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"growth rate of §.6 porcent. By 1973 the divorce rate\(diyorces per

LY

\
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CHAPTER I

f/ | . - INTRODUCTION : A |
- \ )

»

Divorce and separation rates have.been 1&creasiﬁg;\particularly

»~

in the last.decade, during which divorce rates have had an annqél

&
1,000 married women 14 to Li years of age) was about 33. This repre-

sents an increage of almost 100 percent from-1965 when the divorce

~N L]

y, . .
rate was gpproximately 17. This rise-in divorce rates has correSponh§
ingly increased (since 1960) the proportion of female heads of house-
hold who are separated or divorced rathqr than widowed. \Eﬁom 1960 to

. : 1 ,
Vd .

4 . . . . .
1974+ the pércentage incréﬁse in families headed by a divorced female

was 1T71.5, while fof families headed by a widow thé percentage in-

\

Y o ) ‘
crease was T.5. This ino¥ease in female\fami;y headship {s concen-

~

trated among younger women, particularly those 1k to 2k years old.

A& ‘ o ! . ®

lAl’though'the'proportjon of total households headed by a husband)and

wife has increased 19 percentage points from 1960 to 1974, the in-
crease in female headed households has been 51 percent over the same
time period. Hewever, the greatest growth in the last decade and ‘s
half has been among primary, individuals, both male and female (108. _
perceﬂt for male primary individuals and 79 percent for like ferfiles).
See Heather Roseé and Isabel Sgwhill, Time of Transition (Washington,
'D.C:{ The Urban Institute, ;375), pp. 189-99, i
4

According to UnS. Census figures, about 28 percent of the women who.
became divorced did so between the ages of 20 gnd 24. The median age
-at divorce after first marriage was 27. See U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Current Population Reports, "Number, Timing and Duration of Marriages N
and Divorces in the United States," P- 20, no. 297 (Washington, D.C.: »
u.s. Gorernment Printing Office, 1976), p. 8. ~ ° B

-1~ -
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In these young age groups the ldielihood of a cnild undér lﬁ/geing in

. 'S . -
the household is high. . By 197k, 62 percent of all whité mnd 8@ per-

<Lfent of nonwhite female headed families had at least one child under
&
18. For whites, the absolute increase since 1960 in the number of

\.—
female heads with children is 63 percent, while for ngpwhites the

[y \ -
?

\v
corresponding increase is )27 percent. -

e 3 / .
- It is evident, therefore, that marital disruption is mo longer &

+

u

relatively rare phenomenon but rather is an event which either affects

»
] ’

Kl

or wiil affect a considerable proportion of people who are curréntly

' . [ /
There is also an increasing likelihood, given the low

young adults.
/
median -age  at divo‘Fe, that children will be involved as the h%:band

and wife sepqrate. As such, there is a neéb'for a clear definition

>

of public policies with r8§p¢ct to employment, traininhg and income

assistance for the growing group of women who are becoming heads of
N [} “‘ . 4 -

. P ' , . N .
household. However, the gffective determination and implementatioh of
) : »
any social policy frequires information concerning the socioeconomic

¥ e

'charactbr}stics of those hougeho ds in which a marital disruption

takes ‘place -as well as qﬁantitative indications:of the impact of the

disruptiOn oo the financial resources of the household. A principal

objective of this study is to provide such informattion. g

’

In order to concentrgoefoﬁ the age group most vulneraﬁfe to sucﬁ/’f

AY

a marital’ disruption, this study uses data from the National

) .
\ <~

Y
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+ Longitudinal Surveys of young women aged 14 to 24 in 1968.° These )

. data clearly poimt out the extent of marital disrﬁptibn,amohg young
. A

) women in the early years of marriage.3' In 1968 Ahere were slightly
over 18 million .young women in the age range of lh:to 2k, By 1973,

L. g , ’ ;
about 70 percent of'these same women (aged 19 to 29) either were or

[} ! . . ) * *
"y had been married at least -once. Of this ever-married group, an esti-
- 0 \ 4

mated'!h percggt had experienced eitherAa tempor;ry or permanent_dis-‘

, ruptﬁon of their marriage. There is substantigl variation by race in
marital disruption rates. About 12 percent of ever-married white

women and 30 percent of ever-married black women had a marital dis-

4 . ¢ ~

)

pe

ruption during the five-year-period.

The universe selected for this sfudy consists of those\gsmen
réprésented by the sample, both white and black, who experienced a e
first dis}uptign\of their marriage (either a first separation or *

Al

. —» divorce) between 1969 and 1973.° The most unique feature of the

2The National Longitudinal Surveys sample consists of 5,159 women )

who were interviewed in every year between 1968 and 1973 and by

telephone in 1975. The sample includes a disproportignate number‘))‘

of young black women, abput 1500 respondents, to permit statisti- ,

3 _ cally meaningful, independent analysis of this group.  See N.L.S. <

‘ Handbook (Columbus, Ohio: Center #or Human Resource Research,

19775,‘for a complete description of the data and, collection tech-
niques: '

3A marital disruption is defined as a first séparation or divorce,

¢ whichever ocomes first. p
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National Longitudinal: Surveys (N.L.S.) data set is its longitfidinal

nature. GSubstantial data regarding labor market behavior and asso-

N ’ . ciat%socioe,con'omic characteristics are gathetred at sevenal-poir‘t,s

in time for the‘sﬁme group of respondents.  The data, therefore,
allow the researcher to aneétigate,morq cémpletely a young woman's
. labor- supply response to her changing financial circumstances, since .

.

information is available for periods both i)efore and after the marital

bréékdm{n ‘occurs. v o ”
In particular, the use of ¢the N.L.S. data base distihguishes thys
[ ’ a
. ' - - ’ 1
» analysis of the effects of marital disruption on the labor market be-

’ -

-

havior of yggng women f{rom previous‘studies in the following respects:
. . . toe *
.. The nature of the data permits separdte analyses of the
‘labor supply behavior of separated or divorced women,
rather than having to lump them with neveér-married women
and.widows. .

Thé 1ongitudinal nature of the data set permits cross-
sectional analyses of the labor supply behavior both before
and after the marital digruption occurs.

S

«. ' 3. The age group, those aged 14 to 24 in 1968, embraces a ~
- large portion of the women. most -vulnerable to a marital
disruption. ‘ . ' N

. L. The sample~Hniverse includes those receiving'bubiic
assistance. :

- &
4

£ Qne caveat is the’ fact that. the data are available~®nly for the R
Te o : . ; ) T
" years 1968 to 1975. In order to assure an adequate sample size,. L.

postdisrupt?ﬁn labor supply behavior is measured at the second survey

e
/

See the discussion on variable construction in Chapter II for a
description of other .related studiqp on\female heads and the ¢iffer-

«€nt research strategies ufed. B
- — ) - ' L]




at'ter the disruption is known to have occurred. Thus the study can -
» . , A \
T . J . N - R . ’
T assess only“the short-term effects of the disruption on the young -

-

woman's 1abor\supply behavior,S

The nature of the N.L,S. deta requires that the. perspective of
this study be trom the female~side, since only 1imited information is
available on the spouse s characteristics For this reason, the

. ' focus will be on the economic consequences of'the breakdown of the
\ murriuge on the wite and those living with heér, Cleerly the hysband's -
perspective with-regard to the,disrupticnjg‘iinancial>consequences~ ]
would be expected to be quite different. |
~ The remainder pt this introduction w1;; be devoted first tix fEﬁi

descxiption of the specific research objectives of this study amy .

second, to an outline of the research methodology to‘be'followed.

‘

~_

—

Research Objectives
% )

The short- term social and economic consequences of a marital
’ .

disruption are vigibly manifested in a number of weys. The mostl
. .
obvious economic’ consequence of the disruption is the change in family -

hd -

income levels. For this reason, the overall objective of this stdhy

5The N.L.S. older women's _cohort, aged 30 to hh In 1967, is more .

suited to a -study of longer—run effects. For a study which uses
- this coehort to- investigate such long-run effects of marital break-
down on family incomes and correspording alterations in labor ° o
. market behavior, see lLois Shaw, "Economic Consequences of Marital - ',
Disruption,” (Columbus: The Ohio St&te University, Center for :
Human Resource’ Research, 1978) -

. .
. .
. -
o . . . c .
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the extent'to which a young woman is finanqially dis-

— "y

.seeksfto alleviate this loss, and how successful she is in doing'éo.
In'ordﬁf\to sat{®fy such an objective, it is necessary that the

¢

] . geéearch approach be multiphased. .First, the study~will\attiﬁﬁt to
"link the changes in the components of the family's income to short-

NN . term alterations in the respondent's labér'supply behavior when her

/ '.. marriage breaks down. This will be done by comparisons, both tabular

f’g‘?‘
o and multivarfate, of the responsiveness of work activiay to certain ’

socioeconomic pﬁrameters in the imquiate pr{t and yoatdisruption

N perlods for a selectéd sample of disrupting women. Second’ the study

»

will seek to assess whether such compariso in ﬂqpt understate the
actual labor supply résponse to the alterat;on in the,respondent‘s
" ' financial resources dé a result of the disruption{;'If &hé mérital
_ disrpption‘is anticipated and-laborlharket behavior 1s significantly
¥ alteréd be;ore the event actually occurélf;dqoﬁparisonAofﬁtﬁe deter-
minants of labor supply immed;ately before and after a mérital‘dis—
ruption would understate the influence of that disrdptioq. .To .
vfascertain the extent to which such anticipatory behavior occurs, .
comparisons will be.made.between the pfedisruption labor market be;
, . havior of disrupting:wdmen and a comparablgdgroup of ;Qmen whose
¢ marriages are known to have remained intact. 6 o
| A gecondary objective of this study is to determine whether
gertéin recently developed methodo]og{ss are effective in the analy-

. sis of the work behavior of women uhdergoiﬁg a marital breakdown.

The existing literature which focuses .on the labor supply of women

1

‘ 0
. .. N
ik ' . 6
v . '
.
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M .

hae with few exceptions been restricted to married women with a spouse

Y .’

' ’ :
in the household. “Those studdes which have examined the labor market

\

behavior of female heads of household, particularly where publie

w

assistance recipients‘sre included in the samﬁie, reveal pixed re-

Sults,6 (EE is hoped that this study ey be able to provide some

answers as to ﬁhether further methodoloéica} re%inements are necessary

v
.

in ordér to be able to analyze the labor supply of such groups in the

population:.

\

-

2

Outline‘of the Study

Chapter 11 describes the research design of the study In the

first section the construction of the samples of disrugting and nonq ,

~.

SN

disrupting groups is discussed.

" The second section develops the design

for the multivariate analysis,_fncluding the specificatdon of the

\

. % :
labor supply model to be estimated, resulting hypotheses, and a de-

scription of the dependent and independent variables.

Chapter III details the tabular and multivariate results. The

first section is devoted to a comparison of the disrupting sample

“

‘before and after the,disruption'occurs. The tabhlar results indicate

changes in selected income characteristics and corresponding changes

in csytdin labor supply measures over the disrupfion period. Multi—

variate results are presented in an effort to examine the importances

of the economic variables in altering Frabor supply behavior. The e

I

N

Ty

GSee Chapter III for a detailed discpssion of thesptresults.
o A

~ * {



se'd section makés stmilar comparisons between the predigruption

. (S * " ' ’ ’ ' ) - i

. lahor supply behavior of the group whose marriages.are to break down~
. . . . - . \ .

‘and the behavior over the same period of ‘time of the women whoSe

marriages remain intact. _ The Lab\xlnr"ma‘t,erinl degcribes \the tncomé
\ - . '

and work-‘rela'te:d characteristics of the two groups. The multi- e

variate analysls _pneseﬁt’w results-of labor supb]y‘ functions tor
b e :

the two groups. ‘ ’ '
- ‘ .

Chapter IV summarizes the results of the inves‘tigg.tion, draws

]
L]

some implications for policy, and makes’ suggestions for f‘urt_her
O . \ .

research.
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CHAPTER II =~  *7
. | H - . RESEARCH, DESIGN
' \ -

Sample Universe

The sampie of maritally disrupting women infludes all women who
either sgbgrate or divorce for the first time bepwegn 1968 and 1973.1
There are 519 young women, both‘White.and black, ;ho can be iQentified'
as havihg had a firsp disruption’ during the five-year perigd. .These

women were either married as of 1968 or married at some point between -

. the 1968°and 1973 interviews.> Since the precise date of separation

lThere are differences by race in the distrybution of maritally'dis—‘
rupting women who are classified as having had a gseparation or a
divorce. 17 percent of all .divercees are black, while 46 percent of
all separatees are black. Divorcees and separatees do exhibit ‘differ-
ences in labor mar¥®t behavior. FOr a detailed description of some

of these’differencea“ see Allyson Sherman Grossman, The Labor Force
Patterns of Divorced and Separated Women, Special Labor Force Report
198 (Washingtod, D.C.: U.S. Government Pripting Office, 1977).

2'I‘he research methodology permits 'a respondent to appear only once--
the first time the &vent occurs within the 1968 to 1973 period.
. . Women whose marital status was "separated" or "divorced" at the time
{ first interview in\1968 are excluded from the analysis since
: precise date of the disruption is not known and the predisruption
' characteristics of the woman and her family cannot' be ascertained.
N . ] _
‘There are two types of ‘cases that prevent the criteria for inclusion
in the sample of disruptees from being applied with precision. One,
vomen who 'separate and return to the same husband between subsequent
survey dates cannot be identified. Two, if a woman had a marital
disruption before the initial interview in 1968 but was again in a

s LY " \ .
"married-spouse present" status by 1968, she would not be identified
' as'a disruptee. To the extent that such cases exist, such women
/ would be classified as nondisrupting women. ;




cannot be determined for most Qomep; the "before" and "after" status

] \ . v

will refer to the nearest 1nteny{ew ate before and after the d{érqp- ?

tion. "T" wil'l reference the last ifttexryiew before the disruption; ’l\\g;)

"I + 1," the first interview after the disruption takes place; and

"I « 1" and "T +‘P," the ihmcdiate]y earlier and later interview
dﬁtea.j _ ' ' ~
2 5 ; .
. Depending on the po{nt,in the disruption process being analyzed,
' . B ' ' ’ ‘~
ceartain additional universe restrictions have been added. I anglyses
i - . L. L%

of predisfuption 1aborlsupp1y:7any woman not mhrpied atsthe relevant
) | o T a

| Survéy date 1s excluded frop the sample universe at“that point.. In -

postdisruption analyses, quengwho have remarried are excluded from

.

the first survey in which they fepog} themselves as once again in a
married status..¢Any woman who responds that she 1s enrolled in school
is’ omitted from the sample universe in that Year. Table 1 summarizes

the ef'fect by race of each of these restrictions on the sample sizes at

: . ! g .
each point in the disruption cycle.‘ ‘ . : . ‘

: \

3

For example, if a woman is first separated or divorced between the 1970
and 1971 interviews, "T - 1" would be the 1969 interview; "T," the 1970" .
interview; "T + 1," the 1971 interview; and "T + 2," the 1972 ‘inter-
view. Since there was no interview conducted in 197k, the "T + 2"

point for those disrupting between 1972 and 1973 was arbitrarily .de-

_ fined as 19Y5. This was done with the assumption that there is little

alteration in labor supply behavior between "T + 2" and "T + 3.,"
0 :

. -
gThe.generalizability of the results obtained from this study is clearly /
affected by the selective nature of the sample univerhe. See Appendix
A for a complete description of Bhe socioeconomic characteristics and
labor gupply behavior of those women who remarry by "T + 2." '

.

~
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Table 1

Y
{
N,

Sample Size Frequencien by Race from T - 1'to T + 2%

At "T -

married" status.

women enrolied in achool or who have remarried or
At "T + 2," ¢

vith their husbands by "T + 1."

includes’' those
have remarrie
"T + 2 "

be,,IQS

/Universe by " Time
" Race . ,
T -1 T T+ 1 \\>T + 2
\ —uy
Total Race
Total Sample . 519 519 519 519
Omitted Grofp 206 70 70 " 190
Restricted Sample 313 = [ khg Lug 329
Whites
Total Sample | 301 301 .+30) 301
Omitted Group .= 99 3T L7 129
" Restricted Sample 192 26l , 254 172
. ) . ~ o N ‘ x ‘. ]
Blacks : -
Total Sample 218 ® 218 218 - 218
—Oamitted Group L 9T F 33. ] 23 T 61
Restricted Sample 121 85 195 157
PN —
. ‘ - v'
Frequencies are unyeighted. - .

1" and "T" the amit'ted groupsd are those future marital
disruptees who are enrolled in school or who are in a "never

At "T + 1," the omitted group includes those .
onciled °

3

omitted group

omen enrolled in school an fthdse wamen who
r reconciled with their hysbands by "T + 1" or
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~ whites and 288 blacks) vho satisfied the above criteria. The point "T"

_ group of women whose mparriages remained intact, it was necessary to

| N , .
C oL
. N ‘0 - .

In order to be able to compare the characteriaticu of indivbdual

v

respondents in the sample whose marriages diqrupted with a comparable

A

’Eétermine a "reference group" representing "nondisrupting counterparts."

«

This reference group was arbitrarily chosen to be a cross-section of

those womenh married with a spouse present in 1971 whoae marriages re-

mained intact between 1968 and 1975 There were 1566 women (1278

a

3

for<§p}s group references the survey year, 1971.

Tabular Analysis

The tabular materiai presented in this study. is designed to qompare‘

certain components of family income (1), among disruptees prior and

‘subsequent to disruption (i.e., at T and T +2) and (2), between dis-

ruptees at T and the reference grbup of maritally stable counterparts.
L ]

»
"in 1971. In addition, the gross effects of the marital disruption on

the young women's labor éupply behavior (as ggasuxed by annual hours -
worked) are traced from T - 1 to T + 2., Fipally, the'prediéruption

labor supply of the young women is compared with that of the reference

\ .
A

group.

Multivariate Analysis = - ‘
Focuses L : ' ‘ s
The, multivariate portion of this study models'the labor supply of

the disrupting woman‘at twvo points--the last survey before the marital
‘ .

disruptién occurs ("T") and the second survey after the diepupfion
‘l . . ‘ . - [ )

-

R [
DU RV via o B

{
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occurs ("T + 2").5 A third labor supply model is constructed for the

~A . -

reference gkoup in 1971 in order to be able to compare the labor Supbly

- | response of the‘maritally disrupting groqp\H{'T td a m;ritaily'stable\v
;umple._'Sipce;whité and black renpon&ents are-hot asaumea to have”! .
" 8imilar thstés with regard to the mix of market and‘non;arket work anh
léisuré, all muitivariate models for this study are stratified b;
race¢ and ail ;omparisons afe within race only.
. > .

In order to examine further the influence of the receipt of pubizk\;\
assiétancg on.postdisrup;ion labor supply, the samples are then gtrati-'
'f{ed by whether fhe responden£ has completed high échool; -The presump-
tion is that those women who ha?e drobped out of high school are most
likely after a break up of their marriage to‘be reéeiving publicA‘ '
‘assistance, since their market waées are expected to be lowe; than
those of their countefpa;ts WAQ have completed high schook;6

A mult;variate.analysis at two points in the disruption cycle

”‘permits a modelling.of the‘responaiveness o{ a young.wﬁmap's apnual

. - hours worked to certaiﬁ&ecpnoﬁlc factors,Jholding other social and

~

. S \ — ‘ - ,
. 5'I'he T + 2 survey point 1is chosen rather than the T + 1 point in order

to assure that continuous variables, such ag annual hours worked and

nonvage income, are measured over a pericd in which the woman was in a

’ c&etinuously disrupted status.

_3"‘,31 ) 4~6Robert Stein gives figures indicating that, of those women aged 16 to
"Ll vho were heads of poor families, 67 percent had not completed high
"school -and 28. percent had no high school .education at all. See
Robert Stein,:"The Economic Status of Families Headed by Women."

Monthly Labor Review 93 (December 1970): 8. o

.
Ay

P’
-
-
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demographic characteristics pconstant. From such-models, an attempt can
. be ma&e to diScern-*he??er there are significant differences in the k s
labor- aupply"re‘spgnsé tc’ certain econqmic and contrql pax:m{étérs 'be-
tween the pre- ‘and postdisvuﬁtion beriods. Because the two samplés are
not independently distributed, being largely the same’ respondents
'meashréd ﬁtbtwoq;oints in time, the common tests.for séatistical differ;
ences béhgsfn coefficients‘or bétween sets of coefficients are in- ’c
appropriate. For the purposes of thds study two alternéfive tests of
significance are used,péne, confidetice intervdl_estimaﬁion and two, .t
tests for differences in coefficientsiacf;;s time with vagying assum;—

) 7

tions régarding the size of the covariance term.

—

The gomparison'of the young women whose marriaéeq break dowpn with
a group of maritaiiy stable women does 'not suffer from the same pro- |
blems, since the two samples are independently distributed. Labor
supply differences can therefore be -examined independently of differ- .

ences between the two groups in sociodemographic and economic charac-

™ ) teviétics.

Hypotheses .
On the basis of the economic theory of labor supply (see Appendix
E), hypotheses can be advanced\regarding the impact of a marital dis-

' , S : - A 8
ruption on the determinants of a young woman's)labor market behavior.

PR . ) - .
TSee Appendix C for a complete description of the problems with using

conventional statistical tests and the results of the alternative tests -

e adopteq‘
8See Appendix E for a détailed explanation of the conceptual framework '
for these hypotheses. ’ \ ) ) P
+ 031
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The maritally disrupted woman would be expected to have fewer finanoial

LI - \
/

resources after the dis?uption occurs. This is expected to'bé true despite

/ g :
the ract that the income reduction reaulting from the loss of the spouse 's

’ ~
earnings can be cuBhiOned by igcreases in other financial resourceé\guch

as child support, alihony, public assistance, and suppdrt from parents ér

relatives, If there is such a net income loss, ceteris paribus, onéf
. ’ : +

would expect the woman %é substitute market work for home work, increasing
the likelihood of entering the labor force for the woman yho is out of
the iabor force and increasings the amount of time speht in the labor force

for the woman who is already in it.

This’hypothesized responsesto a change in thg level of nonwage in-

come does not represent a shift in the labor supply curve, but rather a
. -

movement along the curvei Therefore, if the young woman does not receive
public assistance after the occurrence of a maritalAdisruptiqn; the labor
supply effects of own wage and unearned income changes are ‘expected not to

be'significantly different between the pre- and postdisruption periods.9

_ In the postd;sruptfon’period, wage changes for women who are receiv-

(’ . o .
ing some form of public transfer payments such as AFDC will be associated

If, however, the possibility of complementarityﬂis allowed between the
labor supply of the husband and wife, then the ‘size of the net wage effect
he postdisruption period is expected $o be smaller than in the pre—

d tion period, since there are fewer substitutes for the woman's .
market work. This result would be analagous to the results obtained by

Heckman where he compares the derivatives of the labor supply equations ,

for two types of two person households, one in which the wife performs
market work and one in which she does, no market work. He concludes that
the husband's substitution (compensated wage) effect should be smaller
for those households where the wife does not work.: See Heckman, "Three:
Egsays on the Supply of Labor and the Demand for Goods," Princeton
University, 1971 pp. 3- 8.

. .
’ “ : ) . 7
\

»

.
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with smaller Labor supply changes that; existed before the disruption.

~

- Thi? will occur’ becaugse of the reduction of transfer payments that corre-
éponds to increases in labor market earnings. The earnings associated
with labor suppl& will be "implicitly.taxedt at.high rates if th; womaI
{s receiv;ng public transfer payments. Thusrthe magnitude of'the labor

supply ‘effects due to wage differences will depend on the sizé of the

oy

implicit tax rate on earnings in the respondént's area of residence.

.‘/> Assuming changes in unearned income are similarly taxed, the observed
labor supply yhanges corrésponding'to a change in unearned income will

also be smaller aftef‘ghe disruption of_thg~marriage than before.

To the extent that black women have éihigher probability of re-
ceiving public transfer payments as female hegds of household, the

hypothésized differences in the effects of incomes and wages on labor

»

supply between the pre- and postdisruption periods will be more likely

to be'.found among black than among white disruptées.lo

1001 the above-stated hypothesis as to' racial differentials in labor
supply, the assumption is. that blacks are more. likely to be receiving ’ .
public -assistance than whites in the postdisruption period. There ‘ ’
- are severdl possible ratiofales for such an assumption. First, hold-
" ing nqﬁwage income levels constant across the races, blacks have lower
expected wages than whites. Therefore, even working full-time, their - _
net earnings (as ‘compared with those of whites) would be mgre 1ike1y$§ x
= to make public assistance an‘Bttractive option. Second, holding , : !
‘expected wages constant, white women can be expected to have highgr ’ .
nonwage incomes than blacks after disruption, even though the net re- b
duction in income between the two pbriods is gneater for whites.. This
_ higher nonwage income{may'dipq&alify them for public assis®¥hce bene-
. , fits. Third, even if both wages and nonlabor incom¢ are held constant,:
T blacks might be expected to be more likely to receiv® welfare because
there is less Btigma attached to its receipt by them than for whites.

..




| /
Accnpding to existingqilteraiure, the expectation w9ﬁ1d be that,

weteris paribus, the/predtsruption Labor_supply‘behavior of disrupting

womén and- the behavior of a comparable group of women whoag marriages

17

are stuble will be similar. Differentials may be created if the inten-

slty of a woman's wcrk ectivity increases the probability of a marital
3 dieruption.ll Or alternatively, labo upply behavior will differ if
the‘yuung.woman ects to alter the fctensity of her predisruption Tabor
market participation 15 antic1patlon of the event's occurrence There

N

are no hypothesized differences in labor Qupply behavior by race after

contxolllng for differences in nonwage income levels and the probability

"
2

of receipt of public assistance.

