Families Under ..
Alternative Definitions of Income. Background Paper No. '17. ”Washingtdn, D.C.:"
: U.S Government Printing Office, January 1977 ‘

U. S Department of Health Educatlon and Welfate, Social Securlty Admlnlstratlon
SoC1a1 Secur1ty Bulletln ‘Vol! 40 No.'1, January 1977.

\ U S. Department of Labor, Employment and Tra1n1ng Admlnlstratlon ETA,Inter-
- ange Vol. III No. 4; May 1977. C © '

,ﬁ.SJ.Department of Lahor Employment and*Tralnlng Report of the Pre51dent 1977.
. S', Washington, D. C & Uu.s. Government Pr1nt1ng Offlce 1977 : : o

Vachon, Nancy Carglll The Tran51t10n from Sub51dlzed to Nonsub51dlzed o
__Employmenta The Vermont Experiénce. Montpeller3 Vermont - State Depar ent
of Employment Securlty, September 1973 I L T TN

P

ertz, Wll}ard -and the Natlonal Manpower Inst1tute. The Boundless Resource

. A Perspectus for an Education/Work Pollcy Washington, D C. The New
~ Republic Book Co., Inc., 1975. o

b




~

SN

Where to Getl More l.n,l'or_n_,n'l;_l"_t"lon )

For more'iﬁfdmaiion on this and '6thé_fi programs of rese: ch and devi:l;:)pfnent' funded 'by.g”t'he Employ-

ment and Training Administration, contact the Employment and" Training - Administration, U.S. Depart- .

ment of Labor, Washington, D.C. 20213, or any of the Regional Administrators for Employment and Train-
ing whose addresses are listed below. : - ) v ' [

. | _L_ﬁo.cat'l-o'n' T S » States Served -
e -John F. Kénhgdy_ﬂldg.— " R  Connecticut .~ - o .-New Hampshire -
o quton,-Mass;02203 y R * Maine* " " Rhodelsland
S {Ma'ssgchusetts ~~~ Vemmont '
o 1515 Broadway = o 'i New Jersey . ‘ | ~ Puerto Rico
New York, N.Y. 1003¢7] . -~ NewYork .- " Virgin Islands
S SRR Canal Zone = Co
¢ . - P.O. Box 8796 . = Deiawére h » ,'. P Viré‘inia, -
: .+ JPhiladelphia, Pa; 19101 - -Maryland , . § ™West Virginia '
R T : . Pennsylvania . . Disttict of Columbia
- 1371 Peachtree Street, NE. : B Alabaqma o © Mississippi *
. - Atlanta, Ga, 30309 . . | Florida ., . . North Carolina
T B ' Georgia . N " . South Carolina,
! ' U ' ' Kentucky - . Tenriessee - - ’
. . _ _ . i / s
e - .- 230 South Dearborn Street oo ~ Ilinois . - ' AMiﬁnesbta*
N - - Chicago, 1ll.'60604 ' Indiana .~ .- Ohio .
R S ) Michigan , S ' Wisconsim '
i o L » - N C VTF . '/.;,- . e
- 911Walnu't Street - . lowa - ~ Missouri
Kansas City, Mo. 64106 . . = ..+, Kansas - - - Nebraska
"bﬁ‘;fﬁh‘Squére‘ Bldg. ~— ¢ . Arkansas- © © -+ Oklahoma. ° . -
. Dallas, Tex. 75202 .. <+  Louisiana - . _Texas '
5 LR ~+ New Mexico o
~ 1961 Stout Street - . . _ 'Colb'rad.o, . ., South Dakota |
.. Denver, Colo. 80294 - - .~ - Mortana -, Utah «
o : ) North Dakota = "+ - Wyoming "~ -
- 450 Golden Gate Avenue o v Aﬁzona, '_ _ Americah'.;_'San;loa :
- San Francisco, Calif. 94102 e California = Guam. =
L - S _ .-~ ‘Hawaii e - Trust Territory
- T ‘ - Nevada -
"909 First Avenue > - Alaska . B Oregon
Hattle, Wash. 98174 ' , . ldahg . ' Washington
¥ . o . . | . . . _'_‘ﬂ- )
TN -