‘The Empirical Model

As discussed in Appendier, the empirical model e;amines the impac

‘of the occurrence of a marital disruption on the relationship between
certain socioeconomic factors and the .amount of labor that a young
womdn supplieg to the market. To this end, the young woman's annual

hours worked before and .after the. disruption .are regressed on her

<

7potential wage rage and her nonwage income. ' The ‘ease with which the
woman can obtain welfare benefits, the nmumber of other adult members in
the family, the presence of children, the duration of her ﬁarriage!

her health status, whether she lives in an urban area and cyclical

economic factors are included as additional variables in the model in
», . .

[

‘order to be able to.isolate the income and wage effects.

t

o~ L

llSee Appendix E for a discussion of the concepts of "independence"-and

"{income'" effects as defined by Heather Ross and Isabel Sawhill in
“xme of Transition , PP: h2 h? . .




Vnriable Construction
DhVanzo;‘DeTrQy and Greenbarg conclude that cross-sectional edti-
. mated laboy supply parameters are highly dependent on the ways in which

different reeearchers have censtructed thé wage and nonlabor income

! g : “ '

. vatiables, the particular speciflcation of the labor supply model and
. 1 .- 13
the choieeé~ ot the sample, There 1s a great deal of dtﬁ

ersity among,

\ researOherglin the nssumptiﬂ s used for estimating labor supply equa-

r tinns. The following 1ssue will be discussed: first, selection of a
S&mple population for this study; second, specific&tion of a labor supply
measure; and third, the construction of wage and nonlabor income

measures and other independent variables to be included.

-

4
v

Sample Selection ‘ P-4

v

Reviewinp the labor supply literature there appear.to be two

potential sources of sample selection bias aaplioable to this study

One is the bias engendered by selecting out a sample according to

~ .

marital status, since marital status cannot be considered exogenous to

labor supply. %ince findings (see Appendlx E suggest the exiqtence of
a causal relationship between labor supply and marital status, Q’,is
important to be aware of the potential source of bias in the‘%ésults

.obtained due to the marital status stratifications.

4y

.

'} . -

Second, éeveral‘studfes exclude persons receiving publicﬁassigi

4 3 . . I‘ .
fgnce income because nonwage income then is endogenous and wage rates

2 ‘
Lo -

. 2Julie DaVanzo, Dennis N..DeTray, and Davia H Greenberg? \The

Sensitivity of Male Labor Supply Estimates to ‘Choice of Assump-
tions," The Review of Econgmics and Statistics 58, no. CAugust
1976) 323.

a 1 ’ 7 «?x
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are affected by A negutivq\tuxrrute on earnings. Al} of.Lheée studies '
e#amlﬁg the labor shﬁply behgvior»uFAfemulé heads of household as

one pf several demogrnphié subgroups béing étudiedg;3 HowéVer: by.
ex%luding public hssistaﬁ?!‘?goipients, widbws ;n ala’probability
dominate the sample population in Lheseuhnalyéea. Two'éjternntives

have been used in ﬁecent Iterature tg.nvoig the hecessity:of exr
clu@ing such observapibhs.' One*alternative is to incorporat? an

explanatory variable which attempts to proxy for the likelihood that

- ‘ . ~ . ) ‘
a glven respondent will receive public assistance.l . A secodnd method

KN

is to stratify the samplq by wage‘ieveLs, hypothesizing that women

with the lowest wape level have the highest probability of the receipt

¢ ;
ot welfare benef‘its.LS ' o ‘ L .
o X - | |
USee Robert E. Hall, "Wages, Income and Hours of Work," in Income
*Maintenance and Thbor Supply, Glen Cain and Harold Watts (Eds.)
(Chicagos Markham, Press, 1973), pp. 102-62; R.H. Frank, "The
Supply of Labor," Ph.D. dissertation, University of California,
Berkeley, 1972; Michael J. Boskin, "Economics of Labor, Supply,"
in Income Maintenance and Labor Supply, pp. 163-81. L
Y ; lyﬁor an.exampie of research usiné-thia'technidhe; see Eqward D.

“Kalachek and Frederic A. Raines, "Labor Supply of Low-Income

WQrkers,? in President's Commission-on Income Maintenance Tech-

. mical Studies, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government. Printing
Office, 1970), pp. 159-86. Kalachek ‘and Raines, in addition to
incorporating a,variable proxying for the probability of welfare
receipﬁ, also restricted their'’sample to households in the C.P.S.. .
whose total income did not exceed twice the Socjal Security Ad- '

ﬁinistration'é low cost budget level.

N

lsS@efIrV'Garfinkélrand Stanley Masters, The Effect-oi.Incbme and v~
h';W;ge Rates Qn ‘the Labor Supply. of Prime Age Women (Madison, B
Wisconsin: 1Institute for Research on Poverty, 197h), pp. 40-55.’
- ‘ ) ] 'y Al .

. N
\ W



.20

‘Thie study does 1ncqué‘gublic assiétance recipients. Accord- (
.1ngly twd methods are used to attempt to control for the probability
P of_the receipt of such asgistance wiﬁhih the des%gnateé labor supply
parameters. Init;ally, explanatory variablesﬂwhiéh!proxied for thq
lik&lihood of sdcﬁ public*asgiétance receipt were included as deter-

' "i 6 <« ’
minants of labor supply. - A further stratification of postdisruption.

models by educational level (completion/noncompletion of high school)

’ ' wés also tfied, witp the high school dropouts hypbthesized to havé
the highest probability of the receipé‘of publi; transfer payments.
. The Dependent Variable -;MeasuringfLabor Supply
. The measurement of’ldbor supply, both caﬁieptually and opera-
\ﬁ‘wv &

, tionally, has been open to controversy in the literature. 1In this
i " Jv . .r ’

' subsection two is?ues will be addressed: (1) whether it is concep-
. ' tually more cgrrect to measure labor supply as annual hours worked

or as hours offered and (2) whether- nonparticipants should be in-

cluded in the sample universe.

L)

As Daniel“Greenﬁerg points out, ecanomists estimating labor
% supply funcsions:have traditionally assumed .that individuals are ob-
served at an tquilibrium ﬁoint, thus making dbéervpd bogrs ﬁoried the
appropfiape measure of iabor supply. To the extent that many.individ-

NZT\ ual's labor supply is measured at a point of disequilibrium, i.e.,
[

ﬁhere hours offered differ from acéual hours worked, this‘agéumption .
5 e ' .

16;Se'e'Appendix B for a detailed describtion of the éonstruction of
N this variable.
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of equilibrium is called into question. However, Lveh if the con~
vcegtuailx app;opriete measurelis orfered hours, there are significant
measurement problems.v’Hours in*unenployment is usueiiy the only

“ empirical measure available for the difference between hour; worked
snd hours offered. Such:a measure }s ﬁrobably not equivalentvto the’

'

number of hours a person would like to work at ‘a given wage ratell?

\

For the purpose of this study, the assumption will be made that the
respondent S annual work hours do represent a point of equilibriun
A with a given expected wage rate. Foe fhis reason, annual hours in
’ unemployment will not be included in the labor supply measures. |
The exclusion of observations from labor force nonparticioant;
can also lead to selectivity bias since, as has been mentioned, zero
K ! working hours %s Just a.corner solution to the labor-leisure choice, ‘!'
The line estimated by excluding nonworkers would be less steep than the
true funct1on dua to this exclusion There is another strong reason to
include.nonparticipants, Since one of the purg}ses of this study is to ]
assess the differential impacts of maritel disruption‘on labor,supply{
the inclusion of nonworkers is necessary to determine the extent~of the
impact. | . | | |
\ | ' Particularly wvhen measuring the predisruption labor supply behavior v
of disrupting women or the equivalent behavior of their cohtzzuously

married, counterparts, there is a significant proportion of women with

-~

. TDavid H. Greenberg, Problems of Model Specification and Measurement
The Labor Supply Function, R-1085-EDA (Santa Monica, California:

Rand Corporation, 1972) pPp. 6-9 ) . S
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'zero annual‘hours of wnrk.l8 "Two alternative solutions to this dilemmd

are presented in the literature. One method is to measure labor supply
N N . S

by a continuous measure of epnual hours worked with a zero assigned to

nonpa;ticipants and to employ a special statistical prbcedufe such as
Tobit analysis. A second alternative is to assume the 1labor supply de-
cisionlis a ﬁed-atagé p;ocess. First, an initial decigion is8 made as to
whether or not(to éurticipape/in the,labor\force. Second, given;ﬁhe
choice is made to partdcipate, the individual thenfchoosee the numﬁer of
20

hours to work.lg This study uses the former alternative.

The measure Jdf annual hours of work is constructed from the respon-

[ : p)
dent's annual work history in the survey years where the information is
-available (1970-1973). TIn the survey years where such data are not avail-
able (1968, 1969, and 1975), the dependent variable is the product nf'ihe.
responses to the question on the weeks worked during the«past‘yeaf
¥. ) ' ) N p
multiplied by the response as to the usual hours worked in a week. !
LBAt T, 22.8 percent of whitg disruptees and 28.8 percent of black dis-
ruptees had ero ho work. At T + 2, comparable figures were 16.
)Eercent.fqr whites/and 28.4 percent for blacks
195ee Boskin, "Ecdnomics of Labor Supply," and Kalachek and Raines, "taBéz
"

examples of empirical studies using the latter procedure

~

Supp ly ’

. 20The Tobit results were very similar to those'obtaihed through ordin- .

ary least squares. Because the least squares regressioh package "
offered more information and permitted the models to be run stepwise, .,
8, decision -was made to use only OLS results in the text. - See Appendix

D for a-1isting of the Tobit results obtained for the predisruption
labor supply models.

.

,
LlSee Appendix B fqr a detailed discussion of the construction of the
dependent variabl \\

\ N



- The Independent Variables
, s ‘

" Labor supply theory suggests that, cetéris paribus, varidtion in

wvage rates and nonwage income should eiplain the labor supply behavior
, !
* .« J
of an individual respondent. Control variables include the: duration of
. '
marriage, the presence of children in the household, SMSA residenace,

'uvvessibility to welfare, the number of other adult‘family members,

. health statds, and a variable proxying for cyclical economic fagtbrs.
. ) c

In this subyéction, particular gttention will be given to the ponsfruc-
tion of the wage and nonwage income variables. In addition, the ratio-

‘nale for the chofce of control variables will be discussed.

‘w

(1) Potential Wage Rate
s If the sample population is to include women with no labér market
: ’

experience during the relevant time period covéred, a method must be

found to infer a potential wage rate for such 1ﬁdf§iguals, thetharket

‘ wage rate they could expect to receive if they worked. The procedure

« {

that is generally used in the 1iterature is té impute such .a potential
wage by a two-sﬁage proéedufe. First, a predicted wage rate is com-
puted from a first-stage reg}ession wheréFthe-sample population is

Lo - resdricted to wage and salary wquers; -This resulting potential wage
measure i¥® then used for all reépondengs,-regardless of work status,, in

o B estimating the labor supply function. J

\ This study uses the above imputation procedure. However;\dbrtain
' . g;éblems with the proéeaure mhst also be diécussed: There is a sub-
stantial risk that valuable inforﬁatisn contained in the fesiduals of '
the imputing equ;tions is feing lost by this technique. Tnitial. )

evidence indicates that the variance in the wage rates of the sample

) k4
population is substantially ‘reduced when an imputed rather than, an

N ¥




» ‘g, ' -‘
actual vage rate measure is uued.gz Additionally, by usifig such an
imput:tidh technique, the alagmpﬁion is made implicitly th;t ir ﬁ\
'nonvd;king woman hadlthe same characteristics (included in the jmput-

¢

{ng wage equation) as the vorking woman, she would obtain the same
\.m@;e.g3 Finally, bgcauee many of the determinants of the wage rate
may indepehdéntly affect labor sﬁpply, there can be severe multi-ﬂ
~coll£nearity if these wage Aetermiﬁants are glso enteged directly into
the labor Q&pbly model. If nheée determinants are excluded from the
labor supply equation, the posaibylitx of omittea variable bias’

24

exists.

[ . l . . ‘
For the purposes of tnis study, actual hogrly eaynings are °
hypbthesized to be a function of the respondent's educativn, SMSA/

nonSMSA residence, ,outh/non South residence and her self-reported

3 e . -~

SRy . J
“"DaVanzo, DeTray and Greenberg' find that, at least with a selected
sample of prime-age males, switching from an observed to an imputed
wage variahle (with a dependent variable ¢of annual hours) results in
a smaller negative coefficient. Also, when an imputed wage variable
is used, the net worth coefficient changes from positive and signi-
ficant to negative and insignificant, See DaVanzo, DeTray, and
Greenberg, "Sensitivity of Male Laboy Supply Estimates," pp. 316-319. -
f)gﬂeckman offers aﬁ!ternstive procedure that simultaneously estimates
an offered wage function apd asking wage function. See James J.
“ Heckman, "Shadow.Ppices, Market Wages and Labor Supply,"
Econometrica 42, no. b (July 1974), pp. 679-9h for a critique of
- ' the 1nstrumental technique. '

+

2Ugee Keeley,f"Ecoﬁomiés of Labor Supply," pp. IV-1L-18 for a complete
review of problems incurred by various wage estimation techniques.
Keeley mentions the additional problem of the endogeneity of the
vage rate due to the effact of taxes. Keeley notes that failuré‘ tq
account for taxes may lead to large'biases in labor supply para-
meters because some’ of the variation in marginal net wages may be
in fact due to.variation in marginal tax rates.

. .
. , . - j)

O ] : .
. .




v o . health status. From these estimates, an expécted vage standardized

F)

in 1967 dqliarsiis cénptructed for ail respondenﬁs. whether or not
_they. are ;u:rently in thO‘la;;r force.a? Since thia study is compar—
ing labor supply parameter eu%imates across timé'ror the same grouP of
women, there is no reason to purge the wage of any "temporal” cemponent
‘which may e:xis;t:n6 , " ," o " l ‘ e

Assum}ng that the'posiﬁqve‘substitution effect dominates\thé
negative income effect of the womeﬂ3s own wage, the expected wage
coefficients will be positifé Across allhmodels. If no public assis-~
_tance ig received aftér the sruption occurs, wage effects should not
alter signiticantly .nnr the per » the disruptidn. If marital
~disruption 1ncrqaaes the likelihood of receiving public assistance,
and {f black disrup{ées are more likely than whites to receive such
-aasistance, the expect;tionmis that the size of the‘aubstitution ’ Qf'
effects will be reduced from T to T + 2 for the dierupting group, with
the reductions being gqeatest for the black disruptees. Substitution.
-effects should be similar, on the other hand,4between‘contindoual&
married wémeﬁ and the diéfuptiﬁg wvomen in the predisruption period.

(2) Nonwage Income | 4

% * ) -
Since nonregponses on the income equations in the N.L.S. are not

random, consideration was glven to using the instrumental variable

]
.4

- SFor a detailed description of the construction of the potential vage
variable, see Appendix B,

26 ) | ; ‘ .
See Heckman, "Three Essays," for a detailed discussion of labor
supply in a life-cycle context.

B : e ,

\
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" technique to estimate nonwage income for those respondents ror-whom
. q: -
income dnformation was miaaing.‘f However, the use of such an imputed

nonwage income measure would have the same problems as were mentioned

¢

///i>>” with regard to the imputed waéel Also the multicollinearity problem
. » @ . .

becomes severe if both wage and income variables are imputed, since

A J

explanatory variables would be "expected to be gimilar. For this !

)}; reason, it was decided to re.duce the nonresponse iate by imputing a

zero to any inceme compopent (other than husband's dbr wife's earnings)

< B3

where there was a nonresponse. This technique maj lead to some under-

¢

gtatement of actual nonﬁage incpmes but was considered Qupérior to an

) R .

imputation précedure. R : . 3
h. Isblation of 1nc§me effectq'requires'the examination of varia-

tions in income sources that are not>hltereL by differenceg in the

vage rate. For® the pu;poses of this study, in the predisruptioﬁ period -

nonwage inéome-inqludeswthe husband's earnings (whether wage, salary
. ; ) . \’ M ‘ '
or self-employment income), his asset income (including rental income

receipts and 1nterést.and divfézgd income), ‘any unemployment compensa-
- - - L
tion received by the husband, the respondent's asset income (including ’

rental, interest and dividend income), the 1nc6he‘of any other family

[ ‘

7] members in the household, and any financial assistance from rela-
'

o]
t;ivqes.'“8 In the postdisruption period the nonwage income components

[,

-~

‘ ~27Of those who had no answer on the siufvey question with regard to
either the wife's or husband's earnings, 43.3 percent were families
vhere both the husband and wife were working less than 26 weeks.

There are definite veaknesses in the NLS survey instrument with re-
gard to measurement of the various components of family income.
Ir the respondent is living in an extended family (other than alone

C 3

rd
L]




over the disruptionvcycle.

i
- » . * /)'r
4 . 1. o
-~ : .

fremain the samé, although obviously all income, both earned and “un~

earned, of the husband'is exc'luded,

The size of the income effects is mssumed to remain unchanged

~

There are’ three pogs!b}e,ractoysq hqvever,

vhich might alter this expectation. One would be.measurement*error‘

in the construction of the income variable, particularly"in the post~ ;
disruption‘period_whege there is 1i%ble variation among respondents |

in the level of nonwage income received. This lack of variation is

~

‘ e .
due in part to the inadequacy of* thé survey instrument's questions

with regard to family income dnd in part, to the relative youth of the

+ Foes ‘
sample, as manifested by a low level of asset accumulation. A second

L d

factor is the pogsibility that, at éu;vey‘poiht T, the subsequent

loss of the husban&'s earnings is beiﬁg anticipated, in which case
nonwage income levels (primarily‘dgtérmxped by the husband's earnings)
will haye little effect on the-young woman's Jabqf supply behavior.
Finally, if unearned 1ncome'13.subJect to the same 1gp11c1t tax rate as
earned Mcome’ for those whd 'receive wélfare, the size of' postdisruption .

income effects will be reduced. ¢

or with her hpysband), she is only asked the total |income of all
family members living in the household and then the response is cate-
gorized s&ccording to the income level. In order to get a continuous
income measure, total family income is then set at the midpoint of
the particular catggory. Also, such respondents may have included
wvelfare payments in their responses to the total family income
question. To the extent that this was done, the nonwage income
measure for these individuals is overstated. ~ : ‘

~ .

An,alternative to the use of nonwage income was to value the family's
net assets. .Unfortunately, since detailed information on assets was
not available for the survey years, 1969, 1970 and 1975, this alter-
native proved infeasible. - : .
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As'mentioned in the introduction to this suﬁsection, ir tﬁe in-
. fluences of‘wages and incsme on labor supply are to be(isolsted oth?r
social and demographic determinants ot 1abor suppLy must be held
constant. These includg the following factors: (1) the duration of
the reapOpdept's marriage; (2)‘the pressncs of ‘own chilsrcn in the
household; (3) whether[or not the respondentis residence is in an SMSA;
! . : i}
(4) the U.S. female unegployment rate; (S)kthe health of the requndsnt;
(6) the probability Sf public assistance receipt; (7) the potential\
earnings of other family membersi Fsr'the purposqs-of this study,
all of thesg}variables are asshmsdAto be exogenous . ¢
The specified confrol variables sre listed below sith a brief
'statement as to their ﬁypothesised relationship to labor supply.

Access fo Welfare: As was mentioned in the section of -this’

chapter dealing with sample selection, the exclusion from the. sample

of those women who are receiviﬁé public assistance ‘would substantially

. *

reduce the meaningfulness of the results. On the “other hand the,
N ‘ 'y « :
simultaneous relationship between the receipt of such assistance and

[ 8

labor supply prevents the explicit inclusion of a welfare status 4
- variable in the model. For this reason, two dummy variables are con-

. . structed which attempt to proxy for the probability that a respondent
’ . ‘
' will receive such assistance (in particular, AFDC), given the level of
benofits and eligibility requirements in her state of residence.

States with above the mean level (among all states) of AFDC payments

¢
per recipient and with above the mean proportion of eligidble popula-

tlon actyally receiving such benefits are classified as "high‘ﬁglfare"

‘




’.‘ _ , ' m
" : ststes Ststes fa.lling outside these two categories conétitute the
rererence group.“ living in a state .with high benefits and ‘,high _ ){‘ )

. _ : N,
accessibility would be 'expected to reduce'labor supply, while low

. benefits and stringent eligibility requirements ‘woyld be expected to

lncresse labor’ supply relstive to the reference group.2_9

\ o Other Adult Fami]i Members: The inclusion of a variable indi-

cating the number of ‘family members (other than a husband) over the
. ' / .

~ - * age of 18 is necessary for two reasons. - In part, this variable is
Vs

-
introduced to control for difrerences in ‘nonwage income levels which

4 .

msy be due sb‘ ely to whether or not the respondent and her husbsnd
;.

ir ahy, are living in an extended fa.mily arrangement (see footnote 29
and ‘Appendix B for a dete.iled description of the problem). 'I'his .

variable also controls for the probability of the earnings of other ' /

wsge earners being s.va.ilable to the household. The sign of this

‘ ~ varidble is expected to be negative since the presence of such pot‘

[y

tial ea.rnings would serve to reduce the respondent's labor supply. On

the qther ho.n_d, it is possible that the presence of other adults may
. : . : . i

-

] reduce the cost of working for a woman wit'ﬁ' ehildren and )thererore '

may lead to increased labor supply. *
Children: Since the sample pﬁpulatipn is reatricted to young

vomen, who have-not necessarily completed childbearing, a variable

controlling. for the presence of at lesst one child was considered to. .

.
L . -

295ee Appendix B for a tdetailed descriptior{ of ‘the construction of
. thia variable. .

. ) ' Lo . .




be more important than the total number of own children in the house- ‘

, hold, Using those women without chjldren as the reference gamoup,

I

two pummy‘vafiables arexéonstructgd; one for the presénce or non-

presence of an infant (under 2 yedfa of agg) in the household and the.

other for the présence;of Acxoungest»child iwo”ngrs of age or older.
The hypotheﬁizedasigns ;F thesé dummy variables are ambiggous.

The presence of a child creates a greater need for incoﬁe,and would be:
- N 9 - «

3 . . ,'-\(l' -
expected to increase tHime devoted to market work. Children, however,

also increase the. costs associated with that market work and therefore,

¢ .

may serve to deter increased participation. Nevertgeless, it 1s ex- {
n - !

‘e pected that particularly witﬁ the presence of an infant, the negative

. .effect on labor supply will dominate. The presence of an infant is

[

presumed to havg a gtroﬁger negative effect than the presence of, an

older child.

s

'Duraﬁion of Marriage: This variable is included 1n,the labor
supply models chiefly as a control for differgnces}in the duration
of thé‘marriages of‘thése women who are:apout fo have their mér;iages
*break down rélafive togthose women.whose marriages remain stable.30

Since there'is'liftle age va;iation among these women, and sincé the -
oy « . P
effect .of duration of marriage is independent of the level of family
L] /
30pg can be seen in Table T in Ch;pter ITI, disrupting women in the
predisruption period differ from maritally stable womer in thelir
o mean duration of marriage. They likewise differ in their mean age.
However, since the age and duration variables are very: highly
® correlated (.70), the decision was made to include only the duration
of marriage variable in the labor supply functiofi)

-

~ ’ .
’ . ) »

. ” 7 . - 1§
. . a
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income "and the presence or a child for both marital status groqps. the

N

size of the effect is expected to be small and the sign ambiguous. '

Health: A self—reported health status variable is included

a

s
directly in the labor supbly function (aﬁ“Vell as indirectly through

the expected wage) since’persons'qu reﬁcrt a8 physical disability .

L

.. would bé expected to have reduced”time'in'the'labor force. The fact
. ' .—‘ ) '

~ that the meesure of health status is self-reted means *that responeeé

~

may be altered by economic factors. For example, a respondent wha is "
not working and recelving welfare may be_mcre likely,tnan her working

.counterpary to rationalize her position by stating that she does'have'

. K . Q- s e
. . k) .

a health condition which inhibits her ability to work.J' If this

- ’

effect vas manifested, tHen the size of th/,coefficient ‘might . be

larger and more significant than would be true if this. variable - g

&

proxied only for an obJective measure of the respandent!s health status.,

- -

SMSA[nonSMSA Residence: Living in an SMSA is hypothesizea to

have a direct ppsitive effect on labor supply as well as an indirect
' positive effect through the expected vage rate.' The more diverse
labor market within the ‘SMSA would be expected to provide mork Job
alternatives, thus being tr an SMSA Bhould be positively‘related to

the hours VOrked. . - | e

O

lFor a more complete diacussion,bﬁ the possible interactive reldtion-
ship among health, status, public assistance and labor supply, see
Donald O. Parsons, "Black/White Differences in labor-Force Partici-
pation of' Olde¥ Males," mimeogrqphed (Columbus: . The Ohio State
University, 1977) ‘ ' )
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chlic(l Economic Fggtors. As mentioned/(ﬁ the description of

« 3

the dete, the sahple uhiverse of disruptees repreeenta {;/9g§:egate

croas-section vhere compariuons are made at a.goint m ime ._inrt‘he

o

diaruption dycle rather than across survey years Therefore, 1t {s

-t
. . .

. neoessary to control for cyclical. trends in the economy which may have

A 4

had an independent influence on the labor market behavior of~these
N

women. The ipd&usion of auch a variable is particularly imqortant in

\the comparison of the labpr supply functions of those who will disrupt

“with those women whose marriages remain intact The maritally stable

group is a eross—section tne values of whose parameter are taken\.

L ]

from a single survey year, 1971. The values of thé‘parameteré for the

disrupting aample are taken from the years, 1968 to 1975, depending

*

on when the disruption occurs and the point in the diéruption*cyole

being surveyed

The .U. S. fem&le unemployment rate 18 uged to pP61y for these .

N

cyclical trends A variable 148 cOnstructed using the relevent unem-: -

‘ployment rate for the aurvey ysar in which the, vevﬁablee are being

q

measured. If there are suc *cyclic 1 effects, they are hypothesized S
to be negatively assocliated Wi nual hours worked since the "dis-

couraged vorker" effect 1is expected td dominate the "additiopal

worker" effecti3?

&

32Since these women at T are on the )&rge of a marital disruption and
‘ at T + 2 have no husband in ‘the household, the additional worker

effect would exist only at T and would be expected to be small. :See

Appendix B for details on ‘the construction of all variables. included
in the lebor supply functions.- . . \’

-

=
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CHAPTER 17T B
BMPIRICAL RESUL;I‘S

v , D . . ' ! , oo V
. . ” .
. )
'

Comparison of Marjital Disr_ptees in the Pre~ _— &
) and Postdisruption Periods o .
[ - ' . ' - ‘ ’ » " .\
. - Tabular ‘Results . S . : .

Changes in Financial Resources -

S
.
e

From an economic perspectiVe, changes in famiiy income levels as a fﬁl#;f
« \ _— .

result of the 1qss df the: husband 8 earnings to the household (given

the high probability that the woman ‘retains custodf of her children, if

-

any ) represent the most overt, maniféstation of disadvantage associated

“«

with marital disruption. Table 2 gives selected mean- incOme character— '

istics of the ddsrupting women by race at T and T + 2 * The table

L I

illustrates the sharp declines in family income for both whites and "
v ’ blacks that accompany separation or divorce, although the black dis-

,ruptees have lower absoluté incomes at both T and T .+ 2.} For these
young women, witb‘little or. no personal asset income,‘almost'all‘of‘the.
“o / ' -\ | ) ' ‘

v

lA cautionary note regarding these racial differences in income is in R
order. To the extent that welfare payments and/or income from other
family members may represent more important income sources in maritally

B disrupted bdblack households, differences between black and white in-
comes. may. be overstated due to the possible understatement of these

" ‘ two income bojrées in the raw data. . o

-

. ‘ . N -~



Table 2

f;; . Selected Mean Income Characteristics of Marixa% Disruptees
‘ by Race at Times T and T + 2 :

- <

. Whites ~ Blacks.

Characteristics T T4+2 A, T _T+2 A
- o . T
Mean family income 7493 | 5182 [ -2311|6058 [3542 [2516
_ . B '
Mean respondent's earnings | 1760 05 | +1145}1493 |21L0 L6h7
—_ Mean nonwage income® 5733 | 2277 | -3u56|%565 [1402 |-3163
Percent with family member ' .
receiving public asst. 5.8 | 28.1 | +22.3116.4 |51.1 [+3L.7
Percent of household below \
. poverty. \ 11.9 | 25.9 | +14.0{22.0 |Lk9.T7" [+27.7
L - N \
— : \ 3
%A11 income figures are weighted and adjusted to 1967 dollars. .
- PThe sample universe includes enrolled women. “
P ) 9Nonwagavincome is def{hed s total family income less the'respondeﬁt's
earpings. ' !
- - dy positive response indicates that some member of the respondent's
' household is receiving some form of public assistance during the past
12 months. :
ePoverty income is defined‘accdrding to the standard defin*tions of
' poverty as published by the C.P.S.
) | » \ )
¢ : . - &
. '\ s ' . +
o |
. _ “‘ \
L . . ‘o‘:
[ X &
" [ ‘
¢ ._.'"'.\Q
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- decline reflects the loss of the husband's income, primarily his.earn-
1ngg. The table also indiéaﬁea the incresae in the respondent's earn- °
i?gd”%ﬁﬁweep the‘p;e— and poatdisruﬁtion periods;
There are racial difrerencgs in the extent to which the young
women are qble to compensatevror the lost income to the hoygehold. -
While the drop in family income is ;imilar for both racbs“(although
- ‘~the‘decrease for blacks is a 1¥ttle larger), . the increase in the mean

earnings of the white respondents is about 65 percent; for the black

"' respondents, the iqcregse is 43 percent.‘VWithsﬁhese increased earn-

w

ings, the\vhite woman compehsates'for 33 percent of the loss of nonwage

L] LY

" income between T and T + 2, while the black woman coffipensates fﬁr only
20 pei‘cc;nt.2 o ’

g%%ﬁ ' Table 2 also pédints out the importénce of public assistance as a
- financial option to the maritally disruqted woman.3 Within Potn\raceg
: from the time T to T + 2, there are sharp increases in the prdpﬁ;tion |
! of disruptees reporting that their families had.received s&me form of

. public ‘assistance during the preceding year. The increase for black h

', women (35 percentage points) is supstantiallj larger ﬁhan for whites

+ (23 percentage points). Blacks are more likely than vhites to be

-

2Nonwage income is defined here as totsal family income less the re-
spondent's earnings. . .

3Receiving'welfafé reflects & positive response to the question, "Did

anyone in this family receive any welfare or public assistance in the:
past 12 months?" : , ‘




. - < .
L receiving publie ;6;istanoe at both survey pointa.h The incfeasing ' (/‘
proportions of famil;es receiving some form of a&aitﬁaﬁce are consis-
tent witﬁ'the figures giving tﬁ; per;entage 6f houéeholds falling
below "ponrpy income." Blacks who are above poverty at T were more
lfkely thanlyheir whigz :ountsrparts to fall below povergf at T + 2.S —~ X
Such data, however crude, ‘do allow a comment on fheyvalidity of
certain of the specified hypotfeses about racial differénces among
disruptees in the choicke of financial options fq compénsate for the
loss of the husband'd earpings. Aitﬁough absolute income leyels for
‘Siqcks are lower at both T and T + 2,vthe decline™in family income for
" black disruptees is very similar to thdt of their white counterparts.
)t This i8 due to the relatively small increase.in éarninga on the part
‘Hof black wgmen from T to T + 2. On thé other ﬂand, the assumption that$ C~_
blacks are more 1ike1y to be receiviné public assistance in the pést-

4

diqruption period is confirmed.

L

P Of those respondenta who are in the sample at T + 2 (and therefore,
have not remarried) and who respond at T + 2 that they have received - \\\\\
some public aesistance or welfare during the previous year, only 6 ‘
percent of the whites and 13 percent of the blacks were also re-
ceiving some assistance in the year prior to survey point T.

5

family incomes at T + 2 which put them below povert For black dis- J
ruptees above poverty at T, LO percent fell below tMe poverty income )
ceiling at T + 2, K L '

Of those ;hiievdisruptees who' were aﬁove*poverty axiiﬁn26 percent had
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Changes in Labor Supply
\ " The above income data suggest that employment is one major means

by which women whose marriages break up' compensate for the loss of the
spouse's egrnings.; Figure 1 traces the meah annual hours wbrked by

- -t V
race of the, sample of maritally disrupted women over the period in

vhich the‘disruption occuré,hT - 1toT+ 2. At T there 1s almost no

‘

racial difference in mean‘hours worked. At T + 1, however, the differ-

.

ence between races is éubstantial, with the white disruptees working
. . 4

an average of 1046 hours and blacks, 88l hours. By the following survey'
date (T + 2), the gap‘ﬁad‘furthér widened with blacgs working ah .
average of 331 hours less than their white counterparte.6
In an effdrt to investigate more cioseiy these racial differegces
in 1abor supply '(as measured by annual hours worked), the white and .
- black samples were furphefvstratified by the receiptior nonreceipﬁ of
public assistance.' Such a stratification virtually‘elimiaaﬁes post-

di#ruption labor supply differences across races, as can be seen in

Figure 2. For those not receiving assistance, the increase in mean

-

— . , "

GA Sracing of the labor force participation rates of these women ove

{the same periods, T to T + 2, indicates that of.those women who were
in the labor *force at T, Th percent eontinued to report themselves in
the labor force at T + 1 and T + 2. . e

’ .
* -8

TAlthough the relationship between the receipt of public assistance
and labor supply is a simultaneous one, this result is nevertheless
interesting (see Appendix E). Tt again reinforces the importance of
the option of public assistance as a substitute for market work for
maritally disrupted women. ry |
N . . < . A )

A3
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Annual
Hours
Worked 20 .
(00's) :

jv v F . « -
-1 . T—~—"T4] T+42  Time Period
S *.Disruption :
Figure 1,

v

-

Mean Annual Hours Worked by Marital Disruptees
by Race from T-1 to T+21

’
lThgse figures are wveighted means.
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Hours . : /59/
Worked ) ‘ ' |
(00's) 18 \ . .
Whites - No Public
! Assistance
151 // Blacks - No Public
Asgistapce
1
i
13
) 10
11*
10"
l
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. 8 1
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| |
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: \\ : Whites - On Publdc
' - .- Assistance
\ —— [N
51 ' - . et /-"Blacks - On Public
N /)&L/“J ‘ Assistance
I \ ) . |
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T-1 TNy’ T4] T42 Time Period
Disruption ‘
Rigure 2

Mean Ahnual Hours Yorked by Marital Disruptees by Race
by Receipt of Public_Asai&tance from T-1 to T+21

lTheue‘means are weighted.
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.anndal hours worked from periods T to T + 2 becomes steeper for both

blecks.end whites. For vhites not receiving public assistance, there
is an increase onneVerege of T37 hours,.while the iséreese for all
vhites is 479 mean hours. The results are similar for blecke;‘}hose
blacks not receiwing assistance show an increase of 587 hcurs, while
the unrestricted samﬁle has an increase of only 98 hours. As is eJi-
dent by the above rigures, the absolute increase in mean hou)s worked' -

is larger for whites, regardless of whether &a restriction on public

assistance receipt is introduced. R Co y
Ly

Resultghaf the Multivariate Analysis

\
Tables 3 and b4 present the sumary statijpics and regression re-

h
sults by race for the maritally disrupting sample at T and‘T + 2. An

examination of the summary statist{és indicates those parameters which

undergo substantial alterations from T to T + 2. As expe%{ed, for Roth
‘ '

races nonwage income levels drop substgptially as does the percentage

of women having a youngest child under 2. It is interesting to note

A

that among white disrupting women, in the postdisruption period the ;\\

percentage of women sﬁating that they had a health problem sufficiently

i

' .
severe to affect their ability to work doubles. At T + 2 an increased

P - w
_proportion of these women are living in an extended family setting \\\‘\\\ '

(with another adult over 18 in the household). This latter result 13.\ N\
also seen within the sample of black women, but the ineyease is insub- \

/ - R .
etentiel Finally, the increase in the snnusl hours of wor 1s as *  \ s

.
expected. with an increase ror whites of simost 60 percentage’ ssints and

r -

for blecks. 14 percentage points’

N A

-
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Summary Statistics: Determiﬁtnts of Ann
in the Pre- and Postdisruption Periods

(st. deviations in ptrenﬂicaea)

Table 3°

Hours Worked

(T and T + 2) by Race®*®

Rlce"

Characteristics® . -~ Whites® Blacks
T T + 2 T | f§+ 2,

Duration of Marriage 6.78 7.08 5.97 6.2
. . (4.99) | (5.16) | (4.63) | (k.60)

Age of Youngest Child < 2 oL l9 26 | .68 .35
. ‘ ( .50) | .84) |  .u7) | .u8)

Age of Youngest Child 2 2 .12 .28 12 .28
° (.33) | C .45) | ( .33) | ( .bs5)

Nonwage Income . 5668 2083 L678 1351
: ' (3529) | (4682) | (3548) | (2587)
Respondent's Health .06 .12 .06 .06
, (.28) 1 (,.33) | (.23) |( .2L)
Potential Wage 1.60 1.75 1.48 1.60
(.38) [ (.33) | (.39) [(.s0)

High Welfare State of Residence .Lo b5 .29 .27
( .49) | (.50) ]| ( .u6) |¢ .45)

Low Welfare State of Residente 27 .19 .48 L2

) ( .45) I ( .60) |- ( .50) |( .50) ,
Unemployment Rate (U.S.) 5.52 6.28 5.58 6.30
(.83) (.15 ( .88) |{ .78)
'[Number of Household Members e 2L .61 .67 CWTT

over 18 ( .65)-f( .92) | (1.13) {(1.07)
SMSA Residence .66 .70 .65 .73
(W3 | (.46) | ( .u8) [( .ub)

Annual Hours Worked 823 1312 840 954
- li?esv) ( 893) | ( 800) |( 909)

® The sample universe includes those women who experience & marital
disruption between 1968 and 1973 and who were not enrolled in

school. See Chapter II for a more detailed description.

€ Exmct descriptions of the consttuction of

are given in Appendix B,

The sumary statistics are unweighted.

Qhﬁ characteristics
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Table L ~ , h

' Determinants of Annual !ours Worked in thg
disruption Perfods (T and T '+ 2) by Race ’

Regress!on Results: pre- and Post-

({t statisticas in parentheses)

> : : : Race
Charactertsticsc ‘ .Wh$tes Blacks
TX ' T T + 2 T T + 2
Duration of Marriage . ' D3, 10 - 2«44h~\\ 16.18 16.67
: (  2.15) (- 0.15) ( 1.06) ( 0.98)
Age of Youngest Child <« 2 ~850.,30%#% 357 5w _D30 T1# 200,90
(- 8.18) (- 1.86) (- 1.39) (- 1.24)
" Age of Youngest Child > ? 685 . 1g%nw 23 .99 136 .84 h31.60 -
‘ : (- L4.03) (  1.30) ( 0.55) ( 2.23)
Nonwage Income ! ‘ | - .0053 \ . 006 - .017 05
' | (- o.u1) ( 0.38) (-0.79) ( 1.h6)
Respondent's i'~alth ~199.79 HN6E e -425.53% L0T7.57T*
, (- 1.05) (- 2.0h) (- 1.59) (- 1.30)
Potential Wage L7Q.Qlien . 750 Q7#NR  5QB G5k 1205. Linnw
( 3.37)- ( ©2.69) (+ 2.55) ( b.T1)
High Welfare State of Residence - 23.70 - bW.hp -11.75 -16.03
, - ‘ (- 0.21) (- 0.03) (- 0.07) (- 0.09)
Low Welfare State of Residence 51.62 H0g . ToNw 296.41 10, 374w .
, , ' ( 0.hb) ( 2.07) ( 1.65)#% ( 2.3L)
Unemployment Rate (U.S.) - 81.77 - 8.50 -54 .26 =151.0h#
) (- 0.88). (- 0.09) (- o0.72) (- 1.55)
Number of household members over 18 - 36.18 - 77.97 ~89.09% -73.64
: (- 0.50). (- 0.90) (- 1.40) (- 0.80)
SMSA Residence -193.99 -218.49 138.55 -27h.65
, (- 1,82) (- 1.17) ( 0.85) (- 1.47)
. Constant 862, 3un# 2s5h.11,  .235.92 -122.65
| ' (1 2.52) ( 0.32) ( ‘0.LT) (- 0.18)
N . 235 145 161 135
R° (ad)) . .29 .16 .10 .26
F Ratio 9.66nNw 3. hgww 2,574 5.18%n
a Sample universe includes those women who experience a marital disruption between 1969
and 1973 and who are not enrolled in school., See Chapter II for a more detailed
description. - .
b The regression results are unweighted. -
¢ Significance levels are given for one-talled tests, except for the "duration of marriage"
variable where significance levels are given for two-tailed tests.
® gSignificant at 1 percent lewel. : N '
#® - gsignificant at 5 percent level.
.

Significant at 10 percent level.
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disruption periods in the signs and sizes ?} the income and expected
wage variables. In the predinruption period, for both races. the non-
vage income cqﬁfficient vhifle negative, is insignificant. There are
several possible explanations for the insignificance of this nonwage

income coefficient in the predisruption period. * These will be detailed

8 . /
later. | ¥ : .

~In the postdisruption peri‘_od (T + 2), the hpcome effects are

actually positive.g\‘A positive 1ﬁéome,efrect; of course, is incon-
sistent with the conventional fheory 6f labor supply. A possible ex-
planation of this result is the likelihood in the postdiaruption period
of substantial measurement error in the construction of the nonwage
income variable. : In those households whe;; the wife and husband; 1if
any, do not live aloné. the respondent is asked only the amognt of the‘
total income of all‘family members in the héusehold. There 18 no dis-‘
tinction‘made'as to whether this income is avai;able for the respon-
dent's use. For this reason, a control variable for the‘number of

adult memiers vas added as an ddditional explanatory variable. As

expected, 1t is collinear with the level of nonwage income. A possible

.

BSoe rage 69 of this chapter for a complete discussion of pOIlible
alternative explanations.

91n the cnae of black women, the sign and size of the income coafricieny

are gsignificantly gltered between the pre- and postdisruption periods
(Tand T + 2). Se Appendix C for a complete 1list of confidence
intervals for the labor supply perumetora included in the mo%el

-

-
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coniaguence'of thin.collingaritf is to reducg the\sige and significance -
of the nonvagq.incomo'coefficient.lo ’ .

The gross wage effects for both racsg}lon fhe other‘hand. are
positive and hiéhly significant at'bothibglgta. T and T + 2. Contrary
to ﬁriﬁripxpectation. the size of the ‘coefficients nearly doubles for
whites and moré than doub}es forvblacka: with blacks being the more re-
sponsive at both survey poigts, The substitution effects in‘élasticity
form for each -subgroup are given in Table :5,

PO

- Table 5

¥ ‘

Substitution Elasticities in the Pre- and
and Postdisruption Periods.by KRace

Substitution ’ - Time Period

Elasticities * T ' T + 2

Whites 9L 1.k9 ,
Blacks 1 1.08 2.10

Bcalculated from figures given in Tables 3 and L.

N .

loAt Tgk\QT’QVianCC of measurement error is manifested in the fact that
within both races the coefficient of variation on the nonwage income
variable 1is about 2. In addition, the distribution of nonwage income
appears bimodel with approximately 50 percent of the disruptees having
zero nonwage incomes and 25 percent, incomes of $2,000°or above. .

A second explanation for the positive sign of the nonwage income co-
efficient at T + 2 is given by Rosenman who'obtains a similar result

in her investigation of postdisruption labor supply using the N.L.S.
older women's data. Given the low mean levels of post-split income,
the lqwer the income the more likely that the family can qualify for
welfare, providing the head with an incentive to reduce labor supply.
The higher the income, the more likely it is that augmentation requires
increased labor supply by the respondent. See Linda 8. Rosehman,
"Mdrital Status Change and Labor Force Readjustments: An Analysis of
Female Heads of Families," Ph.D. dissertation (St. Louis: Washington
University, 1977), p. 93. rm

5/
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The increase in the size of the substitution elatticities for blacks
between the pre- and postdiyruption periods is substantially greater
than for whites; blacks also have higher absoluted elasticities at both

/ , N ]
points in time.

Such results can possibly be explained by a jpositive bias to the
potential wage rates for the disruptees due to tde interaction among
low wage rates, the AFDC program and labor suﬁplyﬂ Divorcéd or sepa;
rafed women with low expected wage rates work lesp not only because of

2

e
their lower earning potential but also because the receipt of weif}re
: P

benefits is a more attractive option for them tha% their highef wage
counterpafts. With the receipt of such welfare, %1nancial benefits to
.incpeased labor supply are further reduced by the %mplicit negafive
tax on wages that such a program 1mposes.ll |

It is interesting to note that other studie;.wh;Fh have analyzed
the labor supply behavior of re?éle headg of household‘(where public
assistance recipients have been included in the ﬁniverse)-have pro-
duced similar results. Garfinkel and Masters find that gross wage

effects, where expected wages are instrumentalized in d-very similar

“manner to this study, afe~much larger for female heads of household

llStratification of the postdisruption labor supply models by whether
or not the young woman has finished higly school should help to .
clarify some of these unexpected resultgg)ASee Section C for a
discussion’'of the results obtained from this stratification.

V4
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than.for mhrrie@ women with chiidren. Rosenman, who investigaﬁea

the "p}é- and poat-apiit" labor supply behaxior of a sample of older
ﬁumen (aged 30 to Wb in 1967) also finds larger gross wage effects

in ﬁhe postdisruption perioé. In addition, she alsd obtains positive

»]

1n¢ume effects in the post-split labor supply model.lL

/ Control Variables

f . :
/ (1) whites : . \

For the subsgt of white women, the control variables, paiticu—

~

larly those variables which indicate the presence or.nonpresence of

v

a child in the household, are the most responsive to the change in
marital stétus. ‘The coefficients of the dummy variables re;;rring

to the presepce‘oé a child in the household‘are s%gnificantly differ-
ent from T to T + 2. The responsiveness of the ydhng woman's labor
supply to the presence of an 1nfantl(under 2) relative £o being |
childless is substgntially redﬁced, although the éoeffiéient remains
negative and significant (at the 5 percent level). If the age of K
the;youngest child is over two, the labor supply_responsé is highly
significant and negative in the prediﬁru;tion period, and actuaiiy be-
comes positive ﬁt T + 2.

Figure 3 illustrates the predicted mean annual hours worked for

whites by the age of the youngest child over the disruption cycle, ‘ 0

LI B

IIZSee Garfinkel and Masters, "Effect of fncéme," pp. 45-46 and Rosenman,
"Marital Status Change," pp. 8L-90. . .

- . J Pl
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T - 1 to T+ 2, holding the other papameters in the labor supply model
cons&ant. The increase in mean hours'worked is subatantial for those

women with children, while xhqre is little change for those women

)
.

without children. o The only unexpected result, as was mentioned above,
is the predictiog}tzﬁt by T + 2 women with a youngest child aged two

or older will have larger mean annual work hours than their childless
* v
cdunterparts. ‘ * .
¢ » * ,
Other control variables which vary significantly between T and

T + 2 include the "durabion of marriage" and "low welfare state of

residence." As hypothesized, the positive effect of 1iving in a "low,

-

welfare" state is much stronger in the postdisruption period. Once

controls are put on the presence of children and nonwage income levels,

9

duration of marriage is positively Yelated to 1&bor supply at T. This
relationship disappears by T + 2, T}.xe reasons for the altgration in ®
both the sign and the coefficient of the'"duratién of marriage" vari-
able are not evident.

(2) Blacks | . ‘

In‘comparison-toﬂthe subsé£ of white wdmen, among black reéspon-~
derits the control variables are less significantly altered dy the dis-~
ruption proées;. Only the coeffic;en£ of SMSA/nonSMSA‘variablq is
altered significantiy." fhe gigh of the SMSA variable actuaily moves
from being nonaiénifi;ant and positive, to negative. ;There appears to

- a

be no adequate explanation for this phenomenon:
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Figure 3

AdJusted Annual Hours WOrked by Age of the Youngest :
' Child from T-1 to T+2: Whites _ _—

o

This ftgure is constructed from regression results. presented in Table
"4, These results -are unweighted. .
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 child in the hougehold (1if any), holding all other parameters constant.

. “ ; | IR | 9
Unlike the duﬁget of white VQ@en. for the plucks there are no | |
aignificapt chnnges in the_gize ér the signs of the variables control-
ling'ror the presence of a child.. Figure L gives prédicted mean |
annual hours of work from T - 1 to T + 2 by the age of the yoﬁhgest
Only thse with a child under 2 follow a cleaf ﬁhttern. In contrasy,
to wﬁi&e women, these women have ﬁlﬁoéf no predicted increase {p hours
worked over{éhe disrﬁptign cycle once all other parameters are held
constanﬁ.. The pattern for the other two child status groups is much
less .clear, perhaps parﬁiy reflecting.the~smql% proportion of black
women who are childless ﬁ;d tﬁe diverse'nature of the group. It is
interetting t%et the older thild effect (age of youngest child 3_2)'\

is positive at both survey points.13

To#

Results of the Postdisruption Multivariate Analysis Stratified by
Education ) \ . ’ ‘

In order to examine moré'caréfullx the capability of the models
as formulated to explain adequately variations in labor supply among

those women with the highest probability of being eligible for welfare,

13Unadjuated figures for black women on the mean annual hours worked
by the age of the youngest chiid indicate a similar pattern. At
T -1 and T, childless women actually work fewer mean hours than
vomen ‘With older children. At T + 1 and at T + 2 the difference"in
mean hours worked between the two groups is slightly over 100 hours.

. -~
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l'I‘hese figures are constructed from regression results presedted in
Table 4. These are unweighted figures.
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the postdisruption modeis w;re further stratified by whether or not
thgknflpondent had completeq, igh ochooi) The empirical results are
given in Tabiva ‘§ and 7. 1k ‘

Aa expected the summary statistics indicate higher .levels of non-
wage inoome\ higher,_potential es, more hours vorked per year, .

short;er durationa of marriage‘ and lowver percentages with children
among _thgse who have completed high school as compared with high school
dropoixta. One interesting'result is the fact that\QOQpercent of white
high sbhool dropouts claim a health disability which limits their
“aetivity or the kind of work they can do. This® percentage is signi-
ficantly higher than the percentagea for white graduates or for blacks
in either educational attainment categorf/ Thi'&\ result’ sg'ves to

@
reinforce ‘the premise that, because health status is gelf-rated, re-

sponses to the question can be influenced by econo;nic and ether en-
vironmental circumstances. For example, a female head of houaehoid
may ration\iline her receipt of public transfer payments by specitsring‘
that she has a physical disability limiting her ability to work.
tes
Examination ef the regres results for white disrupted women

(see Table 7) produces some int resting results. While the adjusted

R° value for white dropo(ts is extremely high (.54), the R® valdng for

I‘One obvious problem with such a stratification is’ that the/ssmple /
sizes become extremel_\,' small. \ :

. (
Ld
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Table 6 ’

B‘mmlry Statistics: Determinants of Annual Hours Worked 19 the Pastdisruption Perind
' (T + ) by Kate and by &dueation ' o

(st. deviations in parentheses)

$ »
RACE
_ Characteristics’ Whites Blacks _
~ Dropoutsd Graduateae Nropout s Graduat es
Duration of Marriage 8.42 6.37 6,75 5 .60
v o (6.07) (L.L9) (5.00) (L.05)
Age of Youngest Child < 2 A0 .21 iy o4
4 (.48) (.41) A ( .50) ( .43)
Age of Youngest Child > © ‘ .26 .29 .29 27
(.hk) (.46) Y .46) (.L5)
Nonwage Income 1800 22132 132 1387 "
BTV (3048) (535h) (2uo8) (2803 )
Respondent's Health , .20 .08 .07 .05
‘ , ( .40). ( .28) (.25) ( .22)
Potential Wage C 1.L8 1.89 1.40 1.83
. ‘ ( .21) (.29) (.33) (.33)
High Welfare State 4f Res. A 6 26 .29
, - : ( .50) ( .50) - ( ) ( .h6)
Low Welfare State of Res. .18 .20 RV Lo
| Co U (.39) ( .h0) ( .50) A .b9)
Unemployment Rate (U.S.) ° . 6.34 6.205 6.15 6.48
. ” ( .67) ( .78) ( .84) ( .o1)
Number of Hqusehold Members over 18 70 .56 .86 : .66
. ’ ( .97) ( .90) ~ (1.10) (1.04)
SMSA Residence . , .62 R CTE .67 B ’
. » (.49) (L) ( .u7) ( .bo)
Annual Hours Worked . 931 - 1513 632 1335
( 866) ( 8L5) ( 735) ( 952)

—
For a description of the sample see Table L,
. The regression results are unweighted , _
Exact descriptions of the construction of the chari&fggtstics are given in Appendix B.
Dropouts are defined ag having completed less than 2 years of dchool
Graduates are defined as having completed 12 or more years of school.

o a0cop
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Regression Results:

Table 7 .
Determinuntl of Annual Hours Worked
Postdisrdption Period (T + 2)°

&

(t-ltatiltics in parentheses)

'

gysﬂace and by Education in the

. RACE
Characteristics Whites Blacks
V;Q;gﬁﬁg;g? Graduates® Dropouts Graduates .
Duration of Marriage - =3T.L3nee 56 0y} 26.. 81 20.91
(  2..48) (- 1.18) ( 1.21) ( 0.68)
Age of Youngest Child < 2 - 88.59 -369.8T¢ -365.30m# 100.75
(- 0.37) (- 1.50) (- 1.7 ( 0.29)
Age of Youngest Child > 2 660.80 38.15 136.49 576 .48
( 2.78) (  0.15) ( 0.50) » ( 1.94)
Nonwage Income .02 .003 » 0.05% .0l
. . (0.53) ( 0.18) 1.10) ( 0.65)
- Respondent's Health . 49.39 -T723.L8%% =355.43 =595 .09
- : (  0.21) (- 2.27) (- 1.02) (- 0.96)
Potential Wage 2122.2%%% - 91.2) Lk .62 1154 .1 #
(  3.18) (  0.22) (  1.16) ( 2.28)
High Welfare State of Res: -363.16%* 181.99 106.27 -210.87
« (- 1.81) ( 0.82) ¢ ( 0.46) (- 0.68)
Low Welfare State of Res. 952,21 #uw 138.98 319 .28# 1106 .40
| (  3.75) (  0.54) ( 1.46) ( .0.34)
Unemployment Rate (U.S.) =SLT Sk s 181.ko -158.90*%  -169.59
' . (- 3.70) ( 1.55) (- 1.k6) (- 0.91)
Number of Household Members over 18 «43.03 . -147.20 - 83.07 -10.35 -
? | ( 0.39F (- 1.28) (- 0.80) (- 0.06)
SMSA Residerce - 6%.08 -290.13 133.12 -768.19
. (- 0.28) (- 1.14) ( o0.60) (- 2.11)
Constant T61.43 680.73 703 .46 -635 .01
, , (- 0.T1) ( 0.64) ( 0.88) (- 0.ks)
N . 50 N 73 60
RS (adJ.) 5L .06 .18 1
F Ratio d 6.19%** 1.51 2.13% 1.70
For description of sample, see Table 4. ~ .
~

:aag;\? o

The regression results are unweighted.

* Significant at 1 percent level.
Significant at 5 percent level.
Significant at 10 ‘percent level.

Y

Significance levels are given for one-tailed tests except for the "duration of" marriage
variable where significance lelVels are given for two-tailed tests.

Dropouts are defined as having completed less than 12 years of school.
Graduates are defined as having completed more than 12 years of school

A Y



vhite(hlah school psduﬁth' iﬁefy'clou to gero (.Oé). tAlthough the

gmall size of the sample of white dropouts makes any conglusions some-
e

'vhlt-tent;tive. the results do %ndicato that ther distinct differ-
ences 16 therostdisruption’;gbor supply;&es oggfes of graduates and

3

dropoutb. The mean ual hours of work of e éraauates are signi-

ficantly greater and have a lower variance than thoée of.their_less
educated counterparts. This lack of variation in work hours among

high school dropouts accounts for the;low explanatory ppwe}\of the
\ 14

model. On the other hand, the specified lgbd* supply model is very

\
y o
successful in explaining variations in piizzigiuption work behavior

' .

among dropouts, the women with tﬂ;\Qigifst robability of receiving v
\ some type of public assistance. These results indicate that; at,
. /‘,s 1

least among white maritally dispupted women, gombining high [school

-

dropouts and graduates in the postdisruption 1dbor supply model (see
Table 4) masks significantly dig}erent\wérk responses on the pért of
the two groups to the specified parameters. .
Examination of variations in 1ndiv¥éualhcoefficients between the
iwu groups ahouidAéervé as an indicatof of where the direct and in-
direct effects of public assistance receipt.jif any, are being mani-
fested. As hypothesized, the éﬁefficients of the welfare variables ;.
("high and low welfare state of residence") are lapge and significant
in the right directioﬁq only for the sample of dropouts. The positive .

labor supply‘response to potential wage rate changes is also




25
J" ! -

aign%ticant only among high school drqyoutl; this result contradicts

prior expectafions.
This difference in the sizes pf the gross wage.effects between the
dropouts Fnd graduates warrants further attention. Calculations of the

pure substitution elasticities for the two gropus yield significantly

di fferent results, a value of 3.L0 for white dropouts and_,02 for

’

wvhite graduates (ta2.68).%° These results seem to confirm the explana-

tion given earlier in this section for the increase in the size of the

Kross wage effects for both whitesiandAblacks between the pre- and
postdisruption periods.- Because these women afe yéung; their nonwage"
income levels when disrupted remain fairly constant across educational
levels. The young woman with a relativeiy high earning potentialf
i.e. having graduhted'from high school, will perceive no real non-
market alternatives to increasiné her financial ;ésourcés. s iike
the male head of household, will, therefore, exhibit little sponse
to wage rate changes because she ié'already working almost full-time

and due to her 7lack of financial alternatives, cannof afford to alter

her labor supply. The white high school dropout, on the other hand,

has the higher probability of being eligible for 'welfare, glven her low

15Qne obvious problem with such calculations, as was mentioned earlier,

is the possibility of substantial measurement error in the con-

" struction of the nonwage income variable. This error in all pro-
bability accounts for the positively signed income effects for
three out of the four subgroupd being studied.

e
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»earniné potential and the high incidence of hequb-rglated diaabilityn

” =

Public asaigtance thus becomes a substitute for her mirket work, allow-

ing her the option of leaving the labor mgrket in response to declines

16 .
in her potential wage. ’ : |

only th; presence,of'an infant in thelfamily and the existence of
‘a physical health dtsubifqti are significant determinants of lcbor
subpiy among higﬁ school grahua£ea. These resylts erefgs expected,
given the fact that the (lisr‘up‘t.mm who have at. least a high "
school.diploma"have a mean annual hours worked of abéut l.GOQ hours
"ﬂClose to full-time) and a relativel& low standa;d error. Theré is
thus little variation in labor supply to be explained by the séecified
- model, ' ' /’ .
One interesting result not mentioned above is the negative.ahd
signifidmnt coefficient on the "unemployment rate" variable for high

. N

. 8chool dropouts; while for high school graduates, the same coefficient
4 . ¢

is actually positive. This indicates that young women who had not
completed high school and who are in a disrupted status in the survey

yYears where feuale unemployment rates were higﬁ ha@ significéntly

> ¢

- decreased labor supply as compared to their counteTrparts whose marriages

¢

4

1§$he construction of the potential wage variable‘is such that wage
rates can only be altered by changes in educational levels, residence
v (1n or out of the South or an SMSA), or health status.; The large
: substitution effect for high school dropouts indicates that the more
. years of education such a young woman ceh complefe, the greater will
be the intensity of'her'participation in the labor force. .

/ \ * .
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beceme digrupted in years where the unemployment rates were lower. For

®

high school graduates,. the reverse was true Thus - the 1ebor supply or

high schooltdrapouts _appears to be more sensitive to cyclical economic

changes than the supply of their better educated counterparts.

[

o Blacks | | A\¢)”X

The differences between black dropouts and graduates in termakof
therresponsiveqess of labor supply to the specifiéd parameters ere much
less pronounced than those between ite dropouts and graduates. The
adjusted R yﬂ}uea are similar the model for black dropouts is only
m;rginally significant and the model for graduates has no statistical
significance. Nevertheless, as was true for white femmle heads, the
effect of living in a {low welfare state is sigm!ficent for black C
dropouts but not for graduates. |

In contrast to the results for vhites, the subatituti;elasticity
is smaller (1. 06) for black dropouts than for graduates (1.66), but
the difference is not significant (t = 95) The results obtained for
black dropouts and graduates are the results expected from lebor-

leisure choice;fheory Nevertheless, the marginal signiricance of the

black models requires that such & conclusion be advanced with the

'qualifying statement that further stu&y is needed.

} A
’
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Comparison of Maritally Disrupting Women with the
Reference Group of Maritally Stable Women at T

It is pqssible that the preceding discussion of alter&&ions in

~
»

the young women'g initial labor supply réspordse to the occurrence of

4 ~ .
marital disruption may in fact understate the actuél {mpact of the
event. This would be true if, t& some degree, the young women act to
alter their behavior in anticipation of the imminent marital breakdown.
This aection,.by both tébular and multivariate oompérisbns, will seek

to ascertain whether or not there is such an anticipatory effect.

Tabular Results

Comparing selected {ncome characteristics of theAsample of dis-
rupting women in the ﬁre:}sruption périod with a reference group of
maritally stable women (see Table 8), cértain differences are evident.
Eor‘both whites ané blacks mean family income 1eveis and mean levels

T

of husband's earnings are lower for the disruptihg aémple than the
:Lference group. In absolute éerms, 1n¢ome levels are lower for blacks
tﬁ;n whites, regardlesas of prospective marital status. :On the qther
hand, the meén earnings levels of the respgndents show little Qiffer-
‘énceéqamong whites, but.émong blacks those whose marriages are stable
have higher levels. This differenéial_among blacks can at least in
part be attributable to the‘higher proportion of welfare récipients

among black disrupting women, reflecting the fact that 22 percent of

AN
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Table 8

Selected Mean Income Characteristics of Marital Disruptees in the
Predisruption Period (T) with Reference Group in 1971 by Race®sP

¥ [ Whites _ Black .
Characteristics Marital |[Reference| Marital Reference
Disruptees! Growp Disruptees| Group

Mean Family Income TL93 8664 | . 6058 7003
Mean Husband's Earnings SLUT - 6039 3927 L651
Mean Respondent's Earnings 1760 1TL7 1493\ 1667
£ wvith Family Member ,

Receiving Public Asst. 5.8 - 3.6 | 16.4 10.0 -
% Below Poverty® 11.9 3.7 | 22.0 16.2

' Bror description of construction of the sample of marital disruptees T(d\‘ A

the reference group, see the text. Sample includes thgse enrolled,
PAll figures in the table are weighted.
C.Poverty income is defined acco:rding to standard dqfinitions of poverty

’\& as published by thé C.P.S. »
. .
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these vomen live £k families whose incomes .are below poverty level.
White disruptees are also more likelv to be receiviiis welfare and to
have familv incomes below povertv than their maritallv stable counter-

parts, but their mean earnings are actually higher. - -

Results of the Multivariate Analysigy

L4

Tables 9 and 10 present summary statistics and regression results
by race for the maritaily disrupting group at T and(the reference group.
in 1971. Table 9, which gives summany means and standard deviations

for the parameters used in the specified.]gbor supply functions, ylelds

+

certain differences and some notable similarities between the character-
= ¢

«

istics of the disruptees and those of the referénce group.
Among the subsample of whites, there is no difference in annual
hours -worked or in thc\bercentage of women with n child under two. The
‘ ’ \

reference éroup, however, is glightly more T™kely to have a child, a

longer duration of their marriage (slightly over L years), higher

levels of nonwage 1néome, and slightly higher potential wage levels than

the disruﬁting grouﬁ - Black disruptees, in éoﬁtrasi, ar; ﬁore likely

to have a child and ;} live in a "low welfare" state of residence than
their nondisrupting counterparts. Ldke the white reference group,

- black ﬁéritally éiable EQmen have a higher mean nonQagé income,vduration
of marriage (about 3% years), and ‘?otential wage: than thosdl who disrupt.‘

As with white women, the mean annual hours of work do not differ signi-
. ' ) ’ 3 F
ficantly beiween the two ‘groups. £ ’

-~
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f Table v

© Bummary Statistica: Determinants of Annual Hours Nerkad by Prospective Marital Status and Race in
the bPrediusruption Pertad (TP A

(ut.undux-d-devintiona in purentlmaen)

] | - ' " Race . ﬁ
’/// .. : .o Whites . _Blacks
Characteristic IS _
U BRI Reference - Reference
} Potal | Disruptees Group Total | Disruptees Group
Daration of Marriage 4 8.18 6,78 8.5 6.80 5.97 'T7.25
- ’ (5.U45) ~(W99Y | (5.49) (5 20) (4,63) (5.44)
_Age of Youngeat Child < 2 I 'S N S Y e .61 .68 .57
. (.50) (.50) (.50) ( h9).. (. h7) (..50) "
Age of Youngest Child = 0 . 17 12 " .18 v W17
, .38) (.33) . (.39) 3 ) . (.38)
Nonwage Income | 933 5668 . 697 - h80t h678 " 5018
(3889) (3529) (3933) .| (32u8) (3548). (3071),
Respondent-'s Health .06 .06 06 .05 .06 ,05
(.2k4) (.24) . (.24) (.22) (.23) - (.22)
Potential Wage 1.76 1.60 1,79 ] 1,55 1.48 1.59
- ) (.39) (.38) (.38) 1 (37) (.50) - | (.35)
High Welfare State of Res, 39 Lo .39 29 | .29 .30
(.h9) - (.40) (.49) (.46) (.46) (.L46)
Low Welfare State of Res., 27 S 27 S .53 48 .60
‘ R (. L) (.L5) - (Wb (.50 | - (. 50) (.50)
Number of Household .38 2L Ao Y A N S A .67
Members over 18 (.92) (.65) (.96) (131b)- | (1.13) (1.14)
" SMSA Residence - .63 . .66 .62 65 .65 .64~
- (.48) (.7) ] (.L8) (.48) (.48) (.u8)
Total Marital Status I A GG - - 35 - -
‘ ) 3 | ‘ (.4§)
Annual Heurs Worked ~ 8.8 823 829 85 | 840 856
- (8r4) [+ (789) (889) (820) (800). | " (832)

For a description of the sample univerle of disruptees see Table L4, The reference group
consists of women married in 1971 who did not disrupt between 1968 and 1975 and who were
not enrolled in school; T represents 1971 for the refegence group.

w

Summary statistics are unﬁeﬁghtedl

For a complete descripﬁion of the construction of characterigtics,jseg Appendix B.
. " = ‘ - | '8




Regression Results:

~

Re .

>

-

Table 10

T

Determinants of Annual Hours)Worked by Pros
in the Prediaruption Period )

P

pective Marital Gtatus and Race

b
* - - where significance level
Rk Significant at 1 percent level.
ok Significant at Y percent level.
.. Significant at 10 percent level.
4

. A,

3

Significa.nce levels are given for one-tailea tests except for the "duration of\ma'rria
s are given for two-tailed tests. '

»

' ) - ace
s
Cheracteristics® Whites — Blacks
' Reference |. o : Reference
Total Disruptees Group ¢ Total Disruptees Group
Duration of Marriage L.42 D1, 13w 1.06 L7.08ww. 14,37 18,58+
' "(0.92) (2.01) | (0.20) (2.13) (0.95) (1.81)
Age of Youngest Child <2 ~968.0k#un | _BEG . GoReR | LGBB LB #xx| _LQ2 2THRM] 025, 63% -627 . 38%»
(-19.91) (-8.33) [(=18.03) (=5.3h) (-1.36) (-5.53)
Age of Youngest Child = 2 | -66G.58%### | _603 6o%w# | ~666,05%k*] -51.36 137.89 -118.93
(=9.h0) (=b.1h) (-8.47) (=0.39) (0.56) (-0.75)
Nonwage Income - SVEDLLL S BN - L 031 .018. -.013 .Olk
(-5.43) (=0.4%0) . (=5,33) (0.1%) (-0466) (0.93)
Respondent’'s Health ~116.54% | <102.9h " q1e10411 =503, 75%%# | —u13.57%, | =598.65%*
(-1.47) (-1.02f -~ (51.19) (=31k) (-1.55) | (-2.93)
Potential Wage 380, p0www | 439 65udn| 368,88k [ Lo2. ghwuw| 538 Towew | 319 B2uk
. , (6.50) C(3,26)) (5.49) (2.96) (2.45) (1.82)
High Welfare State of Res, 24,06 —lda 21 2,25 | -81.39 -3.83 -120.51
, ; ~ (0.52) (~0.10) (o.47) | (~0.75) (=0.02) ¢-0.82)
Low Welfare State of Res, 93, 1T L, 79 103.02:%= | 173.20% 296. Ll e 116.0
: , , (1.87) (0.39) + (1.86) (1.59). (1.65) (0.83)
No, of Household Members [ -0W.60 ~33.15 -35.5L* -91.33%## | g6, To* =92.770%* 4~
over 18 ) el (=1.0h) (-0.46) (=1.39) | (-2.62) | (-1.55) (-2.08)
SMSA Residence -1Q7.76 -[89.80 -88.39 3. 91.08 194,11 - h3,0b
- %-n.uu) (=1.78) | (~1.80) (0.98) ?6.95) " (0.37)
Total Marital' dtatus SN | IV - - 120.96 - R
' \ \ (-0.00) - & - (1.56)
‘| Constaht 935,50%%% | 653, L3wwr | 1015,9%0 | 320,93 6.36 555,58%#
o (7.46) | s~ 0.64 ('7.20) - (1.25) (0.02) (1.66)
1% - 1 235 ‘1238 bs6 I 161 295
R (ad3) .31 .29 ©.31 k%? .10 .17
F Ratio 59.50 »ex|  10.56 ##x 55,90 xwx esﬁw 2. 700 | 6,98 wan
Y : Y -
8 See footnotes 1 and 2 on Pable 8. !

4
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An>exnmination of the 15bor‘hupply responsed of the women whose |

marr{ages are to be disrupted and of the reference group (see Table 10)

Y

does reveal certain differences.]{ Among, whites, the duration of
marriage 31gnificantly affects only the. labor supplied by the disrupt-
ing group. On the other hand, nonvage iwcome levels and living in a

"low welfare" stgte of residence are significant determinants of labor
\ .

[ .
supply only for the reference group. Ig contrast, for blacks, nonwage
{ S
income et'fects remain insignificant for both maq}tal Btatus groups and
living in g "low welfare" state of';bsidence has a significant,effect

on labor supply only for disrupting women. The negative labor suﬁbly
. : . —

‘effects of having a child in the household, particularly an infant,

are’ much more pronounced in the case of the reference group

¥ ~

» In oﬂéer to examine the statiltical significance of these

. apparent differences in labor supply pnrametey estimates:bgtween_the

- - .o ' T N
two. groups, a stepwise regression procedure was applied to a combined:

i, 4 K X . PN ) * 'y . N s

sample of the distupting and reference groupsiJ The functional form

$ ! . X

includedba binary variable for" marital status (1 = disvrupting: groqp,

e Yeference 5roup) which allows the intercept term to'vary, and a
;' ¢ : : set, of interaction terms thqt are .the products of this binary variable
. t ¢
i . . -and the other ;fara.meters in the equation, allowing the 310pe coefficients.
o L . ‘¥ \ C - \

. ’ R X . . g N e A - et
. /- ’ ) o R
N , L .

e varf&hle for the U.S. 'ﬁnemployment rate is eliminated from both

I models. Sigfce the reference: group representa a single year cross- _

.~ ¢ = .. - section, there is no'variation in this varisble's valye. g dis-
"+ - ruptees, the-variable has no ,statistical aignificaﬁce asg a det rminant ‘
‘ ' of annual hours worked at T. .. =~ & , :

. . 3 ’:. -.' “
- Pl d .
oo
4 ‘ -
. ~ . " " ’
! ‘l. ‘ ° ’ A l~ o

%, o .

d




&

\

to vary. This procedure, therefore, permitn thestesting of any or all

64

of the coefficlents in the mod,el..]8 The results obtalned from such ay

L

fully interacted model, where the interaction terms are not entered *

until the k + 1 step (with the dummy marital status vapriable éntered

first) allow F statistics to be calculated. for se{eral different pur-
. - ‘ * ' ) .
poses. It is possible to test (1) whether the labor supply °

functions differ by marital status; (2) whether there afe intercept
differenees, and (3) whether therekure slope differences between.the
two marital status subgroups.

F tests on the entire interacted nodel ind}gute no significafit
difterences fof'either race (whitesy .85; blacné} .80). For whites,

d

there are also no sjgnificant intercept di fferences by maritél status

B
SR

. - > . . . / N ,
Among blacks, the intercept terms of those whose marriages are gbout

to disrupt and those whose ma;riages remain irtact are marginally

¢

difterent (= = 1r thé\ghiftvterm is theﬁ»held constant, among

. vt

w
.

white women there ane-significqnt (at the 5 percent level) differences

®

in the duration of marriage and»nonwage ingeme coefficients between
v

the two marital ﬂtdtus subgroups [F ratio (2 lh63) = 3, 21] JFor black

- R V]
» v : »

B2 - . 4 A
. » N

See Stephen &. Myers,- Tests for Equality in Regregsions of
Weighted Data,' miheogrﬂphed (Columbus: "The Ohio State
~University, Cénter for uman Resource Research, 197¢), pp. 1- 13, for

‘ regression equations .

Loy

. ’a discussion of the uge of the technique in testing for.equality of""

” .

b}
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. " women there are no significant slope differences between the two .

L9
groupa.

The fact that white disruptees do differ from their nondisrupting

counterparts in the effect that the duration of their marriage and the
4
[evel of nonwage income has ongtheir annual haars worked is an inter-
4 ‘
esting findinga [t Is also interesting to notle that there are no

structurgi A{FFﬂrences\pggﬁan the two 1ubor:supply functions when all ‘
ot the specified paraheteré are allowed to vafy. The'next'question'to
‘ be answered th¢n becomes whether these slope differences are due to the
’ maritally disrupting woma;'s anticipation of the évent's occurrence or ‘\\

whether there is g‘Fuhdamental.difference in the tastg for work be-

” C

tween the two marital stetus groups.

In an effort to distinguish between these two possibilities, the
\

. ' " :lubor supp1¥ mod%} for disrupt¢é§ was estimated for the survey poinﬁ

-

T =1, wifh the assumption being that the fqnther away the young woman

»

is from the disruption's occurrence, the 1ésa likelihood that the anti-
L% _

. _ . - :
. cipation of the mqfital breakdown will be affecting her labor supply \\

~ N

*  behavior. The summary statistics and.regfessiOn results are given in
P

Table l%f For whttes, at T - 1 t@e duration -of marriage variable does
\ - N . ’ l , - [ .
‘ i ' : ~ 1 -

e

- . ‘U%f a levels are lowered to lb,percen s fd;—wgites the,cALfficients
on the presence of a youngest childyieés‘than two and the gMSA varia-
bles become significantly differedt” between the disrupting and refer- :
efice ‘groups [F Ratio (4,1461) = 2.09]. .For blacks, there is a slope . -
difference in the "age of yourigedt child less thap two" variable
[F Ratio (1‘,1h613)-= 3.3, - R

g * - o . .
. N - f

H
/
>
s
71
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Table 11 . o
Cummary Statlistics wnd Regreasnion Resulta: .
Determin&nts of Annual Hours Worked for Marital Disruptees at T - I by Race®
. , \
A , Race
“ ' Charactertatics : ~ Whites > ' Blackg
. 3 Means Rggr. Resu.lt.u“"1 Means Regr, Results
Durat.ion ot Marriage ‘ 5,91 3.h8 _ 5.4k ) .91
‘ (b, 00) (0.06) (h.36) : 0.04Y
Age of Youngeat Child « o =9hh O3 en e © =665,96%n
(.H0) (=7.87) (.by) (-2.89)
Age of Youngest Child . ‘ .08 Rl en 1 Q.76
, (.29) (=1.90) (.31). _ 1.20)
Nonwage Incume % -, ) hygeo -.024 »
: (338 (-0.h9) | (3117) (-0.85)
Respondent.'s Health, \\\4 LOH ‘7346 .09 270.39
e . (0.31) (.00) (0.72)
lotential Wage . L% o3, omn 16 386.39*
(.38) 7 (:’.89) (.30), (1.28)
_Hlgh Welfare tate of Residence A = . .33 . ~h6.82
- (b)) (-0.06\ YA (-0.2
Low Weltare State ot Residence - ® ',.‘.—‘.’ 103 .00 \.'&'{ . 32
: () (0.73) (.50) (0.96
Unemployment. Rate (U.5.) 5,17 -39,.6 ‘ 5.18 =236, 26%
’ | ( o) " (-0.36) (.50) - (-1.42)
No. of Household Members over V18 ) A -18 .88 10 : 71.15
. e o (.07) (-0.00y 7 (1.19) (0.93)
SMUA Restdence | 7 130 8 4 68 286,53 *
- L () _ (1.13), A7), » (1.31) o
Constant N - ¢ Can il 1o - " 1633.8%x
| g : (L3 (1.66)
Annual Hours worked 858 - 186
' . (i) | (866) o
7 T -
N " - - o © ) 102
2 \ - ' - .
R (ady. : ~ - \ ' YA o .19
F Ratiq B AR O LA LR K ~3.09%
- N . . . )
a4 -

Unlv:\éﬂ 1nc1pdes those youhg‘wbmen who first disrupt. between 1970 and 1973 and are nsk
iy enrolled in school at T - 1, ' i ‘ 4

. ? Summary means are unweighted; standard {eviations are in parentheges. =
<. Regressfan results are unweighted; t statistics are in parentheses. - N
d g £ -tailed testa cxiept_for " "
Significance levels are for one-tailed tests (XLepk\izl the "duration of marriage” variable
where significance levels are given ré6F two-tuiled tdsts. < .
» ~ B} '

e significant ats | percent level.
L ] ]

Significant &t 4 percent level.’ RN
Significant at 10 per’(!e/pt level. '
. r ,ﬁ.

—

L . , . . 7 . ‘ v

» . ] a
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bécome insignificant, while the nonvage income coefficient remains in-

20
significant.

There are several explanations for the Mact that even at T - 1 the

incomp coefficient ;pmains insignificant in the labor supply model of

®

those women whose marriages subsequently disrupt. Onf explanation is

that measurement error exists in the construction of the nonwage income

variable. A second alternative is that the nonwage income compoCent is

¢

proxying for a poa‘tive taste for work among those whose marriages later
Y |

break down. Third, “the possibility continues to exist that anticipétion
of the dlsruption's occurrence can be found ;;;noap the second su}vey
before {t aétually occurs. In ;his qase;'the vite diqcounts»her
hushand's earnings in making her labor supp%y decision because she is
“awére that there is a high probgbility that they will separate.

The first explanation. that of measurement error iﬁ the nonwage
income variable, has credibility énly if there is some reason why those
women wpo are .about to undergo a marital disruption are ﬁoré likely to -

\ ’ ' .

give, incorrect information on the income and asset questions than “do

those who are maritally stable. Since unexpected alterations in family
. o N .

-
»

Ka)

‘OIA order further to test the stabllity of these results, the change in
annual hours worked between T and T + 2 was regressed on the changes
in.nonwage income, changes in potential vages, and changes in other
control variables over the saﬂz period. ‘For both races income effects
remain insignificant and the models themselves are insignificant

(whites, F.ratio = 1.35; blacks, F ratio = .55). "

* 3 £ . . -
- '

s - i ) ' .
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. )
income have been shown to promote marital instab l%ty, it may be possi-

\

ble that women whose harriages gre about to dijsolve are less likely to
- ~know their husband's 1.ncome.“‘1 \\\\ . N
// The 1972 N.L.S. data set, ircorporating a series of work a
A | questions, dogs pe;;{zﬁ:\aimple test of differences in tast for-work
between a gréﬂb of white women whgse marr(agps are about, to dissolve
and a marit{lly $table @ample of white women. ‘Tabl 42 -gives the
results 6btained in'hle/l972 sur;ey when attitugé€ responses éf a ’

sample of mafried wom7é who disrupt bktween X972 and 1973 are compared ‘~;>
, . A .

disrupt between 1968 and 1975.

-

/
wibh a sample of maqfied whpen who do 1
\
~ (

-

These results give some support for e notion of differences in tastes

for work among the two maritafis atus subgroups, even before the marital
.

- disruptyon occurs. Unfortungfely the sample size for the haritally

-

: disruﬁting g is very mall, keeping significdnce levels low. How- ° /
’\\\\\.ever, it must be ackn

. ) . v ‘
the disrupting grolp ere taken from the survey pgg}od immedlately v

RO
/——-

changes dye to anticipation of the disruption's occurrencez.rather than

7

_represgfiting taste facﬁorsf'

/

" See Ross and Sawhill, Time of Transition, pp. 59-60.

IQTﬁe‘responsqs on the 1972 survey's attitude questions by those who dis--
" Yupted between 1973 and 1975 were also compared with the same maritally
stable group in an effort to see whether these attitude differences
are also apparent at surveys taken before the point T, i.e. at T - 1
'and T - 2. Although the results are in the same direction as in Table
12, the results are not significant. o . :




. | 4 -
- ' ,
v -
'wa‘mw_wm_m‘_w_.m_A__./.,A, e e 1 ) . * - :
Propoftion of White Women with Positive Responses
on Work Attitude Questions by Marital Stgpus in 1972 .
- ( ' ‘e
| . © _ Marital Status
Attitude Statement Disrupt 72-73* | Maritally stable 7P| T test for |
N id N X differences .
A working wife feels more useful
than one who doesn't hold a job ‘ 60 | 56 3335 b 1,8lwx
Employment df both parents 1s ﬁeceésary ‘ . . .
to keep up with the high cost of 1living 60 | 57 3835 L8 . 1,39
® Universe includes fhose wonfen married with a spouse present in 1972 who undergo & marital
b disruption between 1972 and 1973. . ‘ :

marital disruption between 1968 and RgT £ 4
¢ N represents the unweighted sample size,

statements (agree, strongly agree)

€ These are two,of a series of nine statements used to examine the reapondent'q‘opinioh about

the employmént of wives.
I Significance levels are for one-tailed tests. .
e “Significant at 1 percent level N i ~
¥+ Significant at 5 percent level. '
* Significant at 10 percent level, ‘

!

L]

Universe includes those women married with a spouse present in 1972 who do

!
not undergo a

represents the weighted proportion of the sample.indicating agreement with the attitude -

69
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- The third possible explanation for the nonslgnificance of the in- //
L

\

come effectq among, white uumen in the predisruption periods Tand T -~ 1
1s the phenomenon of‘anticipution. Tt may pe that the survey point
T~ 1 1is stiil sdfficiently close to theJdiarupptgﬁ's actual occurrence
‘that anticiﬁhtion of’ thg disruption continues to}be a factor in the
dgtéfﬁinatinnrnf.the‘wohnn's‘1ub%b market behavior,
One way to test the vnlidfty of shis thesiq is to examine the
{ﬁ ability of Lubor supply parameter estimgtes f'or the subset of muritallx
c _stable women)tn brediLt the inLreuse.in mean nnnual hours worked that
occurs tor thq~dxsrnpéees Pétween the pre- and po§£disruption periods,
given;chénges’in the Aean values of the 1ndependent.vériables. By
plugging in the me;n values ot the independent variables at T + 2, the
. . 1a§or'supp1y model for maritally stable women can explain 83 percent
, ‘of the actual increase In the labor supply of the disruptges that 1is

Ty )

observed between points T and T + 2. According to the rﬁi:its ob-

tained, ihe méét‘}mportant factors aqcougting for the increa e in 1abor
supply are the decline in nonwage income and the decline in tﬁe pro-
pnrtién of womeé with an infant (agé‘less than 2) in the household.

~ The fact that the predicted mean annual hours of work is‘felatively//

[4 hd , I

" To obtafn these results the .labor supply parameter estimates for!
maritally stable women are multiplied by the mean values. of, the para-
meters for the disruptee sample in the pbstdisxuption pqrioa i.e.

+
b? ET ‘; vhere DIS = maritally disrapting
a L MSP "DIS " MSP = maritally stable
- 3 y " b = slope coefficient ’ >
‘ : X = mean value of independent variable, 1. ’ ‘
. ." | . Lr o © . . . R 7/\/
- - : ? - . . *
NI " t': [«
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_ : \ ’ Tl
~ - ’
closs to the. actual mean annual hournfq{ ;Rrk does indicate that survey
T~ — C .

points T - 1 and T do, in fact, represent transition points in the
s dioruptioﬁ~cyclo. If this were not true, the expectation would be
that the 'pcruneter estimates’ for the maritally intact sample would have

no ability to predict the behavior of the sample of mnritally]diurupted

Unlike the case of white women, income effects are inlignifican%

women.

at point T for both blacks whose marriagg? diorupt'and those whose

m;rringel remain intact. At point T -1 there-il no difference @n the

significance oé the income effects fqr either group. Given the fact

that analysis of vari'ance‘tests do nw :lndicti".e any significant differ~
pt

ences in either the sdlope or in‘erce terms of the models for the two

L]

marital status subsets, these results are not surprising.

-



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Between ;950 and 197k, the number of female-headed families in the
United States has grown at a'rate almost ten times that of two-pa}ent |
families. The increase has been particularly pronounced after 1970;

L between 1970 and 1973 .the number of families headed by women grew by

. one million, an increase exceeding the net growth over the previous
decade, 1960—1970.l The most important reason for this growth is the

" increase in ma?rtcl instability, particularly among young women with

' Children, that occurred over the same period.2 Under fairly conserva-
tive assumptions, -such a growth rage.has led Glick and Norton tolpredict
in 1975 that at least one-third of the first marfiages of couples under

30 years of age would eventually emd 1in divorce.3

lU.S; Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, "Household and "
Family Characteristics, March 1973," Series P-20, No. 258 (Washington,

- v.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973), pp. 1-9.

-,

“Mithael provides support for this fdnding in his analysis of vital
statiastics data from 15 states in the Divorce Ragistration Area. He
. concludes that the acceleration of divarce rates in the late 1960s is
- attributable to increased divorces among women in theiy twenties and .
early thirties. The sudtained rise ift the early 1970s also is attri-
butable to increased divorce among young women. See Robert T. Michael, .
' : ~ "The Rise in Divorce-Rates, 1960-19Th: Age-Specific Componenta,"

Demography 15, no. 2 (May 1978): 177-82.

3Hugh Carter and Paul Glick, Marriage and Divorce: A Social and
Economic Study (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1976), pp. 396-97.
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The occurrence of a marital disruption in a family greatly in-
creases the ﬁrobabiliﬁy that total family income will fall below
"poverty." 1In 1969, 4T percent of all poor families with children were

" headed by women. In the same year, median income of femalc-h?admi*l‘

families with children was $4,000, contrasting with a median income ‘of .

211,600 for two-parent families with children.h

udy has made an in ive analysis’ of the impact of marital

b4
AL
disst -v'on on the economic status and the labor market activity of

’young women in their‘%wenties. The findings are consistent with the
overall data describéd,above: hAmong whitg women whose family incomes
were ab;ve poverty in the Leriod immediately preceding éiVOrce ori
separation, g6 percent had below-poverty family incomes in the post-
disruption pefiod. For black disruptees §h5 were above the poverty
line in the predisruption period, L0 percent fell below the poverty
income ceiling following the marital disruption. Although the labor
market.activity of theIQOQan increases As a resuit>of the separation,
or divorce, the family still suffers a substantial net income lossi

A maJor‘reason for this phenoménon is the low potential earning
power of the disruptéd woman. Amoné the sample of white disruptees,
38 percent had failed torqpmﬁlete high sghodl, as compared with only 21
. - , Q;rcent"of their couhterparts wﬁose @arriéges were stable. Among

blacks, the differential is similar. ﬂigh school droﬁouts constitute

- \ %
- l‘See Robert L. Stein, "Economic Status," pp. 5-6. Poverty thresholds
are defined according o the standard definitions of poverty as
published by the C.P.S.

)
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56 percent of the black disruptees but only 35 percent 6f\the reference

group. Expected market wage rates correspondingly are lower foy women

»

whose marriages break up., AL a consequence, thﬁ total income available

to the family may in many cases be insufficient to keep the family out

af poverty, even if the woman works full-time.
A second reason tor the hiéﬁ'incidence‘of poverty among female-
headed households, 1s the absence of income sources othgr'than their

own labor. For most of these young women, financial assistance through

such sources as alimpny, child support, and relatives is low', if it

exists at all. Almost fifty percent OF the disrupted'wdhen in this

- . study had ze¥o nonwage incomes in the postdisruption period.

The low poiential earning power of such women, particularky those

with children, and the absence of élternative sources of financial

support mean that benefits available-through public transfer programs

-t

such as AFDC become an attractive possibility. Ross and Sawhill found
' [

that 27 percent of the increase in the AFDC caéeléad between 1967 and

f971 was due to the increased numbers of female-headed families with

children.5 The present study reveals d similar pattern. Betweéh'thc

pre- and postdisruption périods, there are éharp increases in fhe,pro-
portiop.of diarﬂbteés reporting that a member Bf their family has re-

ceived some form of‘public assistance during the ﬁ}evious year. Among
vhite disfﬁptees, tﬁis iecreaae ahount;d to 22 percénfage points while

for blacks, the increase was 35 percentage points. Of those families

5

See Ross and Sawhill, Time of Transition, pp. 104-06. -



cation has a substantial impact on the young woman's ability to in-

. ) . : *
who received public assistance during the poatdisruption period only

6 percent of the white Bnd 13 percent of the black sample vere also

receiving such assistance prior to the separation or.divorce.
AR RGN

The mudsivariate analfsis of the factora‘affecti;g lgbor supply
indicates that the number of hours spent in ehployment is poaitively‘
related to the level.of the expected market wage, and that this rela-
tionship becomes stronger after a marital disruption than it had been
previo;sly. For both white and black women one of the effects of a
marital dt§ruption is to‘make'annual hours worked more responsive to a
variation in the expected market wage"rate! which is prima}ily a

N

function of the reapondent's level of education. Thus, increased edu-
) ” ;
crease her work activity in response to the occurrence of a marital

disruption and the resultant change in her financial circumatﬁhcest\

—

For example, white disrupted women who have not graduated from high

PR

school work 27 percent fewer hours than those who have completed high
school. Among black disruptees, erJouts adtually work 54 percent

fewer hours than high saQSol graduates. The fact that this differential

1

is, greater among blacks indicates that raiaing potential earning power

-

is particularly important for this racial group . ‘.
Given the fact that separation and divorce rates are expected to

continue ab high levels, this finding points out ‘the importance of con=-

vincing young‘wpmen,of the need to secure at 1east a'high schooi diploma

\.\I

before- leaving schogl. Such a/fihding also suggeBts that any welfare <

X 5 .

4



N

. . N
. e »

policy that alters the implicit tax rate on earnings will have a véfj .

- significant impact on the labor supplied by women who are héads of f
CL ' : ‘. .o o

€

household.

»

On the other hand, the effect of a marital diérupﬁibn is.to reduce,
- . &

at leaﬁt fog‘white women, the reSponnivenqss of annual hours worﬁed to
the pre?éﬁce ofd;ichild in thewhqusehold.' The:departure o% the husband
\%;om the ;émily unit ueneraily etfminaten for the Qomaﬁ thé‘optioﬁ of
codcaptr@ting on nonmarket pfoduction, vegardless of whether there is a\
B N 'Y

child present. In thissrespect, an inﬁeréstlng finding is that dis-
- L ] S

rupteeg with a child'over 2 years of age actually work more hours than

. »

those witﬁbuﬁ children. This resultVis'particularly noteworthy given-

the expectation that c¢hild care &nd’gther costs associated with the
. s :

| - \ ‘
wgmen working may well rise with gﬂe loss of one parent.

\ ]

Conffrmation 6f the attractiveness of ‘public transfer bayments Tor -

the woman with low potential earnings is seen”in the significant re-

-

'sgggge gf annual hours worked‘by disrupteié with low levels of educa-

,u'tion to thh.welfarefvariabies. White disruptees who do not- have a

*

high school diploma offer fewer hours of w&{ if they live in stapes °

« ot

" with high benefits’and easy access to those benefits than if they resid

3 v LN

v ¥

~..tn’states wﬁére welfare benefits axe Iess liberal.. ~ .~ -

Y »

-

. . -

The maét puzzling result i the failure of Ehg ambuntréf iabdr,

i~ . -
¢ - .

supplied by disrupﬁees to respond %5‘vdriations‘in nonwage incqme. -

While ;the expected inverse rél&tion between work intensity and ndnwage
~ T ) ’ :‘7 : . : ‘ u. . .
income prevails for women whose marriages have been s¢¥able, it doeg not
. L ' . e SR
.; . ‘ - 5 ‘. ‘ N < \". . ' ;5;‘\"“ . ,
ke .
. ;
~ N - - ’
.. . L . *
“op 0 & " - !
% . . e o v
U 1 &, ‘ 3 A} R N

-

-

»
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t‘or those who hsve been sepsrsted or divorced. / F‘or the s&nple of dia)f

8. * 3
'ruptees in the poﬂtdisruption period ("T + 2") the ﬁflsti?n'between

b

work intensity and income is ectually positive. Moreover, even when,

\

this relationship is examined in the predi!nyption periodﬂ ("T" and

Y R l"), one finds thqg for)both rapes the adJusted effect of nonwage

' ‘
\
AN
L]

income on labor aupply, while having the expeeted negativefsign, is not

I’

' 3i€hificant. This result at least for whites, is in sharp contrast 'S

-to the result obtdined ror their couaterparts whose marriages remained
§ \ . i .

12!&5:*6._ TN . T . ' : L

—~— “ < Lo M o
.There are several'possible pxplanations for this latter fiuding
ot
of insignificsnt income effects in t é predisruption period One

o -

va1ous posq}bility is that' the wbman whose manrisge iﬁfbeginning to

) fall apaft aéticipates her husband's depahture and thorefore disregards

3; L .
the level of hi eafhings in deciding the extent "af - her participation

ih"the‘labor force. This explsndtion is“ﬁbmewhst suspect however by

N . ' . ,
virtue of the fdbt that'the phenomenon fs discernﬁble as. long as two
years beforg the actnsl disruption takes place , ' »_;

» P R a e » N
~

+ v’

_twéen the two marital status groqps is pfﬁxying for differences between

them in the taste for wbrk " Ir abovisaverage work activity increasea
/ S

© ‘the pnoﬁ/bility‘thst « disruption in tﬁe marriage will ocqer, then the

P

sample-of disruptees max represent a. set of csreer committed ‘women who- -

. N ' LI

would be working rsga?dless how mnch their husbands were earning.~f

However, there 1s also reasdn for doubting this. exgl atibn,-sinCe ]

" aside from nonwage income, the other determinants labor supply ﬂo not

A s&cond; possibility Js that—the differs in incbme,effect be-



R ; X .
-,:X'\;\ . ¢
S o - ., | :
Tosvy T T ‘ ~ L ke ‘ . — :
;. K . B . . o ‘ . \v‘ ) } . . . ) 5 k.‘jv({‘
. ‘ - - . l .’, -/ ’, - . ‘.‘. ) A .
.u q’ . &2 ,
Lo differ sl nlfféantly at T‘- i.between the two mﬁfital status groups.
P \ . (4 h .
" - It 18 not c}ear why euch a “taste for work erfect nhould be manifeeth ,
{ ) : . © \ N -
o ' ‘ through -the uonwage 1hL0me yuriable rather than Pny of the other vari-
o . \ - ) _ r \
ubles inbluded ln the labor supply function
. v »
1 ‘A tAted posnible exp¢anation 1q dlae inxten(e oI error in the_
RS * N i
mbauurrment of nonwage invume levelx F$r thon hite*women whose mare ’

-
5 e
-

e
Thgs-explanution ﬁnﬂ cfedibility only . ‘

riahea subsequently break up

ir a case \:an be made for t posqibility that women in such positiona
* ) * \ .
‘ “do not know‘how much thelr husbandﬂ are earuing oince there i8 no,

- a
- ~ ° L

® A emp;ribal qviden(e to- Sndigate Lhat thig i%ainafapt true, the author S f
I ) “ 15 inclined to difmisaﬂsuch an explanution .. - ' , N
N @ . .

.

The available data go,not offer an unambiguous test af the validity

of these alternative explanations. Néverthelesg, the evidence that has

, o TN C . - o
. been anuced Le;ha the author to chept'the anticipation phenomenon- as

) ¢
. bein the most 1ikely aJternative , If this explanation is cornect it
w )

. F L4 &
> F leads \to the obvious conclusion that young women whose mdrriages break Cf.
. ERE ~ \

oo doyn are not caught td%ally’by surprise by the event; before -the actual

disruption, they are already diseounting their hu!band s earnings«in - \

. making - their labor sdpply decisions. ~Moreover this conclusion.also N

r' M

1( : . 'Buggesga that the comparison that has b€en ‘made in this study of labor
§ ‘o\ “ Y
>, ; suley determ;nants immedt?teiy before and shortly ﬁfter a marital dis- s
’/ . rup?;on un?erstatea th? evqpt 8 impact.; The adjestment to an'unmamried - .i

¢ status with its corrqsppnding effecta on’ 1abdr~market behavior may be - - -
,“; a gx;gual-one geginning a substantial agount of tiﬂ; before the ‘) -

1Y BN 'a. v

hu’sba.nd physica]:ly lea.vea %wi household I ' T .

- . . . [




. . e N : R _ : ’ o
L . . . e ) ) ) \ - ]

~. . v 5 | . t TQ . ?

Additionai uurveya of the 'young women's cohort within the N. L.o

a %

. wirl increase the uize of the sample of women Yho have experienced at
. N ‘. o

;o
least one Sepnrution oF divorce. The {ncreased anmple size will allow

. [y

cloger s<rutiny~nt pieiiaruption labor supply behavior and wi]] also

bermit examination nt the longer—run implications for the labor market

e

- _ cholces of thpse remntning in a.disrupted‘status. Moreover. as these.

.

" young women reach their’middlétthirtiéé. it'will be possible to compare:

v

their employment behavior with that of the mature women cohort (aged

’ [
]

, %O to LY in ‘067) at the same time. It {is hoped th&t in the Future the
measures of nonwage income and of public assistance receipt will be .

improved, permittinp more accurate estimations of ]abor supply functions

purticularly in the postdisruption period'

.

e v Lo From a methodological perspective this atqdy pofnts out thp need ) ..

. . . by

/.
*for ndiitionah reflnementq, despite the abundance of research that has

/ . 1 ‘
F -

1e on labor supply funetions of various popuyation .
- ‘. . . 'r

“

thing, the need for better techniques for ena1V21ng '

already been ¢

¥kroups. . For

A0 ' -
longitudinal #Bta has been cfbarly llu'trated Second, the Tact that , i
K . ! . AN

~

. . , . .
A lurgefproport on of Vomen are not{fn the labor force continues to . -

¢

N ///present methodological problene;v ce the proper Mmeasure of the ex-

3

pected ma;het wage and labor supply for such\eomen are’ still unsettle IR

-

e ,. _r

" i
’ r‘issues. F'inally, the I‘inding that public assistance receipt is‘n

meortant financial Optioh for female—headed families supgests that “ .
" ) more attention must be given to médelbing the’ probability of its re- ' ~
B TS . . ,

. . ‘Neeiptiin t e labor Suppiy functiony Ca .- 3

' ) Te . . ) ' )

N ’ ’ > \
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SAMPLE SELECTIVITY: THOSE WHO REMARRY
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‘A8 18 briefly discuassed in Chapter II, those women who pémarry by

the Sgbond survey after the disruption occurs are echudeﬂﬂFrom the

eétimatgs of postdisruption (T + 2) labor supply. Tho/;xtentfto which

. ) / -
the results obtained from this study can be genefiyized to all dis-

rupting women is affected by-the selectivity of ®the sample. For this
. , P o
reason,’ it 1s important to examine the predisrupthn soclo-economic
. ) - -~ . '
characteristics an@ 1abor.supp1y behavior of the remarried women to

*

see whether they differ‘significantly from the characteristics and’

v

behavior of other women who alse maritally disrUpt'but‘do not -« remarry

by T+ 2.t
. ‘ t

There are a total gf 129 women out of the sample of 519

young womeny who have remarried by Tgt 2. Of these remarried women, 95

are white and 3b are black. Thus, about 32 percent of the sample of

white women has remarried by T + 2, while 16 percent of the black sam-

- ) 0
- ple has done thq samea?' . A ~I

Table &3 cphpares certafﬁépredisruption (at time T) socioecondmié.

characteristics of those who remarry by T + 2 with those who do not.
. o . : :

‘ . Co 2 .
1This study does not propoée to deal with the obvious possibility that

some members of this group who have not remarrieg willd;emarry>after
T 4+ 2. 'This fact should make it more difficult to find significant

) differencbs between the two groups. -

The small sample of black remarriers makes any comparisons with non-
remarriers somewhat suspect. However, the decision was made to in-
clude the results becguse there did appear to be some distinct differ-
énces -2 .

. e . .

5.
.

i
P

¥

v

-
G v

Fre



o ’ Table 13

Cnmpurlsbn ot Socloeconomic Charucteris%ics in the Predisruption PerIQSBLT)
by Remarriage Sta}yﬁ and Race® '

- P -
~
»

Whites Blacks

Charag}erlntic

~

[SS VP N G VDS -

-

Work-Related - ' )
Meann Annual Hours Worked _ 960 799 6Lh2 92k,
% Working “ero Hours o 1k.s 25.0 27.5 28.2
% with N&tentlal Wage < $1.00 h.9 3.0 22.7 8.5
- Income-Assct . : .
% with Family Income < $LQ00. 35.5 . 25.3 70.9 L3.6
% with Husband's Earnings < $4000° U2.6 . *30.2 79.5 Ly.7
% Receiving Public Assistange ' 5.2 ’ 6.4 31.7 18.0
Family-Related .
% with No Children : 55.0 36.3 16.4 - 18.3
% with Child less than 2 31.0 37,1 53.1 57.3
% with 2 Children or more , +18.5 27.h 48.8 . W3,6

Re@§rriage',ﬂo remarriqgﬁ;'hemarriqge No remarriagg

L T ——

a

¢

Remarriage status is determined by whether or not d‘wbman.who. dergoes a marital disruption
has remarried, i.p., is again in a martried spouse present status by T + 3 . All figures are
weighted., : }‘ ) . N _

o
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Certain distinct differencea can be noted between the two groups.
Among vhites, those who remaﬁyy ghickly have iovér ex;:é£ed vages ,
lowe; family incomes and'lower husband's earnings thAA those who do
not. Correspondingl&, they work longer mean hoursrand aré'slight]y
less.likely to be receiving public‘gssistance benefits. T;e bl;ck
.rema;rters: althourh a very s;éll g;oup; are very distinct from their
Guunterparts who do not remairy. They are almost twiéé as likely to
be ;eceiving public assiétance at some point duriné the previous year
and to have a husband with earnings under $4,000. Their expected
wages and-mehﬁ annual hours worked are substantially lower while there
is 11%&le di fference in theé percentage of women e are childless.

To conclude, it appears that the black remarriers constitu&é a
more selected sample than white women who remarry. For white dis-
rupteés, although there are distinct differencesrg} remarriage status,
the differences do not appear so'gfeat as tq create a significént bias

,by excludiné this group at T + 2. On‘tﬁe other hand, the remarrying
sample of blacks has socioeconomic characteristics which ;re sub-
stantially different from the nonremarriers. Since, however, the
‘percentage 5? black disruptees who remarry is very spall, the exclusien

. R i , , : | Y .
of this group in-the postdisruptien analysis is assumed not to create

a significant selectivity bias.
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© . .Annual Hours Worked: The National Longitudinal Surveys for the
T . - ~ : '

cohort of young women;are’not considgtent throughout all survey years -
(1968 to 1975) in the work history informEtion provided. In three of

- ‘"the survey years (1968 1969, and 1975) the respondent was not asked

'

to provide a complete account of her- work history since the previous

.

interviewﬂ‘ Instead, she was asked;her.uaual,hours worked“at her

I g

current or, last Jjob and her total weeks worked during the past 12

months. The respondent's annual hours of work in these yeurs then -
V Y . . .

t ‘ becomes the product of these two variables

_ ‘ In the four other survey yearé'(1970_to 1973), the respondent
\ , ’ “ ’ ) _
t:>—<</"‘\...,v.ms‘asked‘to give.a détailed account of her labdr market activity for

each“week since the previous intérview. In these years the respondent 8

. ' annual hours worked represents the sun of the products of ‘the weeks

- . -

P’ worked at each job and the uBSual hours worked on that Job since the

last interview. This sum is then adJusted to a 12 month base in order

-
]

to,take‘acconnt of the differedces in the amount of’ time between'

interview dates. ) _

. The result of‘snoh a procedure is that 1n.the 1970 to 1973 survey
years, the dependent variable represents a more refined measure than
in the years, 1968, 1969; and i9+5. However, since no one can recall

* with complete aneurecykhours worked over the entire year,vthe work
history measure of actual hours‘worked_aleo contains- an error term.
Therefore? it is hoped that the usé of different meesures for different.

[

years, although a source of bias, provides a more accurate measure
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[ 4

than has been found in most recent labor supg}y 1iterature.l

Expected Wage Rate: The natural logarithm of actudl hourly earn-

ings on current job is hypothesized to be a function of the respondent's
. .- ' )
education, SMSA/nonSMSA residence, South/nonSouth residence and her

. s - l R -
© health status (self-reported). In the first stage, expected wage

estimates are- obtained using the above ‘functional relationship and a
sample of women (regardless of marital status) currently in the labor

' ; . S
~ force. The coefficients, t statistics, sample sizes, and R2 of {ﬁt

estimating equations for each yqqzﬁfy race are given on Table,lh.

»

An expected wage for‘each respondent, regardless of her labor

torce status, is then constructed using the above parameter estimates.

d wage obtained is standardized in 1967 dollars and is con-

-
+

\.. -

verted from log to arithmetic form. : * 4 *

- Non-wage .Income: As was mentioned in. the text, {n the predis-

¢

‘ruption period, nonwage income ie'the sum' of the husbend's earnings

p—

(whether wage, salary or se%ﬁ:sgplojmenﬁxincomeO; his asset income-

2 N N . A
O . i \

>

lSee Steven H. Sandell and Peter Koenig, "Measurement Error and Its
‘Consequences: The Case of Annual Hours of Work," mimeographed
(Columbus: The ‘Ohio State University, Center: for Human Resource Re-
' search, 1977). and Anthony Yezer, "Evaluating Methods of Estim&ting ,
Annual Hours Worked " Americgn Statistical Association, 1917 Confer- .
g 1 ilnge jegg . and Economic Statistics Section, °
\\\ vol. I, pp. o6h--7 for a discussion of the’biases. engendered by the
‘use of an annual hours of work measure consisting of the product of
weeks worked during the past year and hours worked in the survey week
immediately preceding the survey\geek

v
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Table 14

-

¢ Highest grade completed. . \ ‘

£

[+ -]

See description of the variable in this appendix. .
A dummy variable with.a one given td a respondent living in the Squth,”as defi
See description of the variable 'in this appendix. ‘ ~ : %
t-statistic ‘ , . L

Al v

’,

o

ned by the Census and zero, otherwise.

A

Potential Wme‘ Regresaio;x Coeffricients by Year and Raceh“b -
—_ Whites - . A _
Variable - 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1975
Coeff. t® . Coeff. t 3 Coeff. t. Coeff, t Coeff. _‘t_' Coeff. 1 ‘Coeff., t
- Educatfon®  -.15470 ©27.94  -.1h663- 25.3h  ,099B61 18.6h .09k 16.60 077346 15.04  ..07133 1k.10 .050998 10.32
smsA ¢ 099039 T 4,00 12509 5,32 .15978  7.43 .13125 5,78 .15449  T7.10 .12680  5.86 173727 7.8
. o . S - . [ 3 o
South . —+0097307 -0.38 -.015708 -0.63 -.021288 -0.94 -,027036 -1.16 -.020291 -0.92 -.075111 -3.40 -.057985 -2.61
‘Health ™ 013896 . 0.27° =.054315 -0.62 -.009425 -1.95 -.02907 =-0.56 -.004k629 -0.06 ~.061109 -1.42 -.077815 -1.43
Constant T 31436 46.68 3.3161 45.85 3.978 58.83  L.1569 57.19 N.4135 65.33  1.6018 68.79 5.0132 T7h.83 |
R (ad)) 37 .32 .22 .19 ' .16 116 — ., 13
N 1379 1501 ' 1558 - . 1550 1557 1561 1299
- 4
, AV o | . |
< o ) . N Blécks ) ‘
Variable 1968 1969 1970 1\ 1971 197 S 1973 1975
‘ Coeft, t Coeff. 1 éget‘f. . . Coe'ff. t Coeff.. t. * Coeff. t Coeff. b
Eduation  .099797 110.13  .008790 10.50 .089796 11.11  .068982 18.L7 .072843  B8.80 .060114  9.59  .0TMB52 11.25
“SMSA ) J18h0  3.37 .11270  2.76 .09123% . B.J}V_ .10866 - 2.87 .16692 4.36 .11863  3.80. .15294 h.6s
South =.21598 -5.29  -.24566 -6.55 -.05093 -8.94 -,23253 -6.93 -.22163 -6.51 .-.24256 -8.61 -.23652 -8.00
Health 060007 0.75  .0B7353' 0.Mh -.072266 -0.72 -.032979° -0.36  -.34136 1157 -.098854 -1.59 -.26972 -3.58
\ Constant | ~  3.8594 31.88  L.0143" 35.54  4.2616 .L2.85 L.She 43.79 ..'.h.5;69 42.28  4.8113 58.75  4.8050 52.k0
R (ad)) . 30 .30 ' .35 ) .24 ' .25 ) .30 ' .36
N oA 115 Va9l 512 . 518 551 600 541
a‘m The: éa.mple universe {s all woﬁxen who ,are cmr*r(‘antly employea and who are .receiving a wage or a salary, f.e., not selt‘lemp,loyed.
.b\ The dependent variable is the natural logarithm of the wageson the respondent's-current job; the regression is run uxiwe_igh*te*d.- -



ny
¢ ’ - .

(including rental income receipts and interest and dividend income),

v N I ) . -
unemployment. compensation received by the husband, .the respondent's

asset income (including rental, interesat, and diyidend_income), the

income of other family members, and financial aspistance from rela-

° ¢

tives, In the postdisruptitn period, nonwage {ncome oo&ponents remain
L0 _ ‘ ' ‘ -
the ' same, save the obvious exclusion of all income, both earned and
’ . ’ ) . L]
unéarned. on the part of the husband. Nonwage income vdlues are
' ]

standaxid zed in, 1967 ﬂlrim. } ) ~
~Althnugh detailed Information on the respondent's asset.p sition
‘ . (- -
is available in certain surveys (1968 and 1971-1973), the fact {that
’ 4

ndb such’ intfermation was available .t'or the other survey years meant

the alternative use of® 4 net asset variuble was not possibfe} In

additiqn. the nonwage ingnme variable initfﬁ?*y had w high nonresponse

;rate becau e .any respondent whu did not answer any, portion of ‘the in-

w’

come questions was given a 'nonresponse on the summary variable, .

"total family income,” as.well. For the purposes of this study, in

order to minimize this nonresponge rate, a zero ‘'ls imputed to any non-

- Wage income component (other than husbhnd's or wite's wage and salary

L . S

. income) where there was a nonresponse.
LY . . -

RN ﬁhere ére other problems with the income queétiohs in the survey

idstrumént particularly when applied to a household where the huabdnd

and wife do not live alone In this case, the respondbnt is asked to )

)

‘give the total household income,vnot that portion from which she and

Na, -

K

‘her ‘husband (if anx) derive'their iucomp. There is no way of knowing,

v

;therefore,ﬂwhat income componenﬁs she is including in her answer nor
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how accurate her inférmation is. In addiﬁion, fhere is no way of know-

ing whether she is inclﬁding‘transfef baymentsAin her response, &u‘
zﬁugﬁjy'the probLem,vin the survey\instrumént her respodse is Jate- ’
gorized into.one af e;even income categories, with the.high incoﬁé
v - category‘lumping incomes of $25,000lor'above. In ordér thedt this
P .

x .

categorical income measure for the extended family setting be compara-

e to the continuous income measure where . the couple ©r single in-

»

g “dividual lives alone’, it was necessary to assume a mid-point value of
. . { :
tamily income for each category with the highest level of income being
h \ \1'
arbitrarily set at $26,000. - )

L]
v

~ ' o A summary then of the possible sources of bias _in the construction

of this vdriabple is as follows:
’ .

(1) ‘Unde}statement of inecome due to imputation of zero income

-

where a nonresponse is noted.

o~ - . .

. _ (2) Possible inclusion of wage-related transfer paymenté in

N N

. ' ' thé nonwage income measure of.those respondents livin

Voo . in eiten&;d fam?lies. .
-t - . t . .
(3) Understatement or overstatement of family incomes of those

. living in extended familied due to‘the necessity of taking '
- ; .

. a mid-point figﬁre in order to derive a continuous measure .

e from a categorical one. Co- ) . f
‘ ] B - : _
(4) The lack of information on the asget position of the re-

. ¥
spondent which might significantly alter nonwage .income
» ' . . -

levels.
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\ Atgess to WeLfare For the purposes of thls study. the probabil-._

, 1ty of thé reteipt of welf‘are irfa give{n state iB assumed to be a

tunction of the 1evel of AFDC (ALd r Families of Dependent Children)

-l -
»

payments per revipitnt in that state and the bfoportian of the. eligible

population A(tunlly re(eiving such AFDC benefits. Those states which
) ¢ : ' )
have above the. mean 1evels (amqng all states) on both of these.factors

are classiffed as "high welfare" states, and those with below mea
. p " o

levels on both of these factors are classified as.'"low welfare' states.

\ *

‘Those states falling outside these two categorjes ‘constitute the refer-

'ence)group. Two dummy variables were then constructed, a "high welfare
3 : L - . ) 1 '

) ‘ , \ .
state of residence? variable/with a one given to a nequndent living

‘in“such a high welfare state and zero, otherwise and a "low welfare -«

state oF;residenne"‘varidﬁle with one'given tb'a respendent living in,

a low welfare state and zero, otherwise

-~
‘ L]
-~

In order to Be able to rank states according to the above de-

scribed criteria, the following procedure was used Data on average

payments per rqcipient by state vere obtained from Social Security
/

' ‘Administpation’statist&és. 'For years 1968 to 1970,/1969 figures ere

{

used;, for years 1971 to 1975, 197h figures were usgd.z The gonstruetionv’

.
- . ‘\,“ . . A

2For -years 1968 to 1970, see-Social Security . Bulletin, Social Secuxity
Administration, U.S. Departmeht of H.E.W., vol. 32, no. &¥(April 1969),
Table M-24, p. 6L, For years 1971 to 1975, see Hocial Security ° ‘
Bulletin, Social Security Administration, U.S. Department of H.E.W.,
vol. 37, no. 6 (June 197h), Rable M-27, p. L8. . - .
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- \ ) . r- ( . 9\)\ =
- of figures giving the percentage of eligibles actually receiving AFDC . '

wAS more compiicated. ' F¥om 1970 Bureau of the Census data, figures _ o
. rd
wére obtained on the number of children under ]8 yearq of agb residing .

a -

in famities below specified low income cellings. 3 Figures on&the ‘ \

. number of children receiving public assistance by state also were
[ 4 . .

o

obtained from Bureau of Census*dafa For the years of 1968 to 1970, i
1968, data were used; For the years of 19Tl to 1975 1973 data were

: ]

. used.‘ By dividing the namber of children receiving AFDC by the total

+

number of eligible children, one th%E;: the measute of welfare access N
. ' ‘ . \
used in this study. A '

. L Other Adult Family Members: This variable is construc d from

I -

the household record, where all persons over 18, except the spouse (if

any), are couynted.
A

. . .
. : .7

. 3F‘ur all years, data on thé eligible population by state were taken- from (,
‘ . "Table 1: Census Regions, Divisions' and States" (cols. 64 x 65),
" County and City Data Book: 1972 Unitéd States Department of Commerce, "
Social and Economic Statistics Administration Bureau of the Census,

/ _P. 5. | o \ ) _'.'(

N .o Q

hFor the years 1968 to 1970/, data were taken from "No. 435: Publit
Assistance - Recipients of Money Payments, States and Other Areas:
1968," Statistical Abstract of the United States, United States De- ‘
partment of Commerce, Bureau of the Cedsus, (Washington,°D.C.: « Upited
States Government' Printing Office, 1969), p. 297. For the years 1971
'to 1975, data were taken from "No. L72: Public Assistan®e - Recipi-
. ents of Money Payments, States.and Other Areas: 1970, 1972, and
_ 1973," Statistical Abstract of the United States, United States De- [ -
. . partment of Commerce, Social and Economic Statistics Administration,
Bureau of the Census, (Washington, D.C.: United States Government
Printing Office, '19T7h4), p. 298. { T
: & . .

R - ' - J ‘e
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“Age of the Youngest Child: Those respondénts having an infant

R}

, ,(agéd 0 or 1) have a value of one on the dupmy variable, "low age of

13

' A
youngest chijyd." If the age of the respondent's youngest child is
*between 2 and 20, they have a velue of one on theJdummy'varlable, "age

6f youngegt child > 2." The reference group are childless 1ndividuals

, Duration of Marriqgg Duration of marriage is a continuous varia-

ble measured/iu_six month units.. Unfqrtunately, due to the laég%ﬁ; .
. R . \’ , . . V . . , .
data on the precise date of marriage. the variable 18 necessarily

Imprecise. A recent version: however, does reflect a thorough review\
" of the household records of all respondents Accordingly, this re-//'
////// viged variable is somewhat more accurate than vhat was previously

available | ’ - , V S

Health Status: ’ This is a'dummy‘variable with‘a.Qne'given‘to any

‘respondent who says her healthor physical condition limtts her =«

activities or the kind of work that she.can do, and a tero, otherwise.
. " . f
. In two survey years, such a question is not asked. In these years,

therefore, 'a value of one is given if the respondent indicated such a’
.. ‘heallth condition existed in the preceding énd following survey yedrs. .

. . : . o

SMSATnonSMSA Residence: This variable is‘cénstructed from environ-

\ *  mental information” available on the respondent 's residehce. - If the
/ * respondent lives in®the central eity or surrounding metropolitgn area, }
i \ . L . ,
. \ L) t
\ . .

this variable has a value'of one, ‘'with a zero given to rural residence.

l [y
. .
Cyclical Economiq:Factors: This.variable is continuous reflectiné;

« / ’ * i »
" the U.S. female unemployment:rate in the relevant year being mehsured.

L ]

i . . . ~ l L
N \) | ) T )
o N ' . < A
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. * ' e
. . . . < . . ) :
Qnemployment.ratés are obtaineq from the Bureau of Labor Statdstics,

N

[ 4 ! .
,Department of Labor. ' . ¢ ( ‘
. N : hd . »

Total Marital ytatus: This is a dummy variable with aaone given

to a woman whose marrhage disrupts’ between 1969 and 1973, and. a zero

. . piven to any woman who is married with a spouse preqent iﬁ-the house-

hold in 1971 and Qho marriage does not disrupt between 1968 and 1975.
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. In order to be able to test: for equality among regressions or sub—

-

sets of these regressions, one of the fﬁndamental assumptions is that

. \tK//disturhante terms are uncorrelated, i.e. : where V(c) = 021 This

study compares cross-sectional labor supply functions for approximateiy

the same;sample,qf wamen at two points in time. Therefore, it is un~

-~ real{stic to assume that the disturbance terms of these two regression
.equations'will not be correlsted. Instead it is plausible‘to'hssupe
: // that successive disturbances,sré positively correlated, with only the

correlation of more distant_disturbanqes'close to ze;g.
- : \ : t . : . . .
\ One’alternativé is to ignore the nonzero correlation of the re-

Y .
o

sidual and to use the least squares estimating pnocedure As Tﬁeil

describes, the estimated coefficient, B, is unbiased but .the. least
/ \
. squares varihnce expression [the relevant diagonal element of -

L)
a

3 (X' ] underestimates the actual variability of the estimator. )

dn addition, this least squares. variance is biased because there is R}
( .
. f '

. ' \ . additi&val understamement when 02 replaces 02 in the estimate of léast

+ * , squares vamiance o?(X'K)‘l.l

-

S . A second alternative is to employ a technique developdd by Nerlove
[4 . [4 . Y
¢ an;?others to analyze timé series data on cross sections. As- Nerlove
» ' -y N - ", '.' o

- % . . ‘
points out, when numerous individuals are abserved over time, it is.

(W !

lThi‘s result is predicated on the presumption that large values of the
;ig : —explsnatory variable are followed by other Jarge values and likewise
for small values. See Henri Theil, Principles of Econpmetrice, (New

York: John Wiley and Sons, 1971). PR 255-5 LY
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difficult to specify'she stochastic nature of the disturbance term
l . \ . . -

since 1t will include both an indiwidual effect which is invariant over

[

. - M *
time, My and an effect which varies over time and individuals, Yy

-

He concludes that the best estimation pﬁoesﬁure‘in such 'a case is a

"tgo-round" procedure where first the ®alue of p (an- intraclass )
* . '2 IS e » - ’ n
.cotrelation céefficient = uu/o“) 18 estimated and second, the model ?

is estimate& by least squares after the dependent and indepéndent ""1\\'

variables are transfarmed by p.g\‘Unfortund%ely, ‘the, computer software "\

‘ : .
package requires- that every individugl must have data for the same

* - .

number of ;ime\ﬁb’!bds.B In this study, there aressome ihdividuals [g

-f?r whom aqta“are*ifmgted to a sing]é period."Fof,ex&mple, those women
vhose mﬂrriagqs break_aown but who were riot married at T are not in-

N
? .

cluded iﬁ the 1&Bor supply estimates at T. Those women who ére re-

d?rgiéd~by T + 2 are excluded\froﬁ consideration Tﬁ the pogtdisruption

.

.
~ - -

period.

s -

~ -

.

2See Matc Nerloge, "Further Evidence on the Estimation of Dynamic B
Economic Relatidns from a Time Series of” Cross-Sections," Econometrica
39, no. 2 (March 1971); 359-82.

35ee Neil W. Henry, John F. McDonald, and Houston H. Stokes, '"The
"Estimation of Dynamic Economic Relations from a Times Series of Cross-
sections: A Programming Modification," The Annals of Economic and °
Social Measuremgnt 5, no. 1 (1976): 153-55. ..

[

4 -
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‘Tn order to be able to perform any tests for equalitx/gf co-

etxiaientq across rééresqions it was necessary to use tests for signi-

;. . |

. . A
ficance that did'not require the least squares assumptions. Two alter-

native tes iting 9rocedures were used, one, by estimating 5 percent con=-

leenOe lelt" foyrthe parameter estimates at T and twos by performing

»

a t test for coefticient dlfferenug under the altbrnative assumptions

of zero correlation or a correlation of one between ph@ pafameters dt
T.and T + 2. Table 15 gives the results of the alternative testing
. 0 s

- a
procedures. ‘< : .

The t statistic computed to test for the equality of ooeffipieu&i‘-

had the following form, , ‘ B
’ ‘ ~ ~ ;%

v

s ' =g, 8 _ \
' + 2.7 $ - + . e
? 2\ Lo 4en iT , where i li...lO (1) .
R L] -
- - )
\Iui ' + oy = 20‘1 : ’
s T+ 2 T T+ 2,T ‘ . ’
.Since the cnrfelation doefficiedt is defined as \ _ e
o, =0 : N
T+l lpaodh
) : . A2 A2 ¢ \
°y % (2)
: T+ 2 °T i Sl

it can be substituted into’equét{on (1) to obtain the t statistic
. . — A Y . .

-
‘e

tT + 2,T = Bi - ; * . \ . .
T &2 gy ' . T Y -
’ Fb s
q ;2 + 0? -2 Py oy oy S (3)
y T+2 lp Tt 2,T T+2 T
,‘.’ ! : Y
» \ = !
‘ N . | j
L[] — ’\ ,
. " ’ ¥ ~
| ’ ot
P 4 4 .
* % -lf)'). - . .
» \
. . . . —_—




Table 15,

{ - ) ' - -
. ‘Q; o : Confldence InLervaJs and Tests for Fquality ‘of Coefficients °
: " {n the Pre- and ﬁpatdisruption P‘riods (T and T + 2) by -Race

Al

’.
Ve o ‘s
oL T R ‘\. - " Race . , "
. T ‘ ',' , weh - { .Bllc
‘ Charuct§ris§1c\._ . . Confidehcea . | Test for ﬁq“alityb 'Con;idence.‘ Test for'Equliity'
’ __Interval _of Coefficieﬁts » " Interval 7 of Coefficients

| . - | e=0 fbe1 ' ’ o=0 | psl

- Duration of Mtrriage ) +2.0h ,+4k, 165 | "2.39% 10.56%%% | -13.81,+046.17 o7k JTh.

. 7| Age. of Youngest child < 2 .| -1065,-653° 2.,25%HHy 5., 5044 '-556,+95 b S LI
Age of Youngest Chjdd >0 ‘-1011‘;-3%65 3'.71**** Ly, 1lee -350,+624 .96 | 6,123
Nonwage Incame <O, 4,021 | * .06 .36 -.osa,l;gzh? 1.58M L. 21wex
Redpondent 's Health _573,4173 de | 2,79k [ _961,4100 o | .25

. Potential Wage ) +h;~_»o.1',+75§>'c .99 2, 2Luw +138,+1060° { 1.62% 26,36#+
High Welfare State of Res. \42h0,+i92 .94 . A2 -3Lh ,+320 . .07- .i.lh
Low.We‘lfa.re Stat'el‘qf‘ Res. | ~177,+280°¢ 1.60% | b.lulwws ;56,+6b9 , 49 | 52.52%mx
Unemployment Rate (U.S.) 167,463 | 26 .| .78 ~201,,493 73| 3.89
' No. of Household Members ' -178,+106 a3 | aowaee |- oi3,e3s . | a7 e
over 18 . ‘ o
- SMSA Residence - . ~ko3, +15° 7.1+5 ko -182,+459% ] 1.61 16.36#»
. Constant +190, +153h :71. 'l,3h* -fh7;41219 ’ ,.53 1,664 -
: — - ‘ —¥ - —
/‘} -“cmedrrmtnefomh,é%tl.%é% . . | . a

» b See tht- significance levels ar€ for one-tailed tests. i '

€ Indicates that B t‘Alls outside of the specified confidence interval

T + '

<

w#* Significant at 1 p’ércent level.
\ #+ Significant at 5 percent level. :
\ » ) Significant at 10 percen.t level. '
-

.
.
y , ) : .
> . + , .
& ' .
_ .
A ' " ' ] - N
T L}
.
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The t test can then be COmphtéd under the alternaﬁive aggumptions

-

of pi‘ = 0 and Di = 1.
™+ 2,7 T + 2,T

e %
‘&ggviously both of these tests present second-best solutions. If

Q.
' »

A 4

the coefficient estimates at~T.¥ 2- are fourd to be_eutside the con-

99

-fidence-interval\éhd if the t statistics computed under the alternative

kd

assumptions of p = 0 and p = 1 are both significant, then a strong case

can be made for rejection of the huli hypothesis of no differences. In

A
. v A

. SR o
the case.of most of the parameters this consistency of results is
obtained. waever, in. the ‘Case of-some exﬁlanatory varigples, the

. N 4

results are ambiguous (as can be seen in the table) with no effective

means of providing a‘definitivé answer. 1In thgse cases, an arbitraty

decision was made to 'take the results of the confidence interfal esti-~
"\ ‘ -~

* ]
mates as the al arbiter.

S .

.
P e 4
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APPENDIX D ' . "

ESTIMATIQN OF LABOR SUPPLY RESPONSE WITH..

o TRUNCATION OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
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~substantial proportion of the samplé consists of_nonparticipants in the

. Coe . 101

< » , . -

, .
Truncation of the dependent variablé is clearly a problem if a.

LS

¢

* labor force. Atrpoint T, 23 percent.of_white women whose marriages are

'

about to break down and 29 percentAof like blatk women have ne work

»

I -

hours over the previous 12 mpnths. For those women whose marriages

remain intact, the percentages of nonparticipants are even higher, Lo

percent for whites andIBl percent for blacks. Even at time T 4 2 in

the postdisruption period 16 percent of white disruptees and 28 per-

cent of black disruptees had no hours of work.

- In order to be able to include such nonparticipants, it wvas im=~

portant to explore the Tobit estimation/fechnique which takes account

Py

~of such a concentration of'observations at the limiting value. Re~

'
» i L4

gression approximates this: nonlinear distribution of the dependent -

variable with a linear relation. Over the central range of values for

che sample, regression analysis should give, close approximations to the

expected value estimates obtained with Tobit.' It is outside the central

range where large discrepancies‘appear.

. o

Running the predisruption labor supply models for white and black
disruptees as well as the labor supply models for those whope‘marriages

remain intact and using Tobin's estimation'procedure yields-very similar

coefficient estimates to those obtained using ordinary least squares

(see Table 16) On the other hand, -as expected,_the_constant_terms are’

i
.

quite different.’ ) .

. ™\

] g
lSee James Tobin, "Estimation of RElationships for Limited Dependent
Nariables," Econometrica 26, no. 1 (January 1958) 2&-?6

»

-
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_ Table 16

TOBIT Ri’ults: Determinants of Annual Hours Worked ip the Predisruption

C

(t statistics are in parentheses’

[

~

Period (T) by Race and Prospective Marital Status

.

« i
) — RACE T
_ WHITES BLACKS
Characteristic Disruptees< |Reference Disruptees |Reference
. ! . Group3 Group
Duration of Marriage - 18.61"5 ~Le57 16.42 19.89%
- (1.72) (0.78) (1.09) (1.88)
Rge of Youngest Child<2 |-830.00%%# |-923.25%%#|_2Lo.7h#  |-640.gGwws
S b (<TahT) (-15.54) | (-1.53) (=5.47)
fge of Youngest Child>2 |-577.28%#% |_531 nowss]| 148,39 -148.71
~ | (-3.42) (-6.41) (0.62) (-0.93)
'-1ﬁonwuge Income -.005 —.0%1! -.013 < .Ql
‘ 4 (-0.39) (-5.89) - (-0.6W) (0.65)
Respondent's Health: -225.78  |-130.56* [-334.24%  [-8L5.gones
: (-1.15) (=1.36) (-1.23) (=3.39)
fotenfial Wage 4BL , 31 wue 385.90%## | 597, 75NN | 386, Gonnn
. : (3.41) (5.L0) (2.54) . | (2.16)
- ‘ , o VR o
' high Welfare State of des. -3.85 -10.48 -36.00 -117.65
| ' . (-0.35) (-0.19) | (o0.22) (-0.79).
’kow Welfare State of Res. 61.95" 90.10%% | 248, L43% 99.47
B (0.53) (1.55) (1.39) (0.70)
.ho. of Household Mempersf -£7,§3° -33.41# -103.57* -85 ha‘ﬂ
over 18 | (-0.25) - | (-1.26) | (-1.58) (-1.84)
EMSA Residence \\' | -220.41 -98;87 152.15 13.96
| ' (2.06) ~ | (-1.90) (0.94) (0.11)
Constant . 723.04%% | sp7.o7eee]| 465 | 113.80
(2.08) - (3.79) (0.01) (0.33)
K 215 1238, 161 295
continued next.paée - o
. . . . . .
ljy ~
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Lpne Tobit results presented are the expected value estimates of the
coefficlents.

.
*

The sagiple of disruptees includes thoge who bXperienc a first marital
disruption, either separation or divorce, between 1969 and 1973 and
who ,are not enrolled in school.

‘Phe reference group consists. of women married An 1971 who do not .
experience a marital disruption between 1968 and 1975 and who are not

enrolled in sdh%fl

l‘F‘or a %pplete description of the construction of the characteristics,_
sSee: Appendix B. \

’

ignlficance levels are gliven for one tailed tests (xoept for the
durutlnn ot marriage"” variable which is piven for a two-tailed test.

RS Een ticant at 1% level =

*®Jipnificant at 5% 1ev .
*lignificant at 10% leve] _ '

»
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* 7 In order to be able to predict the impact of marital disruption
L . . ‘ N .
N1 A yn}mg woman's labor supply behavior, it is necessary to Yt?vie’w
. . ‘
- the theoretlical toundations of labor supply and the 1iteratup€ on the
: ' ~
| determinants of disruption. A review of labor supply theory permite—

formutation of hypotheses regarding the. fmpact. of the losgs of t,he;
’ - . M \d ’ H .
husband's earnings on the respondent's tinancial rescree and {1

turn, the intensity of her participation in the labor force. The

] !
1
literature on the Jeterminants ot di xuptum, on the other hand'

Y R '
indicates whether or-not mam‘Zed women' whose marriages are to d; srupt
differ aigniticantly with regard to their labor supply and tamily

income characteristics fronr women whose marriagés remain intact.

- .

v

¢ ' "Pre- and Postdisruption Labor Supply’ (‘ompmi, 30N

@ ‘ oy

V'I"hem;y of Lahor Supp]y‘

The theory oi‘ labor supply behavior is baqed upon Iionel Robbing'
-, Hkn,‘
work ln‘which t_he supply of‘ 1abor was analyzed in 'terms of the demand

\.-\' ¢

for leiqure Becker, La.ncaster and others have since’ ref‘ined Robbins'
w_~_.—l:ork by incorporating the Loncept of‘ the household as )a production
unit similar to that of a firm. In this view, market goods and

services are depicted as not directiy en@iné the household prefer-

ence function but rather serving as inbuts into the product}on of

\
\J g . "
commodities (or characteristics) by the household. These commodities,
‘ . "\s{ ’ . * ’ ' ) -
. \ : )
- . . @ . ~—

~
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such as vhildren, in turn yield utllity to the Faml]y. Q‘Becond
J : ,

fedture of the househnld pmuhution ooncept is the introduction by

Becker of the cost of time “an an ndditinnul input 1ny;>édugtion.l

Theretfore , the household is seen as maximizing its welfare (utility)

aubJe(‘e’t‘ to time and goods conatraints, where its welfare is8 a function
) ) . . ~
of commodities produced from a vector of market goods and g vector of
:’)
quantities ot consumption-time.
< . . o ¥ - ¢

4

¢ llovever, as Heckman describes, nﬁ]y-ip the family where one spouse

does no market work 15 this time canatraint, as defined by Becker,

binding on the household!s production activities. Recker asgumﬁg/that
the household has p(_)éi'?,ive values to aW {ts decision variables and

that the time pongtraint is, therefore, essentially redundant. Where

'

one spouse does no market work, the market wage understates the actual

N

\

" 1965): h93 517.

- > A N
lSee‘Lionel Robbins, "On the Klasticity of Demand for Income in Terms
of Effqrt," Economica 10 (June 1930): 123-29: and Gary Becker, "A

Theory of the Allocation of Time," Economic Journal 75 (September

L)
v

Mincer&‘n hidgenrly work on the subject of labor zggply‘points out
that ti# trad\tional dichotomy between work and le#Bure is not

exhaustive si -E’erq,is a broad category of work in the home, 'non- .
ma t" work, th#t receives no remuneration. However, this trichot-
omous versiqn of “the allocation of ‘time by the household is ignored

- by Becker in his general formulastion. See Reuben Gronau, "Leisure,

Home Production and Work =" The Theory of the Allbcatian of Time Re-
visited," Journal of Political Economy 85, no. 6 (December 1977):

" 1099-124, for a fg?g?lization of the trichotomy 'of market work, home

work and leisure an
Married Women." !/

Jacob Mincer, "Labor Force Participation of
!
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1hadow pxlve of the spouse's non-markeﬁ t-ime and’ therefore, smly in

»
"
this casge, 13 the houibhgid d@ubly oonstruined (as Becker deﬁrribes)

by bWoth- time and budget o/:zgtderati(\na.‘3 s
b e

{
The theorcti(ul model for this study {s based on this evolving

!nrmulutxon of a model which can accurately predic labor supply be-

havior.  The formal presentation of the vonceptunl framework for this
study will use a family labor supply. model where the fumily copsisﬁs

of a husband and wife, m and f, who are potential purticipants in the
4

labor market., It then }ollowu that there is a trade-off between the

\ , .
nonmarket tié! of' each spouse, Ih and LF' and a composite bundleée of
{

poods and services, X. Lm and Lf include components of time spent in

-

bti: leisure and home production. The family maximizes Its utility

! L
I = U1, L e
.. ‘subjovt to a budget constraint CT <«
= ' ¢ o
pX = wH +wH +Y ' (2)

ff n '

—

; . .
Gee J.J. Heckman, "Three Kssays," pp. 1-02.

hIt should be noted that maxmizihg utility is equivalent to Taximjz-
ing household production as_follows: :

U=uz...2) - L,
' where Zi = quantity of the commodity produced by the
. household '
subJect to the production constraint: _/>
| 2, = f(L Loy X,0) /
In both maximization models, there is an assumption that the family
" pools its resources, i.e., there is' a single composite X for the @
family. ‘ , .
' : ¢ . -
v .
.
' \}
' lis |
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and a time constraint , 10
H, + L = an + L ' ‘
M llu \\ and l{r [1‘ = F g ‘ (3)‘
where -

-

p = price )ot’ Koods

»
X = composite Jbundle of goods and servicesn

L 4

Wy husband's net wame rate (net of taxes) -
: ' , »

wt_ = wifr":: net wape rate . .
Y = nonlabor income ’ ¢
¢n )
T = total time avaliinble : .

, Hm = hugband's hdurs worked of ‘:
H. = wife's hours worked , '

L = hugband's nmmrkot, hours

o

¢ wite's nonmarket hours

The Lagrangian equation for constrained utility maximization, where
' '’

X i3 the numeraire, is then as follows:

»

A

vV = u(X,Lmth,) + A[wmllm + wf}if + Yn_ - X] + u[T - Hm - Lm] +
‘ .

. ‘ 5
o Y0P < by - 1) LW

vhere A = marginal utility of income -

u = marginal ;utility of time of the husband

-
H

marginal {Jtility of time of the wif"e.(

These budget and time constraints can be converted into a single "f%ll
‘income"” constraint, .

_ vl +wf1,f+px=(wm-+wf)'r+ynss

where S = full income

The potential "full income" of the family (nonwage income plus the
money income that could be achieved if all the time available was de-
voted to market work) is thus spent elther directly on goods anl ser-
vices or through the foregoing of money incche by spending time on
consumption activities. See Becker, "Allocation of Time."

R
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The Kuhn-Tucker ‘'conditions for a’utility maximum become: - ) "
l » . : * “- . - . '- » ’ \' .
AV =3U-1<0 : - (5).- -
aX Max . - - N |
* .a_v_ ‘ ﬂj_ -’u i 0 \ (6) '\
’ AL, A ( o |
W =W-y <O b (1)
- M‘t‘ 8Lf o ‘. | X
. "I V=AW -y <0 / " (8)
[ oH ™ : :
m .o . ]
\ \ V = /% - . ] )
Nl e -y <0 o (9)
JH L. : .
t‘ . . * A3
L= ’ + - ; A N :
. We=wH +wWH +Y -X=0 ’ , (10)
A : .
ﬂ:T..}gna.Lmzo . N /». (11) .
ap_ : o
V=T-H L,=0 . . (1) /.
— f f -
dy
. If both épouses ‘combine market work and consumption time, the .
Q " above first-order conditions hold as strict equalities. If, however,
the maximizatto cess obtains a corner solution, i.e. where the
husband or wife is ped in the labor force, then (8) or (9) will hold
as an 1néqua11ty and either L ¢ ,
v <p= Vg : L
X m . » D
or W < _} = wsf . \ | (13) |
\,_; R : .
‘ v . I ,
‘\ » ' ‘
8 - N a
: ¢ A y
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— Vhere u/)* and Y/X are defined as the‘shadow wage rates for the;huaband

/ - : L
.and wife, reapectivefy.6 These shadow wage rates represent the

monetafy vaTue of consumption time, where there is no.?arket work. {

. . . ’ ~ i .
. ’ Assuming that ran interior solution does exist, the Slutsky.

3

\ equhtions,ﬁi}ived from the second order conditions chn be written as:
. 1 ; . '
o _ ’ + .331 = dHy -+ HJ(Qﬂi) where 1 =m, f and J = m, (1) '
‘ . avd awy |V Yy, ' .
. ’ W ] '

From economic theqry own substitution effects are positive
. \ . - ,n
JHy|_ > 0 where 1 = m or f . (15)
awy U ; SN . . ‘

If nonmarket time is not an. inferior good, income effects are
Yy .

ne3ati§e,7 .
. gy < O vhere L = mor § , | " (16)
P N . ' . aYn . i ,\
. ) "and cross substitution efchfs are equal,” ' . “ .
3 | = 3H.|_ , ‘ (17)
. 553 v awi U where { = m or f. '
Eiﬁ full income constraint is used; the shadow wage rate is defined
.\ as : 3U | .
L L. Ly =T where 1 =m or f
i - A = mar inal atility of full

‘ indo
As Gronau points out, the market wage rate may fall short of the
shadov price of time either due to the fndividual's relyctance to work «
outside the home or because .of differences in productivity between
market and nonmquet work., See Gronam, "Leisure, Hope Production,.
and Work", p, 106 . Becker discpsses.this latter strategy of role
specialization with one spouse rﬂmadning in the home as’promoting
marital stability (see p 31 of this chapter).

A n \—f'.
v

(. N * —

7See Michael Keeley, "The Economicé of. Labor-Supply, ﬁp. II: ) 7410,
for a detailed discussion 'of the validity of-this assumption with
"" ‘ @ regard to nonmarket work as distinct from leisure

-
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According to this framework, the labor Supply choices for® the
" married woman are between nonmarket activities and market work.,

ChangeS'in'Family income as well as cﬁhhges in the woman's expected

€

. wage rate/ will a&t to change the allocation of her time betwean thele '
. . : . . o |
activities. Increased family income will\decrease the woman's total

work hours, assuming ré&levant cémmddity'prices are fixed. On the\otﬁer \
hand, an increase in her wage fate, holéing family income‘constant, ‘ J’
\I will increase the opportunity cost of her home time; 'Depending on the?
-~ “ease of ﬁecuring substit&tes, as through the use of housekeepers or

.

domestics, the expectation would be that the woman will increése her

market work and reduce her non-market hours. The extent to which

changes in income or wages alter the distributioq‘of hours spent
"between home and markeé ;ork, wiil dgpend upon the existence of sub-
stituteé for the woman's noh-market time. For example, wémen with
sm%ll children may be almost totally unresponsive ta wage or income '
'chaﬁéég/since they perééive no acceptable substitutes,for'their home T
work. | .

After.the maritalidigruption ha§ occurred, the laéor supply

!%odél for a disrupted woman takes the folquing form:
' C

=‘ ' » .. -.
U u(Xg,Lgf) | . (18)
subject to a budget constraint .
px2 = ngﬂzf + Y2n (5 (l9) | *
and the time cénstraint - — ’
Hyp + Lyp = T - . (20)‘;:.“_;{.

=
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The first order con®®tions (6), (8), and (11) no 1onger_h61d and .
o T . . ) . - ' A 4
~ condition {10). 14 rewritten as A o .
, p PR o
AV = v, H Y, -X,=@ "V o  (21) -
" Vorfar Ulon X2 7 0 | ‘

I4

where Y,, = the level &f-nearned income available to the family. in
the postd}sruptionzperiod o

H = number of hours con%f%ﬁhted to the market in the post-
~disruption period

i -

~and  w,, = net wage rate in the postdisruption period.

N Assuming an interior solution exists’ (the woman cont%ib%tes'some hours
, P . N 2 ,

to the labor force), the derivéd Slutsky condition in the poé%disruption
period is ‘ o . | ot

- -  OHpp g Myt HL WML . (22)
. & 3 ’ M
e el U Mon - .

where cross substitution effects are absent.a‘

5 L]

If there are other wage earners in the hbugehold there will be cross
. 5_ substitution effects. In this case,’ the maximizing conditions would ~
be equivalent to.the case where the husband was in.the household; i.e.
. ‘ U= ulX,lyply)) \ q
) ' _ where o = other family member v - Lo

- end the budget conbtraints and time\consira!nts would be as follows:
» : » \

H

. ‘ vl o+
- PXy = Warlar * ¥ao¥a0 * Yon
Y _
and H2f, L2f = 'I‘Q
rd N I3 '
.8 ; Hzo + L2 = T .
P
k;, < )
L N
‘r,,“' - ‘
(o 1-4‘)
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It the disrupted woman does not contribute any hours to the Sabor force,

equation (9) will hdld as an Inequality and
N . o - . N
R AP Y/A = disrupted woman's shadow wage rate. (23)

Becausge tﬁe yngng woman's market wagb is_not expected to change N
tp any.appreciable degree ovsr the perigd tha} the disruption takes .
place, the key.element in detenyining the extent of the impact of
the‘separation or divorce og labor supply Qill-be the alteratiqn_in A

the financial resources a ailabﬁe to the family. There are sééeral )
y L/

. L}

4

‘means by which the maritally disrupted. woman may seek to coﬁpensate
for the loss of the spouse's earnings to the household. These include
the receipt of alimony or child support, financial support through -

-extended family arrangements and public assistance !hwments

Alimony and child support paymemts -are viewed as a megns of

i

e
compensatlng the maritally disrupted woman particularly one who has

-

children, for the loss ofiper husband's éarnfngs._ Thepretical}y, one

‘would‘qxpect to find a close relationship betweﬁp the huspand's

ability to pay and the size of the'$ayment. Women with 'children
[ 9 N .

. . P e
whose husband's earnings were high the period immediately prgceding: .

‘the disrpption should be the most likely recipients of suCh‘-assi,stance.9

. . . -

9 '
P

Ross and Sawhill point out {n their book, Time of Transition, that

the flow of such private transfers 1s somewhat smaller than is

commonly believed. Data from the General Accounting Office in 197U

also indicate 1little relationship between the husband's earnings and -
either the amount of payment agreed to or his compliance with the o
18w, see pp. 175-76. - t , L
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Income trom other family members either through direct gifts or

?
.

extended family living arfangementa can also serve as a substitute for
, .

the husband's earnings.
The receipt of such nonwage income will have only an income

effect. Since the income effect is assumed to be negative, this in-

. : : " ‘ .
‘creage in financial resources will reduce the amount of labor the

/
divorced or separated woman would supply to the market as compared

with what she would offer if she did not have such fin ial re-

sources avallable té_her.

Hotfman makes the suggestion, on the basis of work with the -

Panel Survey on Income Dynamics, that welfare and alimony/child

Jscpport may cperate :Ercrude substitutes. Where aliﬁony/child support

is not adequaéLly prVided,npublic assistence, particularly Aid to

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), becomes a necessary alterna-
10

(tive. Although certain U.S. Supreme»Cou;f rulings have made it

somewhat'easief‘now than formerly for intact families to receive AFDC,
female headedneas continues to be aﬁ important eriterion for the fe—
ceipt of benefﬁfs. Acceptance rates for AFDC heve been rising over
the last decade and a half; ltherefore, if a woman is a head of a
household Kith children and has little outside financial resoufﬁee,
the likelihood that she will be receiving AFDC benefits is h&gh.

‘ By
% . ——
’ L]
[ i "
A

10

Saul Hoffman, ™Marital Instablility and Women's Economic Status,"
- Detography 1k, no. 1 (February 197M™: 67-76. \

[l

llh.

-
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The benefits. B, that alfumily (assumfng there is a female head)

receives under a public assistance program are usually represented as
TIe - s : -

"B =G~ t( 4,uf +Y ) " S o (2h)

where G = minimum guaranteed income

&

- t = tax rate imposed under the public assistance plan with
the assumption made that both earned énd uneaiped ingome is subject

. , | )
v ’ to a tax which reduces the level of benefits as income rises. The

' benefit received becomes zero at the point where total family income

Fems -

@ is equal to G/t, of‘ten referred to as the "brea.k-even point The

-

o . postdisruption budget constraint for tnsrhousehold can then be
generalized to include the receipt of public assistante benefits in
the following manner:

PXy = wy Ho (L= t) + Y, @ -t)+cGir §

aplpp + Yo, < G/t L (25) .

if wyH Y, > G/t i

X, = - X
and. PXy =yl v Y optlop * Top

2 21 2f 2n
o ‘ Under this more general formulation, where X2 is the numeraire //
and positi;g benefits are being received,vthe thn—Tuckef conditions

_for constrained #tility maximization are:

4:—/"/ '
h V=30 -21<0 L (26)
, ax2 3%, ‘
. Yy =3y -~y <20 " (27)
) - 8Ly, dLyp v o .
v =‘>\w2f(l-t)-y<0 ¢+ (28) -
oH - ,
2f | " ‘
Ty : | %%_= an2f (1 - t) +Y, (1-t)+G=-X=0 ,(29)
%¥_= T - Hyp = Lpp = 0 | (30)

ve

‘e



‘and the Sluthky.condithon is:

4 . y : .

<

oM. - 3H Héf’aner‘

2r er l T
e (1 - t) M, (1= t) ayan (1.- %)% (31)

If the female head is in the labor  force, these condit%&ha hold as
. [ ] N
\Y ¢
strict equalities. If the weman is not in the labor force, a cormer

’
]

. .
13 .

solﬁtion is obtalned and

'- ’ 1= . . ,
w2f .(l t) <°A ws . .
~ . ) G | ~

Since t js negative, i.e., as the hqpfb of market work increase,

i .‘: oL

welfare benefit levels decrease, the receipt of public assisyancef‘

reduces the value of t!' markét wage that the %oman can expect to

receive. This implicit tax on market wage dpéreases the likelihood

14

. & - ’ . .
that a public assistance recipient will enter;the labor market or at

[t

“least will reduce the number df hours that ahe supplies to the market.

In addition the receipt of a mininum guaranteed benefit level has an

ks

income effect further reducing labor supply 12 ,j

11
Again, this formulation of the Slutsky equation assumes no cross

substitution effects.

Moffitt pointc out that there are several possible analytic aifrm-
culties thd4f arise from such a simple modelling of the effects of
transfer payments on household production. In his paper, "

Modelling the Work Disincentives of Tax and Transfer Programs," he
discusses three major problems, distinguished as -nonlinearity, non-
differentiability and nonconvexity of the budget constraint. The
estimation of lubor supply effects assumes a linear budget constraint.
With the addition of a tax or transfer variable, such an ‘assumption
is only realistic in the case where ‘the program has a constant tax
rate over all ranges of earnings. If t is constant, then w, in equa-
tion (2) can be replaced by w, (1 - t). Since t is constaq€ changes
in the net wage rate are analftically equivalent to changes in the
wvage rate before. the tax was 1ntroduced

The problems stem from the fact that tax and transfer programs do not °
generally have constant tax rates. Rather, depending on the

w

[



The Lhanges in the mix 2& Iinancial regources available to the

tamdly as a result or a marital disruption .can now be related to the

. . C labor supply behavior of the reaponéent: Cont olling for background
characteriatica. a graphioal representation of her labor supply de-
Eision both before (perioq,l),%nd after (period 2) the maritaly.dis-
”ruption is shown in Fihu;e 5 A3 . B A\\\

3

(RS

Jurisdidtion, tax rates may increase with earnings, resulting in a
nonlinear budget constraint. In addition (as was ,discussed in the
text ) transfer programs have at least one kink at the break-even
point, the point at which the subsidy or benefit goes to zero. Un-
less the segment of.the budget line above the kink is ignored, the

‘ , budget constraint remains undifferentiable. Finally, most transfer
b programs generate nonconvex budget lines. Low levels of earnings are
' taxed at high rates (often approaching 100 percent) up to the bre
even point; above this point, earnings are taxed according to
initially lower progressive income tax rates. .

'See Robert A. Moffitt, "On Modelling the Work Disincenﬁives of Tax .
and Transfer Programs," mimeographed, (Princeton, N.J.: Mathematica
Policy Research, 1976), pp. 1-19, for a more detailed discussion of
these problems. 4

-

\

This graphical representation makes the following assumptions:
1. No complementarity is allowed between the labor supply of the wife
and that of her husband. In period 1, the woman takes her hus-\J’
band's earnings as fiixed, in the budget constraint. , _
2. The only time in period 1 wﬁenlghe family may receive welfare q‘
- benefits 'is when the husband is unempItyed. Therefote, husband's
wages and welfaré benefits are viewed as perfect substitutes in
period 1 and public assistance benefits are assumed not to knter
the budget constraint
3. There is no man in th household in the postdisruption periog.
The situation, however does exist where the woman remarries very
quickly such that there is really no time where she formulates
her*work-leisure choice without taking.into account a spouse's

y income. wever, such immediate remarriers will be excluded frow
" the sample\in the empirical analysis. ’

f. The wage rade for both husbands and wives 1is 1nvariant to the \\
hoyrs) worked. . - :

5. No account-is taken of, explicit tax rates on income.
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= household - 7
= 18t period (before disruption)
= 2nd period (after disruption)
= total time available : A '
= vage ' , : -
= hours of work . e
= guaranteed minimum benefit
= alimony/child support (or other private transfer payment)
= implicit tax rate imposed by the receipt of public assistance
. . ‘ ‘ . , ' K




3.4

: ¢ . : * -
'In the predisruption periodsy equilidrium point A represents the

[

,1nteraoction of the expectcd vage of the reapondent (the alope of* the

'hnusehold‘n preference function). At the intersection point depicted.

the respondgnt auppliéa H hours to the labor market. Howe@er,'if

Ir
there is no Intersectlion point, i.e., where Yip < Ylf , then the woman
. A . .
supplies?ﬂ>labor . L : , 1f - . ;5
' In the ppstdiasruption period, if no welfare payments are recéiv::i;§<\

)

n\cross 'subst:&ut}ion effects exia‘t, an‘d the household .pref‘erence‘
function rémaihs the éame as in the prediséﬁption period the 1088 of
the husband's earnings will be felt only as a negative income effect

on labor supply IH' The direction of the impaot of this loss on the
regpondent's labor supply will depend on whether Y2n‘ which inc]uﬁzk |
nonlabgr iﬁqome sources such as'alim?ny/phild"support or wage income

from other family.members, is greater or %ess thanlthe sum of t:hec
husband's earﬁed,gnd unearned‘inc?me in the.first éeriod.; Figure I;is \>

\
drawn to reflect an assumed net reduction in family income (Y, <

0 ‘ <
vlﬁghn + Yln); heﬂEe, th§ disrupted woman supplies H2f Houré to the
labor market (H < Hlf)' *If the household preference fuﬁction does
lnot' emain constant between the.;wo periods, then the oﬁtcome in terﬁg‘
o#/ite ohange in labor supplied to the market cannot be determined. r
An exact sgscification of how thﬁ householdfs utility structure is

altered would have to be known in order to derive an equilibrium péint.

lhThis hypothesized result ignofee the existence of a subgtitution "

effect generated by the change in marginal income tax rates due to
the departure of the husband from the household. For a discussion (-
of the impact of U.S. tax laws on the labor supply of married women
see Harvey S. Rosen, "Tax Illusion and the Labor Supply of Married
Women," .The Review of Economics and Statistics 58 (May 1976): 167-7T2.

]




‘The receipt of public adsistarnce, assuming there fs an“implicit

tax on qarning' (t > 0) will have both an income and a price (substitu-

«

tion) effect on 1a§5: supply The receipt of & guaranteed level of

benefits will act

-~

a negative income effect. In addition, ‘the expected wvage rate (the )

reduce participation ir\,the labor force thr.ough

‘'wage that the woman could expect to. receive if she entered the labor

«
force) will be altered by the tax on earnings,~such that w, (1 - t) < '

wzr In the graphi'al representation, ‘the assumption is made that if

a woman whose income level makes her eligible for welfare elected npot

-

to receive p lic assistance, she would receive Y2 income through
financial assistance from family members aldYor through other private

transfer payments. With public assistance receipt and no work, as at

point C, she could be receiving Ggf' welfare benefits, plus some
' ' : o G
L

» »

15 ’ N
income Y2f’ ‘

. If she elects to receive public assistance and also to participate
in the labor force, the slope of the budget constraint is decreased

since ‘her expected wage rate is now Vor (1 -t). If aﬁe continues to
~
increase her hours ér work, at the break-even point E she becomes

*»

indifferent between the receipt or nonreceipt of welfare, l.e.,

\ P -

Vop (1= ) Hy # Gpp # Y, = v, Ho ot Y,

v

TS_Since vwelfare benefit levels are reduced with'the receipt of any type
of nonlabor income, the assumption is that she will be forced to re-
duce the amount of nonlabor income she would have received without
assistance, Y n' . Nevertheless, welfare benefits are assumed to put
her at a higher budget line tHan would have been possible without the
receipt of such benefits.

-

. M . : ' ‘\
‘ )
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. ) _ ' A Comparison of theé Labor Supply Behavior ef Disrupting
‘ . Women and Maritally Stable Women

’

4 . N

The Determinanis of Disruption Literature
. / N
.o ** As was discussed in the lntroductdry chapter, the focus of this
. " research s on the net impact. of martital diurupﬁion on a young woman's

labor supﬁly behavior. It is, thérefore. iﬁbortunt to consider whether
14 P ) .

thogse married women who subqunéntly disrupt have certain economic

4

A )
! . .-. - ’ . *
characterist f's, sueh mus preater work.experience or loweﬁ“tunﬁT?’Thnumo<’/fﬁNj\\

which distinguish them ffom wamen whose marriages remain a&able. The

~

consequences of such-a finding are to increase the likelihood thet (1) -

"
. _ -
there is some s{muktuneous relationship between labor supply behavior and

; maritul status and (2), there has been some truncation of the dependent,
: X ;

3

variable, gfnce low tamily income will increase labor supply. 8Such re- °*

- sults do not destroy the value of the labor supply estimates obtuained

t'rom the pre- and postdinruptioﬂ‘périods but do serve as a potential "

- ‘ source of bias which must at least be discussed. /
To explore ‘the .pcM that such sources of bias exist in the -
‘ » ‘

{ labor supply models to be gstimated requires a survey of the rapidly.

} | )

prowing literature on the determinants of marital disruption. Much of'
the early literature consisted of work done by sociologists and

‘psychologists who werd most concerned with the‘effects of psychological
_ ) - ’ ‘

and demographic factors on maritél sa}isfaction. The factors studied

¢

inciuded age at marriage, intergenerational transmission of instébility, L

»7 ' .
. : the presence of children, illegitimacy, etc.]6
£ Y
16 " )
. : Sée George Levinger, "A Social Psychologi xspective on Marital
. Dissolution,”" The Journal of SocialIssuégagé:z*inten 1976): 21-48,
4 " for an excellent survey of this early litera . The early literature
establishes the important fact that maridal stability is not necessarily
I ) Y ' C

]
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In recent years,“research has become increasingly .interdisciplinary

' | . | < L

in-nature with economists taking an active interest in the field. Since
the purpose of thiawaection is to examine the‘eausei relationship be-
tweén the respondent's labor supply and‘parital disruption, emphasis

will be placed on the literature examining economic factors which-aerve

either as constraints on or ‘incéntives for marital dissolution. Rogg

L4

» . and Sawhill term those economic factors which tend to "cement;' a ‘ \ |
a ' marriage by encouraging a wife's,dependence on hef hasband as."in%ome" ‘A .
effects. On the other hand, factors which promote a feeling Bf economic
s : 1ndependence En a woman are termed "independence" effects. ' |
Goode in 1962 fifst intraduced the concept of an S}nebme" effect
o with his finding that‘divofce was more commion among the lower»clﬁgses,
whether social\status"was‘élassified by the husband's educ#&tion or ' N

N Y. co
occupation or by family 1ncome,18 Cut ht further refined this idea

“ indicative of a happy marriage, sinceystability can be related to a

lack of available alternatives to the marriage. Therefore, social and
’ economic constraints can hold together‘marriages which appear to be

devoid of positive marital satisfaction. It has been clearly imposs-
ible for researchers to model the reasons for the decline in marital, s
satisfaction in many marriages. Instead they have been forced to con-
fine themselves to an examination of those characteristics which appear
to b€ significant precipitators of the marital disruption itself. ’

' B

17Although this study takes. the female perspective due to the nature of

the sample universe, marriage is in fact depicted as an exchange pro-
.cess. Ross and Sawhill cite the analogy of the two country case in

international trade where the distribution of gains between the two

countries will depend gn their bargaining power and resource endow-

‘ \ ments. If perfect symmetry could be assumed, then the independence
effect for the wiﬂ!‘woﬁld be tH€ income effect for the husband and
‘likewise, the income effect for the wife would be the independence -

. effect for the husband. For this reason, it is important to discuss
: the available literature on botl these effects. TSee Heather Ross and
' Isabel Sawhill, Time of Transition, pp: L2-L7.

1 _—

~

18&1111.m J. Goode, "Marital Satisfaction and Instability: A Cross-
Cultural Analysis of Divorce Rates," Interriational Social Service
Journal lh (1962) 507-26

Q -- | | : . : :‘ ‘-Iiyi)'
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A "T\ by empirically establishing that yhe'n c‘ontrolﬁhwere p\it on family .
-~ ‘

. income, the education and the occupation- of the husband had no direct
¢ ‘ . o \ ¢ . ' » . \(
effect on marital stability.
- o

There has been ho generally~acc®pted theoretical basis for such
an "income" e(fect. Cutright mentions two possible models" to explain .

the empirical relationship. )
‘ (1) "Role satisfaction" model: High income couples tend to have
~ . . high levels of marital satisfaction because the high.income-
I R 1s an indicator of the success of the husband in his role -as
breadwinner. This positive evaluation- ‘by the' couple tends

- ,’ to promote marital Btability. '\\\\\\5__~\Eeﬁj;

. o~ (2) Constraint" odel: High income leads to large asset u-
' ' " lation in the) form of sdvings, investmenys, home ownersghip,
etc. The lowering of the high consumption levels and the
difficultyfof distributing the assets tends to discourage

marital “dissolution.k

However, as Cutright seeks to explain the fact that the increasing
x\ shift out of poverty by nonwhite familiea has not been accompanied by -
a rise in marital stability q‘ong nonvhites, he apeculates that perhaps

v 1t is not the absolute level of family income which functions as the
Iy
¢chief determinaht of marital stalility., Rather the relative consump-

-
L2

tion position of the couple in its reference group" is the "root of

economic diasatisfactions which undermine the mta;rria.ge.""2 Recent

[N

19Pn1111ps Cutright, "Income and Family Events:. Marital Stability,"

/ Jgurnal of Marr;age and the Family (May 1971): 291-305.

Ibid, p. 303.
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o . research on di’{:ption probabilities using multivariate analysis has -

generally confirped'that it 1s the stability of income sources,,rather

-

- . ’ ot a1
NN than the absolute level which affeots diaruptioﬁ probabilities.
. i .

The theoretical basis for the exigtence’ of an "independence"
, R ) ) ‘
effect, on the other hand, has generally been associated with Becker's

-~

theory of marriage. Becker argues that, although the.sociological
literature suggests that complementarity between men and women is the

major source of the, gain from.ma;riages, the concept of "complemen-

. < / - A3
- tarity" has been vaguely defined. He refines this concept by splcify-

ing that a_negative correlation between the wage rate of the husband
. and that of the wife maximizes total output because the gains from the -
division of labor within the household are maximied. The high wage:

a ) /7 " . L]

spouse spends more time in market work and t@p low wage spouse, in
household production. A corollary of this point‘is that marital dis- (/
solution will be mdre likely in, the case where the gains from this

role specialization are small either becawse there is little demand

v

- for home productioﬁ aervices (for example, vhere there are no children)"

N . 2

] or where t he wage rate of the wife 18 competitive with that of her

‘

husband.<? Given this rramework Ross '‘and,8awhill hypothesize that, .

-

. °lRoss and Sawhill, Time of Trmai&on. pp. 59-60; Andrew Cherlin,
" "Social and*Economic Determinants of Marital Separation, Ph.D. e
‘ dissertation, University of California, 1976; Frank Mott and Sylvia
: Moore, "Marital Disruption: Causes and Consequences," in Mott, et.

.. : al., Years for Decision,vol. U, (Coldmbus, Ohio: Center for Human S
Resource Research, 1%77) p. 217. ) | )

. ® Gary Becker, "A Theory of Marriage: Part I," Journal of Political
< . Economy 8 (July/August 1973): 828. )
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\/

where women have .other means of support in the form efther of own
ST N ’ ‘ ‘ ‘

earnings or hocess'bb welfare, they are less conatrained to remain in

<t

a marriage where there is little marital satisfaction, 1.e., the

$ Yy Y. 0 * »

"independence"” effect.” ' ¢ : *

0

PR In empirical work seeking to discern ‘whether or not puch an effeat

)

exists: there is genaral confirmation of a positive andisignificant

¢ . association between the level of the wife's.earnings, prox¥ing for an

4
s

v ) )
"independence" effect, and the probability ‘of disruption.”' Alten-

natively, Cherlin attempts to test directly Beckpr's hypothesis of
, ¢

marital instubility'where there are few gains to specializatiqn by.

incorporating the ratio of the wife's aotugq\:::e-(or expected wage,

if not in the labor force) to the wage of her\pusband as a variable to

-

explain.the probabilit ofvmaritol disruptios. ‘His results confirm

. AL .
‘ such an effect. - . ~ .
" ‘, &

"3
Ross and Sawhill do suggest other interpretations for the positive
association between a wife's earnings and the probability of dis-.
ruption. Rather than being an independence effect, the relationship
may be explained by the fact that wives seek employment in antici-
pation of a divorce. Or alternatively. the time vressure engendered

* ¥y having two wage earners in the family may create marital strain.
See Ross and Sawhill “Time of Transition, PP. 5T7-59.

2l ' g
¢y Ross and Sawhill,igime of Transition, pp. 57=59; Shirley BR. Johnson,

"The Impact of Women's Liberation on Marriage: Divorce and Family
Life Style," in S Discrimination and the Division of Labor, :
Cynthia Lloyd (Ed.) (New York: Colurbia University Press, 1975),) ~
. ¢  pp. 401-426; Mott apd Moore, "Marital Disruption,” p. 21L.

ey

e}

f?Andrey Cherlin, "Social and Economic Determinants."




~ o . ’ T
. o .
- .
' : \
«
. \ . i
Al ' . [ N N « )
1 "
'

ay ‘. . . v

’

In'summary, the available litérature supports the existence of an

"{independénce’” effect as an incentive for marital dissolution, but ,

finds mixed results with regard to the existence of an "income" effect CL

. ag a deterrent to such a dissolution. Uneﬁpeéted alteratione~in faﬁ*ly
\ - ; o .

{ncome due to changes in Agsets’or employment are found-to affect dis-

ruption probabilities, while absolute 1ncbme:1evels a}e not. The fact

3

. .Y v , ) Ape
that absolute levels of rmnily income have qpt‘beeq génerally found in -

. e N g
the literature to affect disruption p(gbabilities indicates that trun-
cation of the dependent varfable will not be hn.important source of

-7

S

. . ) o N .
bias in the egtimated predisruption labor supply moﬁels.“6, On th,

P
K .

other hand, the general confirmatdion Gf the existeﬁce QF an inde-

.- pendence effect 'indicates there is a possibility of a simultaneous, ,

LN
w

relationship. between labor supply and mariﬁp] status.
' . ) ‘ v | D o ‘; . :\J\ M
Empirical Methodology o . L v,

) Labor supply theory (see Appendix_E) implies that‘phe wife's

- LY

,J demand for nonmarket time in the postdisruptiqn«period can be written

as: ’ SRR _ ] - v o
. ' oy Y S G T
Lop = Upp (Wops Po on) | - v

(%4
7

[

Agsuming symmetrical effects between spouses, this result also points
out- that the "independence" 'effect of the husband is much weaker
, & than that of his wife. One the other hand, the "income' effect of ..
=~ ' the husband (the independence effect of the wife), hypothesized to
be a "cementing" factor in a marriage, is strongly and positively
" ' related to marital stability. = ° .

)

- . .

B i o B T R e .



tion cnn'g;;;;}(ten as/&\supply of labor equatiod
. , . . o

op = Hop (wope Yo )

sp ahnuaL hburs of work of the wife in the postdisruptfcn

=]
]

period

£
}

op = wife'!s postdisruption wage rate

X

\
N .

27 *

nonlabor income available'toizik\household after
'disruption.

Linearizing the: equation, (2) becomes

.. . | -
| "or T %20 T %21¥2r * %22l * e 0/ (3)

where E

o residqal effect

The uncompensated wage effect, 3H2f . is,giveg by aéi'

awgf | \\
- N A4 Q"\

and the income effect, 9H by o

The compensated own wage

¢

2fr? 22"
aY
2n : \\\ N (’/

(substitution) effect can bg derived

3H2f'
9w2n 6

2‘. ' .
TBecause the earnings of other wage earners (if any) in the household
are assumed, to be exogenous to.the respondent's labor market behavior,

) Y2n includes the earnings of other family members, w 20 50° Therefore,
cross wage effects.‘aHeo, auzf, AQ not exist.

awzf 8w20

28 v

B This p ach ¥as initially used by Mincer in 1962 ‘and a variant is
used b sterg in 1969. Seée Mincér, "Labor Force Partictipation
of Married Womkn," in Aspects of Labor Economics, H. Gregg lLewis *
(Ed.), National Bureau Conference—Series No. 10U (Princeton, New

Jersey:. Princeton University Press, 1962), pp. 63-105; Marvin

.

1735 | Lo




Foiiowing form:

> v ’ I 1 n". 9
In order to assure that income and unco_pensatea wage effects are
similarly defined in the prqdisruption labor supply modela, certain ]
- .
'simpliinng assumptions must be made. The husband's work houra, Hlm’

are assgmedito be fixed, i.e., they are invariant to the amaﬁnt of non-

labor income dvailable taﬁﬁgé hohaeﬁold, Y, , and to the wife's.wage

1n
‘Thg predfsruption laboq'supplyvequation then .takes the

rate, Ve
H, = »"+‘ + a5 {+ Y, ) N (5) '
1t 7 M0 TMavie T %otV lm_ 1n 1
The income and uncdmpensutqd wvage effects are defined as‘a12 and a1
\ 11 : " e
regpectively. L o R » .
. ’ .

Kosters, Ettemt“‘ot an Income Tax on Labor Supply," in Taxa-
tion of Income Capital, edited by Arnold C. Harberger and M.J. Bailey
(Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Instdtution, 1969), pp. 301-32ak.

’gBy making such an assumption, ona ignores the possibility that the
hour§ of the husband, HE, 1s a simultaneously detérmined endogenous .
variable. Kniesner finds that the gross (uncompensated) effect of a
change in the wage of the husband will vary according to, whether or
not the wife performs market work. See Thomas J.. Kniesner, "An In-
direct Test of Complementarity in a Family Labor Supply- Model,"
Econometrica uLl, no. h (July 1976) 651~ 69

304g in the postdisruption estimating model Y is assumed to include

the- earnings of famfly members other than the husband and wife, if any.

3]ﬁMichaﬂ Keeley describes(thefchamge in the income and gross wage
- effects when consideration is given to the endogeneity of the husband's
worls hours in equation (5) (excluding the case of more.than two wage

earners). If Hlf = Hlf (Yl 'wlf’ wl )y then the income effect would be
defined as . , ,

(w,_ 9H ' N

) = “12"%1m Mim + 1)
a?ln | ayln o .

‘ and the gross wage effect as

H, . = ) S o
AL % T iy B o
1f Mir P .

.

See Keeley,“'"Economics of Labor Supﬁly, A Critical Review," Mimeographed
Stanfbnd Reaearch Institute, ¥?77, pp. II-13, II-1k4.
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Comparability of income and,aubstitutio effects 18 not a problen
: ' '

when multivariate comparisons are made ot th pfedisruption labor supply

behavior of fufure disruptees with a sample of maritally stable women,

»
N

. 8ince in both cases the spouse remains in the household. Therefore, the

restricting assumption of the exogeneity of the husband's work hours tq
A v ‘

his wife's lubor supply is not necessary in order to be able to test for

coeffioient differences}‘
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The Center for Human Resource Research

The Center for Human Resource Research is a policy-oriented research
unit based in the College of Administrative Science of The Ohlo State University.
Established in 1963, the Center is concerned with a wide range of contemporary
problems assoclated with human resource development, conservation and utili-
zation. The personnel include approximately twenty senior staff members drawn
from the disciplines of economics, education, health sciences, Industrial
relations, management science, psychology, public administration, soclal work
and sociology. This multidisciplinary team is supported by approximately 50 .
graduate research associates, full-time research assistants, computer program-
. mers and other personnel.

"The Center has acquired pre-eminence in the fields of labor market
) © research and manpower planning. The National Longitudinal Surveys of Labor
Force Behavior have been the responsibility of the Center since 1965 under
continuing support frqm the United States Department of Labor, Staff have been
called upon for humx1 resource planning assistance throughout the worid with
major studies conducted in Bolivia, Ecuador and Venezuela, and recently the
National Science Foundation requested a review ‘of the state of the art In human
. _resource planning. Senior personnel are also engaged in several other areas of
[ research including collective bargaining and labor relations, evaluation and
monitoring of the operation of government employment and training programs
and the projection of health education and facility needs.

The“Center for Human Resource Research has received over one on
dollars annually from government agencies and private foundations to support its
| research in recent years. Providing suppoct have been the U.S. Departments of
Labor, State, and Health, Educdtion and Welfare; Ohio's Health and*'Education
Departments and Bureau of Employment Services; the Ohio cities of Columbus
and Springfield; the Ohio AFL-CIO; and the George Gund Foundation. The
breadth of research interests may be seen by examining a few of the present

. projects. : ' .

. : _ L 4 ’

The largest of the current projects is the National Longitudinal Snys of
Labor Force Behavior. This project involves repeated interviews over a fifteen
l year périod with four groups of the United State populationy older men, middie-
aged women, and young men and Wlomen. The data are collected for 20,000
individuals by the U.S. Bureau of ‘the Census, and the Center is responsible for =

data anlysis. To date dozens of rgsearch monographs and special reports have

been prepared by the staff. Responsibilities also,include the preparation and

~  distributlon of data tapes forpublic use. Beginning in 1979, an additional cohort
of 12,000 young men and womeri between the ages of 14 and 21 will be studfetion"

an annual basis for the following five years. Again the Center wjll provide -
\ analysls and public use tapes for this cohort. _ : L '

-...~ - The Quality of Working Lifé Project is another ongolng study operated in
"~ " conjunction with the cities of Springfield and Columbus, in an attempt to
. improve both the productivity and the meaningfulness of work for public
employees in these two municipalities. Center staff serve as third party
advisors, as well as researchers, to, ekplore new techniques for - attaining
management-worker cooperation.

*
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A third area of research in which the Center has been active is manpower
plagning both in the U.S. and in developing countries. A current project for the
Ol:i% Advisory Council for Vocational Education seeks to*identify and inventory

‘the Jhighly fragmented Institutions and agencies responsible for supplylng

vocational and technicalitraining in Ohlo. These data will subsequeritly be
integrated into a comprehensive model for forecasting the State's supply of
vocational and technical skills.

Another focus of research is collective bargaiaing, In a project for the U.S.
Department of Labor, staff members are evaluating several current experiments
for "expedited grievance profedures," working with unions and management in a
variety of industries. The jprocedural adequacies, safeguards for due prqcess,
cost and timing of the new procedure are being weighed against traditional
arbitration techniques. .

Senior staff also serve as cofsultants to many boards and commissions at
the national and state level. Recent papers have been written for the Joint
Economic Committee of Congress, The National Commission for Employment
and Unemployment Statistics, The National Commission for Manpower Policy,
The White Hoyse Conference on the Family, the Ohlo Board-of Regents, the Ohfo

. Governor's Task Force on Health, and the Ohlo Governor's k Force on
Welfar ‘

includes a wide range of reference works and curre
are computer facilities linked, with those of University and staffed by
approximately a dozen computer programmers. They serve the needs of in-house
researchers and users of the National Longitudinal Survey tapes. B

_ , , \
The Center maintains a working library of a:zkoxlmately 9,000 titles which

* For more information on specific Center activities or fﬁr a copy of Jhe
Publications List, writet Director, Center for Human Resourcé earch, t.dte
583, 1375 Perry Street, Col,um'bus, Ohio 43291. L S
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